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ABSTRACT

Motivation: The biological literature is a major repository
of knowledge. Many biological databases draw much of
their content from a careful curation of this literature.
However, as the volume of literature increases, the burden
of curation increases. Text mining may provide useful tools
to assist in the curation process. To date, the lack of
standards has made it impossible to determine whether

. 'text mining techniques are sufficiently mature to be useful.

Results: We report on a Challenge Evaluation task that
we created for the Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining
(KDD) Challenge Cup. We provided a training corpus
of 862 articles consisting of journal articles curated in
FlyBase, along with the associated lists of genes and gene
products, as well as the relevant data fields from FlyBase.
For the test, we provided a corpus of 213 new (‘blind’)
articles; the 18 participating groups provided systems that
flagged articles for curation, based on whether the article
contained experimental evidence for gene expression
products. We report on the the evaluation results and
describe the techniques used by the top performing
groups.

Contact: asy@mitre.org

Keywords: text mining, evaluation, curation, genomics,
data management

INTRODUCTION

mining for biological literature, but until now, there has
been no way to compare results of the different systems
(Hirschmaret all, [2002). Several related fields have
addressed this problem by organizing open ‘challenge’
evaluations, e.g., for protein structure prediction, ¢her
have been the successful CASP evaluations (Critical
Assessment of Techniques for Protein Structure Pre-
diction, |http://predictioncenter.linl.gov/). For naalir
language processing, there was the series of Message
Understanding Conferences (MUCs) for information
extraction on newswire text._(Hirschmah, 1998). The
Text REtrieval Conferences (TREC, http://trec.nist.ijov/
(Voorhees & Bucklaridl_2002)) for information retrieval
are ongoing.

The idea behind these series of open evaluations has
been to attract teams to work on a problem by providing
them with real (or realistic) training and test data, as
well as objective evaluation metrics. These data sets are
often hard to obtain, and the open evaluation makes it
much easier for groups to build systems and compare
performance on a common problem. If many teams are
involved, the results are a measure of the state-of-the-
art for that task. In addition, when the teams share
information about their approaches and the evaluations
are repeated over time, then the research community can
demonstrate measurable forward progress in a field.

For these reasons, we decided that it would be valuable

The research literature is a major repository of biologicato test whether text mining techniques could help the

knowledge. To make this knowledge accessible, it issuration process. To do this, we created and ran a
translated by expert curators into entries in biologicalcommon challenge evaluation (a contest) using data from
databases. This serves several purposes: experts consmbiological database and a task performed by curators of
idate data about a single organism or a single class dfiological databases. The contest that we created and ran
entity (e.g., proteins) in one place, often in conjunctionwas Task 1 (of 2 tasks) of the KDD Challenge Cup 2002, a
with sequence information. Second, this process makegompetition held in conjunction with the ACM SIGKDD
the information searchable through a variety of automatednternational Conference on Knowledge Discovery and
techniques, given that the curators use standardizé@ata Mining (KDD), July 23-26, 2002.This contest
terminologies or Ontologies_ However, it is becomingfocused on text mining to prOVide semi-automated aids for
more and more difficult for curators to keep up with the biological database curatioh (Yehal, 2003). FlyBase,
increasing volume of literature, creating a demand for@ publicly available database on Drosophila genetics and

automated curation aids. . ) 1Sed hitp://www.biostat.wisc.educraven/kddcup/ for a description of the
There has been a growing volume of work in texttask.
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molecular biologyl(FlyBase Consortilim, 2002), suppliedthe paper. Along with its standardized nomenclature, the
the data and biological expertise. This paper describes theyBase database provides synonym lists for each gene.
results and lessons that we learned from setting up anthese resources, along with the set of relevant FlyBase

running this contest. database entries for each paper, were provided to KDD
participants as part of the training data.
METHODS: CONTEST SET-UP The test data set came from papers that had already been

For this contest, we drew on the work performed by Prof curated for genes (so the gene list was available to bpth the
William Gelbart and colleagues at Harvard in connectiorf lyBase gene product curators and the general public), but
with FlyBase Harvard. We discussed how to providefor which the gene product curation was not public yet. In
automated aids for curating biomedical databases with th&1€ €nd, the test set consisted of 213 papers, together with
FlyBase curators and settled on a fundamental task at tH8€ genes mentioned in each paper. _
beginning of the FlyBase Harvard curation pipeline, that For each paper, we ‘cleaned’ the text by converting non-
of identifying the papers to be curated for Drosophila gendlain text (superscripts, subscripts, italics, Greelers)t
expression information. into p[am text; this was cr|t|cf':1I to preserve distinctians
FlyBase Harvard curates journal articles containing exineaning for further processing. For example, Appt’,
perimental gene expression evidence, specifically, expefe Applin italics indicates that the Appl gene is being
imental evidence about the products — mRNA transcripténentioned (and not the protein) and the supersdripdi-
(TR) and proteins/polypeptides (PP) — associated with §ates that the Appl genedsallele is being mentioned. The

given gene. resulting conversion produced the form ‘@Appl@I[d]’, us-
We defined the following task for the contest, based odng the conventions developed by FlyBase for their gene
materials obtained from FlyBase: name lists.

The list of genes for a paper was given in the form of a

e Given a set of papers (full text) on genetics ortemplate in XML that also indicated the yes/no decisions

molecular biology and, for each paper, a list of thetg be made. For the training papers, a filled-out version

genes mentioned in that paper: of this template was also provided. For example, the
égllowing template indicated the mention of thers and

e Determine whether the paper meets the FlyBase gengcol\lacz genes in the associated paper:

expression curation criteria, and for each gene, indicat
whether the full paper has experimental evidence for<

gene products (MRNA and/or protein). curate>?</curate>

<gene symbol="sws">

For each paper, a system needed to return three things: <tr>?</tr><pp>?</pp></gene>
) ) _ <gene symbol="Ecol\lacz">
1. A ranked list of papers in order of probability <tr>X</tr><pp>X</pp></gene>

of the need for curation, where papers containing
experimental evide_znce ofintergstshould_rank higher Systems gave their yes/na/{) answers by returning
than papers that did not contain such evidence;  these templates with the’s replaced byy or N. For

2. Ayes/no decision on whether to curate each paper€ach gene, returningep>y</pp> meant that a system

. .. found experimental data of interest in the paper for some

3. For each gene in each paper, a yes/no decision . . .
. . protein of that gene. Returningpp>N</pp> meant

about whether the paper contained experimens = o ctem did NOKLr>Y</tr> and<tr>N</tr>

tal evidence for the gene’s products (RNA and o & SY L g ToNS/EE

rotein/polypeptide). indicated analogous findings fc_)r that genegnscripts

P Lethal (e.g.,1(2)523), foreign (e.g.,Ecol\lacZz)

The KDD Challenge Cup schedule included a 6 weekand anonymous (e.ggnon-56Cb) genes were espe-
period when the training data was made available focially hard to handle and were deemed ‘special’. Systems
the contestants to build and train a system, followed bylid not have to answef/N for those genes’ products. We
a two week period to complete the running of the testindicated this by replacing the appropriats with X’s.

material. The results were then submitted to MITRE for The overall decision on whether a paper had exper-

final scoring. imental evidence for a product of any geriac{uding
o ‘special’ genes) was indicated by changing thein
Thetraining and test data <curate>?</curate> into ay for yes andv for no.

The training data set consisted of 862 ‘cleaned’ full text For the training papers, we also provided the experi-
papers, of which 283 had been judged to need curationmental data that FlyBase extracted from that paper. For
Each paper came to the Harvard curators with a list oExample, below is relevant evidence frm&h

the genes (in a standardized nomenclature) mentioned {1997):
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(gene="Phm" product="Phm-P1" Examples ar@rotein domaingndprotein characteristics
ptype="pp" evtype="asm") : The commenfield is a special case by itself. It usually
immunolocalization contains experimental results of interest to the gene prod-

uct curators, so we included its existence as an indicator of
a training paper having results of interest for an assatiate
gene’s transcript or protein. But the field is used for any
énformation that will not fit anywhere else in FlyBase, and

The data sets presented a number of complication So the field sometimes contains material that is either not
First, the list of synonyms for the genes provided to”; . e
f interest or of borderline interest.

the contestants was not complete because of the man?y

typographical variants of names. For example, Flybase We originally wanted a contes.tanj[’s system to providg
listed the following 7 synonyms for thppl gene: evidence for its response, by indicating a passage in

the text describing relevant experimental results. When
APPL, appl, EG:65F1.5, CG7727, BcDNA:GH04413, using a system to aid in curation, providing such a
&bgr; amyloid protein precursor-like, passage would give a person checking the system a
§bgrj-anyloid-protein-precursor-like. basis on which to accept or reject that finding. But
But this list did not include the synonymAPP-like as  while FlyBase stores the results of interest found in
a gene name, which appearslin _Roseal (1989). In a paper, it does not indicate which passage(s) in that
addition, some names are not unigue to a particular genpaper support or describe those results. Furthermore,
For exampleClIk is both a symbol for th€lockgene and the entry in FlyBase often uses wording that is very
a synonym for theeriodgene. This meant that it was not different from what is explicitly stated in the passage(s).
trivial to map between the genes listed for an article and-or example, FlyBase’s assay field for the PHM protein
their mentions in the text. in the paper(Kolhekaet all, [1997) uses the controlled
The training set came from papers that were alreadyocabulary termimmunolocalizationin that paper, there
curated and publicly available from FlyBase. One smallis no mention of the term ‘immunolocalization’ (or
source of noise in the training data was due to the fact thagny similar term) in the text. Instead, the supporting
not surprisingly, curation standards change over time antext describes the various steps taken to perform an
differ between individuals. For example, FlyBase is onlyimmunolocalizatiorssay (use an anti-body to stain some
interested in gene expression results that are applicabt&ssue and then look at it), as illustrated in this figure
to ‘regular’ flies found in the wild (wild-type), and not caption excerpt frorn Kolhekaat all (1997):
in expression results that apply just to laboratory induced

This indicated that the assay modssif) wasimmunolo-
calization used on th@hm-P1protein productgp) of the
Phmgene.

mutations. In addition, FlyBase is normally interested in Figure 12.Top. Whole-mount tissue staining
wild-type experimental gene expression results that are  using an affinity-purified anti-PHM antibody
repeats of results found in other, earlier papers. However,  in the CNS and in non-neural tissués.The

if the focus of a paper is not on the gene products in wild- ~ third instar larval CNS exhibits distributed
type flies, but the paper does have a few experimental ~ Cell body and neuropilar staining. This view
results on wild-type flies (usually to serve as controlsinan ~ displays only a portion of the CNS; ...

experiment) that have already been seen elsewhere, then . - -
FlyBase isnot interested in that particular paper’s gene nother example is that for the paper Tingwellal

expression results. The border between a ‘few’ results (n t)' FIyBa?e r(tecords thattmRtN_A transcngts (:f cert?m
of interest) and enough results to be of interest is a pifEPOrter constructs (a construct is a combination of a

fuzzy. Such borderline papers were removed from the tedfPorter gene and a gene of interest) appear in certain parts
data, but were left in the training data of the body. The paper itself never explicitly mentions

Also, it took significant reverse engineering to deter_anytranscript. Instead, the supporting text mentions eher

mine how the experimental evidence was encoded in th[n,he associated reporter protein is detected. The FlyBase

database, and exactly what kinds of information consticurators infer the_ tr_anscripts’ locations from the places
; here the protein is detected. Manually finding such

tuted experimental evidence. This reverse engineering Wzﬂ i ; f o traini i Id
not perfect, and the imperfections form another source of V! egce pgsslfg_es or use in ralnlr&gdqﬁ%ysiSem wou
residual noise. Many FlyBase transcript and protein dat ave been both time consuming and diflicliso we

fields contain experimental data, suchtr@sscript length ropped the passage finding req“"e’.“?m-.
and assay modebut many others do not, including the We also originally wanted the participating systems to

fields public protein symbo&ndsynonyms for transcript generalte thel names of the E'ene prodg_cﬁf(s) that had_ exper-
symbol There are also fields that contain data that usednental results in a paper. However, different proteins in
to be of interest to the gene pr'oduct curatprs, but arg N&:gpecially since it can require a lot of biology knowledgel anr contes-
longer, because another group is now curating these fieldgnts had more of a data-mining background than a biologkdsaand.
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the FlyBase database are named using different conven-
tions (and likewise for transcripts). For example, FlyBase | sub-Task | Best| 1stQuartile | Median | Low
lists 5 different forms of proteins for tHeoa gene, which
are named using 4 different conventioBsia™ P105kD is
named after the form’s size (105 kilodaltonBpa™P517
is named after the form’s length (517 amino acids).
Doa-P1 andDoa-P2 are named using more recent naming
conventions for distinct forms ddoa protein found in the
literature.Doa™ P is a name used for results that apply to
one or more forms oboa protein, but the curator cannot
tell from the paper which specific form(s). Table 1. Results of the 32 submissions

Furthermore, the product names used in the papers
do not always match the corresponding FlyBase names.
Determining the correspondences may not be so difficult
with FlyBase names that contain some product propert@f the three sub-tasks.
like size or length, for example ‘105-kD protein’ or For the ranked-list sub-task, we used as a metric the
‘105-kD DOA isoform’ in m [2000), which area under the receiver operating characteristic curve
are mentions ofDoa™P105kD. However, determining (AROC); the ROC curvel (Dudet al, 2001, Sec. 2.8.3)
the correspondences to other FlyBase product names iiseasures the trade-off between sensitivity (recall) aed th
difficult. For example, in the same paper, phrases likgrobability of a false alarm. As the area under the curve
‘55-kD DOA protein” and ‘55-kD isoform’ are recorded increases, a system will on average be more sensitive for
in FlyBase asDoa-P2. Also in that paper, phrases like the same false alarm rate.
‘protein kinase’, ‘DOA kinase’, 'DOA protein’, and  Eor the yes/no curation decisions for the set of papers,
‘DOA' can either refer to all forms of DOA protein, the o \;seqd the standard balanced F measure, which is a
two forms studied in detail in that papebda’ P10SkD ._combination (the harmonic mean)retall andprecision*
and Doa-P2) or to one or more forms, but the PAPET IS pecallis the percentage of the correct ‘yes’ decisions
unclear (to a biologically-trained curator) as to which, .

that are actually returned by the system. This measures

leading the curator to udoa*P. o T . :
In addition, difficulties in determining the corre- how sensitive a system is in finding what it should find.

spondences can lead to difficulties in determining when & T€cisionis the percentage of the ‘yes’ decisions returned
transcript or protein described in a paper is actually new t®Y the system that are actually correct. This measures how
FlyBase, and has yet to be listed in the database. For the§Becific a system is in just finding what it should find.
reasons, we avoided the issue of naming gene expression/Ve also used the balanced F measure for the yes/no
products; we simply required the systems to provide dlecisions on experimental evidence for products of the
‘ves/no’ answer for whether a paper had experimentajenes mentioned in the papers. The sum of these three
results for that gene’s transcripts and proteins. scores (equally weighted) was used to provide an overall
system score.

Ranked-list:
YIN paper:
Y/N products:

84%
78%
67%

81%
61%
47%

69%
58%
35%

35%
32%
8%

| Overall: | 76% | 61% | 55% | 32% |

Scoring measures

The contest task was divided into 3 sub-tasks. The rankeq-?ESULTS
list and ‘yes/no curate paper’ sub-tasks are two possible o
ways to help a curator with filtering out the papers thatOverall, 18 teams returned 32 separate submissions for
have no information of interest. The ranked-list can helpevaluation (up to 3 per team). There were eight countries
by providing an ordering on the relative likelihood of a represented, including Japan, Taiwan, Singapore, India,
paper being of interest. If accurate, the ‘yes/no curatésrael, UK, Portugal and USA. There were groups from
paper’ decisions are direct indicators of what papers tandustry, academia and government laboratories, often
concentrate on. The third sub-task (‘yes/no’ for productseamed. The top performing team, ClearForest and
of each gene) is a way to tell a curator what gene(s) t€elera, obtained both the highest overall score and the
concentrate on in a paper. highest score on the each sub-task. The results of the 32
After defining the task and preparing the training andsybmissions for the three metrics and the overall score
test data, we developed a simple scoring method for eac{‘hormalized to 100%) are given in Tad 1. The top 5

SEven with this simplification, products of ‘special’ (lethdoreign and teams for the ranked-list sub-task all had close scores for

anonymous) genes can be hard to handle, so we added therfurth¢his sub-task (81%-84%).
simplification that contestants did not need to make ‘yéglaoisions about
these products, as mentioned earlier. 4The balanced F measure is (2&cisiort recall)/(precision+ recall).
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High-perfor ming teams compared to find similar documents or passagésie

We declared a winning team and three honorable mentiogiroup (Ghanenet al, 2003) in fact tried this approach at
teams. The teams used a variety of approaches. TH#St but found that the resulting system did not perform
winning team [(Regeet all, 2003) used an information Well. In general, use of pattern matching and local context
extraction approach with manually constructed rules thageemed to work better, probably because it was important
matched against patterns deemed of interest. A focus wd@ associate experimental results with specific relevant

finding patterns in figure captions. These often involveddenes; document level association may simply be too

linguistic constructs, such as noun phrases (e.g., ‘th&eak for this set of tasks.
developing midgut) and verb phrases (e.g., ‘does not Many of the submissions came from teams, and these

antagonize’). The output of the rules was combined tJeams often includ.ed biologists in the role of ‘domain

produce scores at both the document and gene level. expehrt. The domain exhperts see][nid to be mo%]_useful
One honorable mention team was from three Singaporégr these teams near the start of the contest. This was

based organizations. (Sial, 2003). Their system the indication that we got in talking to a member of the

looked for the presence of certain manually chosen ‘keyalrrc])rt]éngets;%tignhse O?N%Q?rxgﬁkb%m%m:n;vho
words’® Within each paragraph of a paper, it computed ’ )

the distance (measured as the number of sentence bour{@-‘hﬁml’m)’ both mention using domain experts

aries crossed) between each keyword mention and cald produce some of the feature lists that they used in their
. experiments. However, one thing to keep in mind is that
mention of a gene name or synonym. For each gene a

K d oair. the mini dist ted th mentioned i he training and test data Section, we
eyword pair, the minimum distance was noted, as was Mg, e several simplifications to this competition to make it
number of occurrences with that minimum distance. Th

§ess dependent on domain knowledge.
effects of different keywords on decisions about a gene'’s P g

products were combined using Naive Bayes (Deifal,  Tegt-set paper analysis

2001, Sec. 2.11). , ) n our post-competition analysis, we looked at several fac-
The honorable mention team from Imperial College an4ors that might have contributed to overall task difficulty.
Inforsensel(Ghaneet all, 2003) had a system that used The first factor was how well the training data and test
regular expressiofigo find particular patterns of words. data sets were matched. The training data had 33% of ar-
It automatically extracted these patterns from sentencgjes that were judged to contain curatable experimental
in the training corpus. The patterns were restricted tQwidence for gene products. By contrast, the test set had

be within a sentence or neighboring sentences, and tg statistically significantly higher percentad®1 papers
contain gene name(s) or keyword(s) that appeared in th@394) of the 213 test papers had results of interest.
experimental database fields from FlyBase associated with This |ed us to look at whether systems had been overly
the training papers. When searching for the products of @onservative in marking a paper as containing evidence
particular gene, only sentences related to that gene wefgr curation; we concluded that they had been. Overall,
examined. The patterns served as features to be combingd (81%) of the 32 submissions marked less than 91 test
Igﬂ%isupport vector machine (SVM) classifler (Diadaall, papers with ‘yes, curaté'.
, Sec. 5.11)[ (http://svmiight.joachims|org), which We also tried to characterize what made a curation

made the final decisions. decision harder for an individual paper. To do this, we

The honorable mention team from Verity and Exelixis counted how many of the 32 submissions made the correct
(B.Chen, personal communication) also had a systerf¥/N curate’ decision for a given paper; we call this

that used regular expressions and SVMs (two types:
9 P ( yp Q7The SMART information retrieval system uses this ‘bag ofdgapproach

transductive and inductive). The system ignored certaiRszie-z 1icail 1985, Ch. 4). Often in this approach, woate stemmed
sections of papers. (e.g., removal of plurad) and stop words are removed, ea.of, the, on, in

One thing these highly-ranked teams had in common jghen each document or passage is represented as a vectadef generally

‘ ) using a variant of the ‘tf-idf’ scheme, which weights wordsrns) by their
that they allmoved away from the bag of words approaChfrequency within a document and by the inverse of the numbéocuments

common in text classification and information retrieval. containing that word (inverse document frequency). Twoudeents are
This approach represents a document as an unordered baign compared by taking an inner (dot) product of their es;talso known

of words, thus losing any grammatical relations amongs 2 cosine measure. . . . :
Significant at the 0.005 level using a single-sided equaknaet test.

words. The words are then Welghted by frequency tO’This is statistically significantly higher (at the 0.015d8vthan 50%, the
create a vector for each document. These vectors are th@ighest expected figure if overall, the submissions wereanservative. A
1-sided test with a Normal approximation of a binomial disttion plus

5A *keyword’ could actually be more a single word, e.garthern blot the Yates correction was used. This statistical signifieahclds even if
6Many text pattern matching systems use regular expressiodsfine the ~ one assumes only 18 of the submissions are independent gpendent
patterns, including thBerl programming language and thiix greputility. submission per team).
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| Paper Type| average’ | Fraction withr’ > 50% | | Paper Type | average”’ | Fraction withr’ > 50% |
‘no’ 24.3 (76%) | 93% (114 of 122 papers both 74% 85% (41 of 48 papers)
‘yes’ 17.6 (55%) | 54% (49 of 91 papers) either (but not both) | 35% 19% (8 of 42 papers)
Table 2. ‘no’ versus ‘yes’ papers Table 3. bothversuseither papers
number the’ value for the paper. of papers are fairly easy to obtain via PubMed/Medline

Given the conservativeness observed above, it is ndhttp://www.ncbi.nim.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi). Hew
surprising that papers which had no results of intereseéver, many of the results of interest to the FlyBase curators
(correct answer marked ‘no’) tended to be easier thamare only described in the full paper, and not in the abstract.
papers with results (correct answer marked ‘yes’). TheAs an example, for the proteiAppl™P145kD, FlyBase
‘no’ papers had a higher averagé (r’) than the ‘yes’ records that[(Torrojat all, 1996) finds 17 expression
papers'® Another way to view this is that a larger fraction patterns relating tvhen(in the life cycle) andvhere(in
of the ‘no’ papers were correctly marked by over half thethe body) that protein is found. Only 2 (12%) of these
submissions (haa’ > 50%) than the ‘yes’ papers. See patterns (an adult's brain and an adult's mushroom body)
Tablel2. are mentioned in that paper’s abstract. The other 15 (88%)

We did a further analysis to see if we could determinepatterns (for example: a larva’s photoreceptor cell and a
what made the ‘yes-curate’ papers hard. We noted thagiupa’s lobula) are only mentioned in the full paper — see
all but one of the ‘yes’ papers (90/91) had results ofFigurell.
interest for at least one ‘regula’gene product. These 90  Using full papers introduces complications. One com-
papers could be divided into two grouffsPapers in the plication is that easily accessible electronic versions of
first group had results of interest doth transcripts and some papers do not exist. Other papers could be obtained
proteins. All test set papers of this type also had at leash PDF format, but they were not suitable for processing
one ‘regular’ gene for which both transcript and proteinby most text mining systems. A subset of the papers were
results were presentin the paper. Papers of the second typeailable in HTML format; however, this HTML version
had results of interest agithertranscripts or proteins, but needed to be freely available to the public. For the contest,
not both. Thebothpapers were easier to identify than the we began with a list of 7100 possible papers, but were able
either papers, with the former having a highérthan the  to obtain only 1118 freely available papers in HTML, from
latter’® as shown in TablEI3. Another way to view this is which both the training and test papers were drawn.
that a higher fraction of théoth papers have’ > 50% HTML has its own challenges. Publishers set up many
than theeitherpapers. of the HTML versions of the papers so that the main

The either papers may be harder because they seerfile and the directory to the linked files have the same
more likely to also have experimental results that onlypath name. The linked files include most figures and also
apply to laboratory-produced mutants (results not ofsome figure captions and tables. So in a straightforward
interest), which can obscure the results that are of intereslownload, one cannot get both the main file and the

(wild-type). linked files. Either one downloads the main file first
and then replaces it with the directory when a linked
DISCUSSION: LESSONS LEARNED file is downloaded, or vice-versa. We chose to keep the

One lesson we learned from running this contest is thai@in files and leave out the directory and associated
access to the literature itself is a complex matter. Absgrac linked files. FlyBase curators have mentioned that many
of the experimental results are presented in figures and
19The " standard deviationss¢(r')) are 14% and 26%, respectively. The their captions (B.Matthews, personal communication).

dlfferenct_a in th(_e averages |s'stat|st|cally significant tfe 0.0005 level) Fortunately, most captions were not left out, and the

using a single-sided equal-varianctest. . . . . .

11A ‘regular’ gene is one that is not ‘special’ (anonymoushégtor foreign) captlon_s typlcally described what Wa‘?‘ of interest in the

as mentioned iThe training and test data Section. actual figure. Also, most text processing systems cannot
2products of ‘special’ genes were ignored in the determonatf the actually handle the figures (images) themselves.

groups’ members. ; ;
Bsd(r') is 20% and 16% respectively. The difference in the averages Another compllcatlon was that many automated text

is statistically significant (at the 0.0005 level) using ag-sided equal- processmg SyStemS haV_e been q§signed to handle plain
variancet test. text, but, as mentioned iffhe training and test data



http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/entrez/query.fcgi

Evaluation of text-mining to aid database curation

Metscape:FlyBase Report Appl[+]P142kD

| http 7 Fwwow. flybasz org /s 2in A fidg htm I ?FEppO00Z2056E

Jameg atal | FERs larra lemeal wentral sang lion L . .
larra  lerval husin = Mentioned in
T |

larra  photoreceptor cell

n
larra pewroriere lareal protioracic segiment

larra pemromiere lareal mesothoracic segment : fu" TEXT nnIY
larra pewromiere laveal metcthorace segment =

larra pewroriere larveal abdominal segments W

larra  stom ophs stalk u

puoa lemins :

puoa medulla nenropil -

Puoa lobula -

o mwhomiod | Mentioned in Abstract

adnlt  thoracic ranslion

larra  mshooom bodss

adnlt  lobe of mushocom bodw
adnlt  Eenwoncel

Mentioned in

full text only

Fig. 1. Expression patterns found in full text versus abstract

Section, full papers of interest to FlyBase often have It was also important to knowwhere to look for
information expressed in typesetting conventions, suclfeatures or patterns. The winning system made good
as superscripts, subscripts, italics and Greek letters. lise of information in figure captions. A number of
was necessary to apply conversion routines to producgroups looked only at sentences containing gene name(s)
versions that translated typographic conventions intmpla or certain keyword(s). Some groups made use of the
text corresponding to the FlyBase conventions. document structure, preferring to look in certain sections
A second lesson is that the information of interest car(e.g., ‘Results’ or ‘Methods’) and avoiding other sections
differ quite a bit in appearance between the paper an@he ‘References’ section is one to especially avoid, as
the corresponding curated database entries - for examplig,contains citations that included names of genes not
in gene product naming (se€he training and test  discussed in the paper.
data Section). FlyBase does not store pointers to the The third sub-task was the hardest and the most fine-
specific passage(s) that support a database entry. Asgaained. This sub-task required determining which genes
result, finding the evidence for a given entry may requiren a paper had experimental data on their wild-type (non-
significant biology expertise and sometimes, also exgertismutant) products, as opposed to just making an overall
in FlyBase conventions. determination for the paper. So especially for this sub-
This competition was held at a data-mining conferencetask, a contestant’s system needed to do more than look
S0 not surprisingly, many contestants made use of statistior good indicators of experimental results and good
cal, automated learning and/or automated weighting techindicators of results for wild-type versus mutant genes.
niques, including Naive Bayes, SVMs, Widrow Hoff lin- The system also needed to associate indicator terms
ear classifiers, linear regression and the ‘tf-idf’ weighti relating to experimental findings (e.g., ‘Northern blot’ or
scheme. However, such techniques were not enough to dd/estern blot’) with particular genes. Some of the high
well. The contestants also needed to either manually dggerforming systems handled this by looking for particular
termine what features to look for and/or where to look forpatterns of words that would associate an indicator with
them. Examples of features included keywords, patterna particular gene, with the patterns often being contained
of words and types of patterns. The winning team usedvithin a sentence or two. Another system handled this by
manually determined patterns, while the honorable menmeasuring how close (in sentences) an indicator (feature)
tion teams used mixtures of manually determined itemsvas to a gene name and restricting the measurements to
and items gleaned from statistics or automated learning. occurrences of gene and indicator mentions within the
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same paragraph. We were able to create a reusable training corpus, which
A common feature of these approaches was that thewye will continue to make availabf.

used information about the document structure and lin- We were able to attract a reasonable number of partici-

guistic structure of a paper, e.g., sections, paragraphs, s pating groups (18) from a wide range of countries. How-

tences, and phrases. This is in contrast to the informatiogver, because of the venue (KDD), we attracted mostly re-

retrieval approach of treating a paper as just an unstrugearchers in text mining, rather than biologists. We would

tured set of words. We expect that systems will need tqike to attract more participation from the biology commu-
make more extensive use of linguistic and document strugyjty,

ture to achieve better results and to accommodate moreThe task we chose is one of real importance to curators
realistic tasks. For example, linguistic structure may- pro responsible for maintaining biological databases. We

vide critical clues once the simplifications mentioned inpjieve that there are many other text mining tasks that

_Thetraml_ng and test data Section are removed,. includ- could be of great potential utility to biological database
ing requiring systems to handle mentions of foreign genes

lethal genes or anonymous genes. Similarly, if the list O{:urators.

genesis not provided in advance for each paper, this makes

the task of identifying the set of genes discussed in an aCONCLUSIONS

ticle more difficult. The system would have to determinewe successfully organized an initial evaluation on text
when a new name refers to a new gene and when it is a Syfining systems to aid biological database curation, as part
onym for something already known. In this case too, bothyf the KDD Challenge Cup 2002. Many teams took part in
linguistic structures and document structures can providghe evaluation, and their results indicate that curated dat
critical information from a biological database can be used to train text mining

One of our goals in running this evaluation was t0gysiems to perform a potentially useful task.
evaluate the evaluation. For this, we defined three criteria The task that we presented to the contestants is only

a small part of what the FlyBase Harvard curators do.

* The evaluation should be repeatable and affordable[\But even this limited task is of real importance to the
This should include a reusable training data set, cost- P

effective preparation of ‘gold standard’ data for testcurators, because most of the papers (for example, 2/3

and repeatable scoring procedures that are easy to r@ ©Ur raining papers) given to the curators contain no
and easy to understand. results of interest, and filtering out such papers is useful.

The results from the ranked-list sub-task look especially
e The evaluation must attract participants. This mean&0Mising (the best teams were 81%-84%). But we need
that it needs to be a problem of importance toto perform further experiments to determine whether the
biologists, but also accessible to researchers in texgsulting lists will actually help the curators with filtag
mining teamed with biologists. papers. _ ' _
We are now involved in planning a larger com-
e The task must be tractable but should also push thgetition, together with A. Valencia and C. Blaschke
state of the art. If the task is well chosen, groups(CNB-Madrid), under the umbrella of the ISCB Bi-

will demonstrate that they are on the path to theOLINK Special Interest Group for Text Data Mining (see
development of a useful capability. http://www.pdg.cnb.uam.es/BIOLINK/). We are planning

two tasks; the first is the extraction of gene or protein
Our assessment of the KDD evaluation was that it wasiames from text, so that we can evaluate the current state
successful along all of these dimensions. It was affordableyf the art in biological entity extraction across systems
We estimate that it took us approximately 9 staff monthshat have been reported in the literature over the past few
of time to complete the tasks associated with setting Ugears. The second task will require systems to associate
and running the KDD evaluation, including: (1) defining Gene Ontology (GO) terms with mentions of proteins
the task; (2) obtaining and normalizing the texts; (3)in articles curated in the SWISS-PROT database. Our
preparing and packaging the training data; (4) releasingyperience in organizing the KDD competition leads us
the training data and answering questions; (5) developing, hejieve that by using data from curated databases and
and explaining the scoring routines; and (6) scoring thg,,sing on tasks of immediate utility both to database cu-

tefstt_ res‘;ItS' ":hadg'lt'%n to our t|:ne, 'tttOOk 2t Stt"’;]ﬂ rf[mr:thsrators and to researchers, we can define a good challenge
of time from the FlyBase curators to curate the test sel, .,aiion for text data mining systems.

and answer questions (both our questions and those of the
participants). 1470 obtain the training corpus, send e-mail to Alex Yeh, asyit@norg
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