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	Done?

(May 2005)
	Task description
	FSKS to do?

(08/2004)

comments from pt@hear.org (08/2004)

	--
	1) DATABASE STUFF
	--

	--
	a) IMAGES
	--

	NO.  Stayed with existing dataset.
	i) Lots of data yet to be filled out [3051].
	no

	NO.  Stayed with existing dataset.
	(1) There are 5133 images, but only 2082 records with data in the database. Data could be entered for many of these.
	no

	NO.  Didn't want to risk hooking up internal hard drive.
	ii) Some images missing [18].
	only if EASY/QUICK

	NO.  Didn't want to risk hooking up internal hard drive.
	(1) (14_102 to 14_105) seem to be missing. Perhaps they are on the hi-res drive.
	only if EASY/QUICK

	--
	b) Image Description
	--

	YES.  All the images were gone through.  All images now have descriptions.
	i) Missing for some [468].
	--

	YES.  All the images were gone through.  All images now have descriptions.
	(1) (02_037) is blank, should be "Yellow disease of Dodonaea" or something similar [177]. 
	only if EASY/QUICK

[low priority]

	YES.  All the images were gone through.  All images now have descriptions.
	(2) (12_005) is "NO IMAGE DETAILS available during data conversion", could be "Person by silversword exclosure", or something similar [291].
	only if EASY/QUICK

[low priority]

	YES.  All images were checked for spelling / format.
	ii) Check spelling / formatting [2379].
	yes

	YES.  All images were checked for spelling / format.
	(1) (02_071) "helathy" should be "Healthy".
	yes

	YES.  All images were checked for proper ID / match.
	iii) Check identifications / see if it matches or not [2379].
	--

	YES.  All images were checked for proper ID / match.
	(1) (11_069) The image does not match the image description. It's currently "Septoria from Rumex", but should actually be something like "Rust from Acacia koa".
	only if OBVIOUS/QUICK FIX

[otherwise change value to "??" if obviously wrong]

	--
	c) Image #
	--

	YES & NO.  We modified the ones with errors, but have not yet deleted bad ones.
	i) Fix bad image numbers [5].
	yes

	YES & NO.  We modified the ones with errors, but have not yet deleted bad ones.
	(1) (8_015) "BAD FORMAT for ImageID detected during data conversion".
	yes

	
	d) Image Date 
	--

	NO.  Didn't touch the date, though we noticed a lot were messed up.
	i) Attempt to hunt down dates for ones that are missing [514].
	no

	NO.  Didn't touch the date, though we noticed a lot were messed up.
	(1) (02_037) has no date.
	no

	
	e) Keywords
	--

	NO.  Didn't touch keywords.  Figure they can be automatically generated.
	i) Image keywords missing for some. Could add appropriate ones for existing data, orautomate using existing information, or remove field if deemed duplicate info [468].
	no

	NO.  Didn't touch keywords.  Figure they can be automatically generated.
	(1) (02_037) is blank, should be "Dodonaea yellowing disease, aalii, Aspergillus melleus" or something similar.
	no

	
	f) Host
	--

	YES / NO.  We did the ones that were easy.
	i) Add ones that are missing [1036].
	--

	YES / NO.  We did not systematically go through these, we only added ones that presented themselves.
	(1) (02_037) is blank, should be "Dodonaea viscosa".
	only if OBVIOUS/QUICK*

*otherwise change value to "??" if missing or obviously wrong (or missing) but correct info not readily available

	YES.  We checked IDs for all the species we were familiar with.
	ii) Check identifications [2379].
	--

	YES.  We checked IDs for all the species we were familiar with.
	(1) (11_069) is currently "Rumex", should be "Acacia koa".
	only if OBVIOUS/QUICK*

*otherwise change value to "??" if missing or obviously wrong (or missing) but correct info not readily available

	YES.  We checked all spellings of every host.
	iii) Check spellings [2379].
	--

	YES.  The xFROM-TO table dealt with all of these.
	(1) (03_024) is "Passiflora mollisma", and should be "Passiflora mollissima".
	fix if OBVIOUS/QUICK FIX

	NO.  Didn't mess with synonyms or name changes.
	iv) Check for taxonomic changes and synonyms [2379].
	NO*

*RECORD ORIGINAL RAW DATA! Instead, translate (later) from original info EXTERNALLY after recorded names are standardized.  This is a qualitatively different kind of change than a spelling correction/etc.

	NO.  Didn't mess with synonyms or name changes.
	(1) (03_024) What was called Passiflora mollissima in HI is now P. tarminiana.
	NO! (see above)

	
	g) Pathogen
	--

	YES / NO.  Only on obvious ones.
	i) Image pathogen name missing for some [1052].
	fix if OBVIOUS/QUICK FIX

	YES / NO.  Only on obvious ones.
	(1) (02_037) is blank, should be "Aspergillus melleus" or something.
	fix if OBVIOUS/QUICK FIX

	YES / NO.  Only on obvious ones.
	ii) Check identifications [1775].
	--

	YES / NO.  Only on obvious ones.
	(1) (11_069) The host does not match the image. It currently reads "'Septoria", but should be "Rust" or something.
	only if OBVIOUS/QUICK*

*otherwise change value to "??" if missing or obviously wrong (or missing) but correct info not readily available

	YES / NO.  Only on obvious ones.
	iii) Check / correct spellings [1775].
	fix if OBVIOUS/QUICK FIX

	
	h) Publications
	--

	NO.  Would have been very time consuming.
	i) Check if publication matches image [4289].
	yes

	NO.  Would have been very time consuming.
	(1) (11_069) The publication does not match the image. It currently points to a "Rumex" publication when it should point to a "Rust on Acacia koa" publication.
	yes

	
	2) PUBLICATIONS
	--

	
	a) Title
	--

	NO.  We didn't touch the publications table (REFS).
	i) Clean up (spaces, periods, other odds and ends) [435].
	 no

	NO.  We didn't touch the publications table (REFS).
	(1) (Pub 92) lacks a period at the end of the title.
	no

	
	b) Abstract
	--

	NO.  We didn't touch the publications table (REFS).
	i) Add ones that are missing if articles could be found [294].
	no

	NO.  We didn't touch the publications table (REFS).
	(1) (Pub 35) has a full text article, but no abstract.
	no

	
	c) Hosts
	--

	YES / NO.  There were some changes to PH-REFS through xFROM-TO, but we did not systematically go through REFS.
	i) Check / fix errors [4289].
	??see below...

	YES / NO.  There were some changes to PH-REFS through xFROM-TO, but we did not systematically go through REFS.
	(1) (Pub 100) "Endemic sp." called host, should be removed.
	?not sure about this; let's discuss when the time comes...

	NO.  This would have been very time consuming.
	ii) Add more from text [10's of thousands].
	--

	NO.  This would have been very time consuming.
	(1) (Pub 203) has tons of potential additions in the full text.
	--

	
	d) Pathogens
	--

	NO.  We did not go through the publications table (REFS).
	i) Should fix errors [4289].
	fix if OBVIOUS/QUICK FIX

	NO.  We did not go through the publications table (REFS).
	(1) (Pub 100) hosts and pathogens are switched.
	fix if OBVIOUS/QUICK FIX

	NO.  Too time consuming.
	ii) Add ones that are missing [56] / in the text [10's of thousands].
	??no??

	NO.  We did not go through the publications table (REFS).  Too time consuming.
	(1) (Pub 152) is blank, could add Fusarium oxysporum f. sp. koae, which is discussed in the abstract.
	??no??

	
	e) Full Text
	--

	NO.  Would have taken lot of time, and it was deemed low priority.
	i) Hunt down and scan more articles [317].
	no

	NO.  Would have taken lot of time, and it was deemed low priority.
	(1) (Pub 13) has no full text article available right now.
	no

	
	f) Relevant to Biocontrol
	--

	NO.  Would have taken lot of time, and it was deemed low priority.
	i) Update based on abstracts and full text articles [435].
	no

	NO.  Would have taken lot of time, and it was deemed low priority.
	(1) (Pub 202) is false for this field, yet mentions biocontrol in the abstract.
	no*Actually, although this isn't the highest priority, a first cut at fixing this may be very low-hanging fruit.  A quick query could search for "biocontrol" in abstracts (and/or potentially full text)--IF the text of these abstracts/articles are included directly in the database--and field values of "false" for the "Relevant to biocontrol?" field.  It might be a simple (and therefore worthwhile) matter to quickly scan this subset of documents' info & add the appropriate field values to "Relevant to biocontrol?"  (This is actually more than trivially important, because a "no" value in the field--which may exist now [I haven't checked] would be INCORRECT [vs. a null value, which would imply to me that the record had not been checked].  Of course, ultimately null values should be prohibited [because of the ambiguity they imply].)

	
	g) Keywords
	--

	NO.  We figured this would just be automated.
	i) Image keywords missing for some. Could add ones that are appropriate for existing data, or automate using existing information, or remove field if deemed duplicate info [255].
	yes, but only if a QUICK AUTOMATED fix*

*I wouldn't worry too much about "keywords" at this point.  They're good to have, but not critical, for online documents.  The initial output of this project will not directly utilize keywords.  (They could be included in META tags, but again, this is not critical.)  Keywords can just as easily be added at a later date, perhaps--as FSKS suggest--in some (semi-)automated fashion.

	NO.  We figured this would be automated.
	(1) (Pub 184) is blank, could have words such as "mildew" added based on title, abstract, and text.
	yes, but only if a QUICK AUTOMATED fix*

(*see previous note)

	
	h) Images
	--

	NO.  We did not check the relationships between publications and images.
	i) Check existing list to if the images are correctly related to the publication [4349].
	yes

	NO.  Time consuming, low priority.
	ii) Add additional images as found in text [10's of thousands].
	no

	NO.  Time consuming, low priority.
	(1) (Pub 68) has related images (Uredo myopori, Myoporum), yet none are listed.
	no

	
	i) More Publications
	--

	NO.  Did not come across magic list that has IDs for pubs >10000 in publications table.
	i) Find a list that identifies the unknown publication entries (230 of 435 publications).
	yes

	NO.  Did not come across magic list that has IDs for pubs >10000 in publications table.
	(1) (Pub 10001-10284) have entries but no data.
	yes

	
	3) HOST & PATHOGEN PAGES
	--

	
	a) Scientific and Common Names
	--

	YES.  The entire TAXA table was gone through and the related tables also modified through xFROM-TO table.
	i) Check for and correct misspellings [4980].
	yes

	YES.  The entire TAXA table was gone through and the related tables also modified through xFROM-TO table.
	(1) (Host 5065) is "Passiflora millissima", should be "Passiflora mollissima".
	yes

	YES.  The entire TAXA table was gone through and the related tables also modified through xFROM-TO table.
	(2) (Host 4687) is "Passiflora mollisma", should be "Passiflora mollissima".
	yes

	YES.  The entire TAXA table was gone through and the related tables also modified through xFROM-TO table.
	ii) Check and correct common names entered as scientific names [4980].
	yes*

*better to leave a common name than nothing if that's all we've got

	YES / NO.  The entire TAXA table was gone through and the related tables also modified through xFROM-TO table.  However, the script actually changing the TAXA table hosts has not yet been run.
	(1) (Host 5010) is "Banana poka", should be "Passiflora mollissima".
	yes

	YES.  The entire TAXA table was gone through and the related tables also modified through xFROM-TO table.
	iii) Clean up names [4980].
	yes

	NO.  We have not pulled out the RAABs yet, but would like to see a more user friendly display name used for the final output.
	(1) (Host 2956) is "Passiflora sp. (RAAB1981-0000) pg. 158", could be "Passiflora sp.".
	no*

///

	NO.  We have not pulled out the RAABs yet, but would like to see a more user friendly display name used for the final output.
	(2) (Host 2954) is "Giant granadilla (raab1981-0000) pg. 158", could be "Giant granadilla".
	

	NO.  We did not modify any synonyms or outdated names.
	iv) Synonyms could be updated [4980].
	no*

///

	NO.  We did not modify any synonyms or outdated names.
	(1) ex. What was called Passiflora mollissima in HI is now considered P. tarminiana.
	--

	YES.  The entire TAXA table was gone through and the related tables also modified through xFROM-TO table.
	v) Add names that are missing.
	

	YES.  The entire TAXA table was gone through and the related tables also modified through xFROM-TO table.
	(1) ex. common name for Acacia confusa is Formosan koa [3281].
	only if VERY quick (add info only to TAXA table)*

*note that (at least for "host" species) this info can be automatically extracted from other sources & be related/added to DGLegacy database

	NO.  We did not modify any resolution above genus.
	(2) Families for pathogens is broken into two categories, "Fungi" and "Pathogen". It could be given greater resolution, to the actual Family level, if a source was found which had that info [1471].
	*my guess is that this might be more complicated than it seems; for now, my first reaction would be to leave this for "the next person"--perhaps a pathologist?--to work on.  (The question I ask myself is, "If we post this info, is it INCORRECT?"  If not [i.e. if it's simply incomplete but accurate as stated], I vote to leave it for later [given our limited time & resources for this project]. -pt)

	NO.  We did not groups / split items, even though it would likely help with user interface.
	vi) Revisit groupings [4980].
	no

	NO.  We did not groups / split items, even though it would likely help with user interface.
	(1) (Hosts 17-20) Many different varieties of Acacia koa are listed, yet the data they are relate to doesn't appear to reflect the varietal differences. In this case, it seems they should be lumped together.
	--

	
	b) Associated pathogens / hosts
	--

	YES / NO.  This is basically restating what happened above, by naming the actual database.  There were a fair amount of changes in host or pathogen identity made automatically through the xFROM-TO scripts.  We did not change any of the EFFECTS info.  We did not manually check each relationship.
	i) Check relationships. "EFFECTS.DB" [3726].
	yes*

*I'm not sure I remember exactly what this means, but I remember that whatever it was that it meant made sense to me at some point recently (DH had a question about this on 20040611; FSKS clarified the issue to PT/DH, but evidently this info was passed along via conversation vs. electronically [no record of it]).  I think I may have already done this via a set of queries/scripts; did it have to do with ensureing that all EFFECTS/REFS/IMGS combinations cited anywhere in the original DGLegacy.mdb were all in one place (or something like this)?  If so, no action required/"no worries."  -pt

	
	c) Publications
	--

	YES / NO.  This is basically restating what happened above, by naming the actual database.  There were a fair amount of changes in host or pathogen identity made automatically through the xFROM-TO scripts.  We did not change any publication info.  We did not manually check each relationship.
	i) Check relationships. "P-H-REFS.DB" [4289].
	yes*

*(see above comments)

	
	d) Images
	--

	YES / NO.  This is basically restating what happened above, by naming the actual database.  There were a fair amount of changes in host or pathogen identity made automatically through the xFROM-TO scripts.  Changes in hosts or pathogen as it relates to image descriptions in IMAGES were not transferred to the P-H-IMGS table.  We did not manually check each relationship.
	i) Check relationships. "P-H-IMGS.DB" [2082].
	yes*

*(see above comments)

	
	4) WEB PAGE STUFF
	--

	
	a) Hi-Resolution Images
	--

	NO.  We did not do any image modifications.
	i) Images need to be cropped, rotated, and named [5133].
	no

	NO.  We did not add any more webpage design.
	ii) Pages need to be built for each high-resolution image [5133].
	no

	NO.  We did not add any more webpage design.
	iii) Links need to be added from screen images to high-resolution images and back [5133 x2].
	no

	
	b) Style
	--

	NO.  We've got it where we want it, others can change it as they please.
	i) Template could be changed to suit different needs / locations / tastes.
	no*

*Since the raw data will be available, anyone who wishes is free to repurpose the data/create a new interface at any time.

	
	c) Location
	--

	NO.  We'll leave this to others.  The temporary location is at http://www.hear.org/temp/starr/dglegacy/index.html.
	i) The permanent location(s) of the web page needs to be determined.
	n/a

(This isn't an action item for FSKS.)


