Significant points/changes in Evidence Code Documentation

1. Explicit statement that evidence codes are not indicators of the quality of the annotation and removal of Evidence Code hierarchy

2. Grouping the evidence codes into groups: Experimental, Computational Analysis, Author Statement, Curatorial Statement

3. IMP vs IDA – changes to these two evidence codes to reflect that the intent if the author should be considered, i.e. transfection experiments where the system transfected into is used as an assay system, rather than as a basis for comparison with another allele, will be IDA, not IMP

4. Clarification of IEP, with further examples and recommendation that it currently appears to be only useful for process, but not function or component annotations

5. Narrowing of TAS to be only author statements that refer to a specific cited reference within the text used for the annotation. Note that this narrowing specifically excludes using TAS for common knowledge statements from textbooks

6. Expansion of NAS to allow the use of a GOID in the with field where appropriate (with field allowed but not required)

7. ISS – retreat from 2006 GO Annotation Camp proposal to limit ISS to things where an experimentally characterized ortholog can be placed in the with field. Remembering that evidence codes are not indicators of quality, we have gone back to the original usage where any annotation based purely on sequence or structural similarity will be given the ISS code. We have eliminated the requirement, instituted at the 2006 Annotation Camp, that the with field always be filled as it is not possible to fill the with column for certain types of ISS analyses, particularly for the RNA prediction methods.  We have also specifically stated that HMM’s or other objects that do not correspond to an individual gene may be used in the with field when appropriate. We recommend dropping the bit about Southerns unless someone can explain/illustrate appropriate usage

8. IEA – specifially added documentation about use of keyword mapping files. Also note that we have maintained the comment that unpublished analyses internal to an annotation group may receive NAS when they are subject to individual curatorial review, IEA when there is no curatorial review

9. IGC – has been added to the documentation as per the agreement at St. Croix to add this code and the documentation that Michelle Gwinn posted to the list earlier which received several approvals and no opposition.

10.RCA – Main change from currently posted documentation is that it is not necessary for a curator to review each annotation; it is recommended to spot check a sample, but it is not required to individually review each annotation. Note also that we are suggesting to limit RCA to reviewed, published studies. Similar unpublished analyses performed by an annotating group would be IEA or NAS depending on whether there was curatorial review.

