LibSBGN meeting 2009/09/03

from audio recording of the last 9 minutes, transcribed by Alice

--------------------------

Who was present?

Can hear:

Alice Villeger

Huaiyu Mi

Stuart Moodie

Mirit Aladjem

Christian Klukas or Tobias Czauderna?

Not sure if Sarah Boydd is here?

------------------------

[00:00 - as the meeting comes to an end, Stuart starts to recapitulate]

Stuart: basically, we discussed structure, coordinates, glyph definition...

Some issues, but consensus?

------------------------

[00:50 - Alice tries to summarise what was agreed, and what are remaining problems]

Alice: we want to represent the visual layer: its means the same data may end up being replicated in different places, but we don't care

e.g. clone labels: if there is n clones of an entity, the same label is stored n times (instead of storing the information once at the conceptual level, and having all the clones point at it)

=> that's OK?

However, some semantically important relationships need to be mentioned explicitly:

e.g. that a unit of info belongs to a specific EPN = we don't want to have to infer that relationship from the location of the UI

So, why are we OK for the "clone1 and clone2 are clones of the same entity" relationship to be implicit, but want the "UI belongs to EPN" relationship to be explicit?

Because identifying that 2 clones (or more) represent the same entity is easy = it just means comparing 2 strings (or more)

While inferring that a UI belongs to an EPN (or that any structure is part of any bigger structure: eg EPN belongs to a compartment) based on their respective size and coordinates is difficult.

------------------------

[01:40 - Stuart asks about coordinates]

Alice: cartesian in top left corner, with x going left right and y going top bottom => sounds reasonable?

Stuart agrees

------------------------

[2:00 - Mirit mentions "what to do with things we don't know how to render?"]

Alice: for instance, for edges, the minimal info is source and target

More details would be control points for curves or polylines

If a tool cannot render the detailed info, they can still use the source and target, but they must warn the user that from now on, the more detailed info has been lost (if the file gets saved) => make the "downgrading" process transparent

Huaiyu agrees

------------------------

[2:30 Alice's biggest issue: parametric description of glyphs]

Alice: a bounding box doe not contain enough info to define unambiguously some glyphs

E.g. the sausage/stadium theoretically requires a radius for the rounded corner bit (or even an alpha/angle value if the corner is not a quarter of a circle but a 30 degree arc or whatever)

A possible attitude: "that's too bad". We don't want to be SVG, so we don't give more parameters than the bounding box.

Then maybe SBGN should be more strict in its description of some of the shapes that are not fully, unambiguously defined by just a bounding box?

Stuart agrees

Huaiyu starts drawing what would be the SVG description of a stadium.

We have = a straight line, then a curve, then another straight line, etc.

Alice: no no no, that's horrible! (Stuart laughs) because the SVG description always looks so much more complicated than it should be: the minimal set of parameters for a stadium is really just an alpha and a radius [+ a bounding box]

Huaiyu: yes, these kind of coordinates are much, much simpler

------------------------

[3:35 Stuart wonders about consensus on XML schema]

Stuart: It seemed we had a consensus in Auckland, but it may not be a consensus from the discussions that happened here in California.

(Huaiyu says maybe the problem is we didn't have that much of a consensus in Auckland, just pretended to...)

Stuart: didn't we agree to define an XML schema?

Alice, Huaiyu: it's still on the agenda

But people have been talking about all sorts of representations eg GraphML or SVG = also XML format, with their own schema. That's a way to look at it...

However, we want our own XML schema so that the format would be simpler.

Stuart is satisfied there is consensus here

Christia/Tobias? says something about simpler and can use it - not sure if it is "It's not simpler if people can't use it" or "if it's simpler people can use it", however :-/

------------------------

[4:55 - Alice on the overall organisation of the data in the file]

Alice: there is something on which there is currently no consensus but we can probably try and find one.

In term of file structure, how to store all our EPN and process nodes and edges, etc?

-> as a graph (indiscriminate list of nodes connected by indiscriminate list of edges)

-> as something more like the layout extension? (list of EPN, list of process nodes + for each PN the production and consumption edges to an EPN => the "k-partite" nature of the graph is embedded in the organisation of the storage structure itself)

are actually [inaudible...]

But I like this one [the second option] more because it's more semantically explicit

Stuart: just try and define the XML schema, see if it forces to do one way or another because it's easier.

Alice: well, the one that looks like the layout extension is easy because there already a skeleton for it?

------------------------

[5:50 - Christia/Tobias? wants minimal requirements to be defined ]

Christia/Tobias?: all of us who have SBGN implementations have minimum requirements...

Mirit: but this minimum question still generates lots of arguments! Like yesterday we spent 2 hours ... [people starts arguing again]

Alice: we made some progress (Stuart agrees), as some consensus has been reached in term of requirement, that we don't want people who read the file to have to do complex computations to render stuff

That means there should be a lot of information here that is already precomputed on the location of things, the size of things.

Christia/Tobias?: but we are just a close group of people...? What about other implementers?

Mirit: and we still couldn't agree (even within a group within the group)

Alice and Stuart disagree: some progress has been made

------------------------

[6:55 - Alice suggests a method to move forward]

Alice: what we need is to approach each group of implementer

Show the current draft of a consensus => if they agree, more endorsement

if they find problems, we fix them and reach a new consensus

=> incrementally

Christia/Tobias? says something inaudible :-/

Stuart: someone needs to start writing things, make decisions, just do it!

And from there we have something concrete we can debate over

Alice agrees, but adds we need more than a schema: an example, a screenshot

=> this is the diagram, and this is the file

To make it easy to understand how it works

Huaiyu agrees

Alice: for something concrete, we need test cases = the examples we show, people must try to replicate what is shown

Christia/Tobias? suggest we could define minimal requirements as being the maximum of the minimum requirements of everyone

