 Dear Yolanda

I am sending herewith my observations, suggestions about Shaken. Some of them may be out of context, but I would like you to know about them. Text in bold is a major consideration.

Training

Training was satisfactory. But we would have loved to have a session wherein which the developers have actually taken 2-3 different scenarios and explained the processes from knowledge entry to questioning and how they would analyse the results. For a person who is completely unaware of the tool this helps a lot.

 Limitation of the KB is 50% dependant on the SME. Training should explain every single functionality of the tool in depth. This only can remove the limitation on the SMEs side.

I would suggest about 40-50% of the training time be spent on teaching SMEs how to understand the system behaviour (with the total time in training being around 2 weeks). The way we have done the entire process of Knowledge Representation was by trial and error. If we had known what kind of decisions Shaken takes under a given circumstance it would greatly help in explaining an event in detail and accuracy. There should also be a session on how the system behaves understand different circumstances. That way answers can be directed to desired requirements. This could be achieved by taking 15-20 different scenarios and showing the SME how Shaken is thinking under each case.

There can be many representations for a concept. The training should explain why a particular representation is better than the rest and how to get the best possible answer with that particular cmap.

Enter Knowledge 

1.Significant improvements are required in Cmap editing. A single mistake in a representation has a domino effect on all the Cmaps that use the earlier concept. (its heartening to know that we can undo changes to saved cmaps even though the fix came in the final stages)

Suggestions:There should a feature wherein cmaps can be created and temporarily saved which allows testing. Only once after all the necessary changes made after testing the cmap be permanently saved. Or. A feature wherein a cmap that is saved can be edited. 

It’s a good idea to save the working cmap at different stages of development using SAVE AS option so that if you find a mistake in the main cmap you have an option of getting back to the saved versions without having to redo the entire cmap. 

2.Though Shaken has done well with the Pump Primed information its dependence on that information will decrease as it grows and may become irrelevant under a different challenge problem. 

3. A single Cmap cannot capture all the information about a concept. That is because the context in which we describe a concept would be different from one another. The cmap design is dependant on the type of question we are trying to answer. 

Suggestion: Make a range of all possible questions and make cmaps answering them.

4. It’s a good idea to give many specializations to a concept as a biological molecule has many properties associated in an event.

5. Even after making detailed cmaps Shaken was not able to answer all the questions as there were limitations in the tool, which could not address the vocabulary used in natural language. Ex; Is Primary Transcript fully functional.

The answer for this question is a no. It is nearly impossible  to make shaken answer questions where the result is a yes/no. I can only explain a process to it but cannot make it judge situations like this. These are logic based question. Shaken needs more support for natural language in this case.

But its Heartening so see that If I ask a question “Is RNA Similar to DNA”, Shaken does well.

6.Most of the problems where specific to concepts. There may still be some hidden bugs in shaken, which can only be found by playing with Shaken and trying out “what happens when  I do this ..” and “What if I do that  ……….. ?”,etc kind of question put to yourself.(Thorough Testing)

7. Temporal description is not possible and if I try to do that concepts kind of merge with each other, though not literally. Its because we try to use the same concept again and again in giving relationships to different events, at the end of the process it looks as if the concept that we started with initially is the same at the end of the scenario, which may not be the case under most situations. I donot really know whether it’s a good idea to use another copy of the concept which has multiple relations ( and if I do that the cmap gets crowded).Temporal and spatial relations were very hard to define. Shaken should be able to support them in future.

8. Theres no way to say “that something is not produced or something doesn’t happen, something does participate in …………” kind of explanation.

Ex;Does Polymerase have directional Transcription?

9. Unable to define amount and rate of an event? Ex; Levels of gene expression.

10.Range of questions should increase.

11. Questions had to be interpreted on my side, I had to think what would be the answer of the question and frame a question for the cmap within the choice I had. I didn’t really know which answer to choose when a “Describe Transcription “question and “What is Transcription” produced equally good results.

12 Comparison on size, length, etc cannot be made.

13. Lastly is there a possibility for me to give pre and post conditions for a new event I am trying to create?
Ask a Question 

1. There are a few questions with which I could answer most of the questions, while there were many which could not answer any questions. It is because the later were too specific and because I did not really understand how to use them.

2. The Difference between Shaken and any other Database is it is intelligent. I have not really been able to make Shaken think. This is because I didn’t know how to make use of it. ( no understanding of system behaviour and a drawback of training). It was just giving me information that I had fed it. I do not really like this idea. I would like it to tell me something that is different from that of a machine. Answers should be based upon intelligence.

Test Knowledge 

Major drawback of Shaken.
1.Testing produces --“There are no user-defined effects specified by you If you want to specify a new one, click here Otherwise press 'Continue' to start testing. “ Donot know what is the use of this feature. Documentation does not help in any way. Suggestions donot work. Only solution was to redo the cmaps. 

2. Testing produces comment “ No effect produced “ even though a result relationship exists for the concept.

3. It’s a good idea to save the working cmap at different stages of fixing a problem using SAVE AS option so that you have many versions of the cmap to work with.

Browse Knowledge Base : Initially I had difficulty in locating a concept which is much more suitable than the one I thought. I still have a feeling that there could be something much more appropriate for a situation. This might be because human vocabulary is diverse when compared Shaken. I donot really know how much difference it makes if I had found only one of the two closely related concepts and used it.  All this again question the effectiveness of the training program. Best is to have a print out of pump primed concepts and refer to them.

I would like to see a search feature which actually lists all the names of cmaps that use the concept being searched (in the search results window) and what relation does it share with other entities in the cmap. This helps in designing cmaps.( textual search of cmaps)

Inaddition a search facility which helps in locating a concept in a large cmap would also be good.(visual search of cmaps)

It may be better to list similar concepts in the search results page when we search for a particular concept. This functionality is partially supported and can be seen only in the specification section. It would be better to have it in the search results page as well.

My Concepts : I would like to see an option wherein the SME can create new folders and edit them. This helps in arranging cmaps related to an event. Inaddition we should have an option of deleting cmaps or placing them in a folder called rough work.

Bug Fixes: Some of the bug fixes have not been reported back to us. Ex: A functionality wherein we could undo a change after we saved a cmap during a session. I consider this to be very important. We have been losing a lot of time in redoing cmaps. If had only known that there was a feature like this we could have saved a lot of time and effort.
System Behaviour: 

1.Sometimes Shaken assumes things. Changes at one part of the cmap bring about changes somewhere else. This kind of behaviour is strange. I had to redo my entire cmaps as I have saved it unaware of these changes. This behavior poses great risk in representation. You have to definitely take a serious note about this.

2. Inorder understand system behaviour I had to literally play with Shaken to see what I could do with it in all permutations and combinations. It’s the only way I could study Shakens behaviour.

3. Some of concepts get combined with an “and” in between them which according to bruce should be prevented. But under certain circumstances it becomes inevitable. Only way to get around is redoing cmaps. 

Future developments and Additional Notes: It is not possible for me to imagine all situations for an event (SME limitation) to answer the questions. I would suggest

1.Make cmaps for all possible situations that may arise out of an event.

2. Make a collection of all queries and requirements the tool is expected to answer and make cmaps to them.

3. It’s a good idea to spend significant amount of time on scratch work in designing cmaps. How I did it

a. Make use of words that already exist in the Shaken and are mentioned exactly in the text.

b. If not search for a similar concept. Read its Specification and try to satisfy its requirements. 

c. Make my own entities/events starting from the bottom. The cmap design has a hierarchy. First I create building blocks on which other cmaps are dependant.     Thereafter expand the hierarchy.

d. Make a rough cmap and try to see whether it fits the model, which Shaken accepts.

e. Go for completing the cmap.

4. I donot really know whether at this time there is a possibility of standardizing the entire process. But it would be better to document some of the processes which you think are standardized.

5. We know that a single cmap cannot answer all the questions for an event, so we make 3-4 of them considering the range of questions that could be asked. If we imagine that Shaken is actually put in front of a novice user and he puts a question related to an event. The question should be directed to all these 3-4 cmaps and gather the nearest answer/s from 1 or 2 of them.

6. The entire process was dynamic and situations were changing. Fixes were coming in regularly but I still wanted to inform what was happening from the beginning of the project.

