BEST PRACTICES SUBGROUP
Meeting Minutes from Tuesday, March 23, 2004
Location – Westat WRIT, Rm 433 (6110 Executive Blvd, Suite 400)
Attending – Carla Chorley (BBI), Mark Cosentino (SAIC), Laura Fontaine (Westat), Kathleen Groover (McKesson), Jackie King (BioReliance), Karen Pitt (BioReliance), Danny Ringer (RTI), Jeanne Rosenthal (Westat), Heather Seifers (BBI), Jim Vaught (NCI), and Kate Torres (Westat)
Not Attending – Kathi Shea (BBI)
Introduction and Overview of Best Practices Document

Following K Torres’ introduction and a reiteration of the meeting’s goals, J Vaught stated that he hoped, to the extent possible, to avoid new work for everyone by drawing on existing documents and policies, with the committee acting together to pool and adapt these resources into a standardized document.  He also noted that proprietary information should be avoided; that it should not be needed to develop a useful document. 

J Vaught acknowledged that the group didn’t have a clearly articulated mission, so the group was encouraged to make suggestions as to a helpful approach and/or framework for the document.  Over the course of the meeting various models were noted, as well as thoughts on the content, the potential audience and application of the document, and how to get started.

Potential Models

K Pitt noted that ISBER also has a Best Practices document in the works, which, although aimed to a larger audience (i.e., not just DCEG/NCI contractors), might serve as a model for our effort.  On the other hand, she hoped that information from our document might also lend itself to inclusion in the ISBER document.  Finally, she offered to distribute the ISBER document to the group when it becomes available.

K Torres asked whether the White Paper on labeling, drafted by M Cosentino with input from C Chorley, K Groover, J King and others, was a possible model.  Per M Cosentino, the paper provides specific recommendations for standardizing the labels used on four kinds of biospecimens (i.e., tissue slides, blocks, and two different sizes of vial).  Unlike the White Paper, M Cosentino noted, the Best Practices document presumably is not meant to set standards or hard recommendations, therefore, the Best Practices document would need to be broader in scope, and less forceful in terms of any recommendations made.  [M Cosentino notified the group that the next draft of the paper would be posted at the SAIC website in mid-April.]  
The Audience for and Uses of the Document

An approach to developing the document suggested by M Cosentino was to consider it as a guide for new investigators and studies, i.e., how does a specimen management plan for a new DCEG/NCI study come together?  As well as current and future NCI investigators, however, the group agreed the target audience should include repositories, coordinating centers, labs and other contractors involved in the specimen component of DCEG/NCI studies, i.e., what should be the expectations for a new contractor on how specimens are managed on DCEG/NCI studies?
In fact, another suggested use for this document was as a directory of current contact information for the various investigators, repositories, coordinating centers, labs and other contractors involved in various current studies, possibly including a brief description of the specimen component of each study.
Other thoughts from the group on uses for the document were as follows:

· As a forum for vetting and/or evaluating new procedures; 

· As a tool for notifying investigators and contractors of new procedures; and
· As a resource for coordinating and resource-sharing in the event of a disaster or other emergency.

On the latter issue, group members spoke of possibly developing a disaster/emergency response plan.

Document Maintenance and Distribution
The notion of a contact list raised an important point, which was the need to think about where, how, and by whom the document was to be maintained.  Document maintenance will require a system and schedule for making updates.
Distribution and/or display of the document led to a discussion of what might be the best means of giving people access.  Per the example of the White Paper discussed above, it was decided the NCI Best Practices document should be posted somewhere on the DCEG internet website, although a specific location was not determined.  
Getting Started: Assignment for the Next Meeting
In terms of starting point, the group agreed we should look at what each of us, i.e., the repositories and coordinating centers, does related to specimen management, in order to identify the overlaps and gaps in coverage.  
Regarding what types of studies to cover, it was noted that we deal primarily with two different types: new field collection and archived specimen management.  These two study types have different focal points of interest, field-to-repository management, and intra- and extra-repository (i.e., repository-to-lab) management, respectively.  For this first assignment, we will only look at the field-to-repository process.
Specifically, the group was assigned to consider the following:
· What typically is your organization’s role and main responsibilities in the process of managing specimens from field collection to repository receipt and initial entry into the inventory (including shipping)?

· Where in this process do issues and problems for your organization arise?

· How and to whom do you typically respond concerning these problems?

· What are your responsibilities related to and expectations for resolution of problems?

It was suggested the group provide the above information in the form of flowcharts with annotations.

Next Meeting and Assignment Timetable

The next meeting will be held May 4, from 3-4 at NCI; it will be held immediately following (and in the same room as) the next DCEG Repository Committee meeting. 

Flowcharts should be emailed to Kate Torres at Westat no later than April 21st.  Westat will assemble and distribute everyone’s materials to the group by April 25th, so that they can be reviewed prior to the May 4th meeting.

