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Motivation

• SNOMED is complicated
• Needs browsers that:

• Can make full complexity 
accessible and understandable

• Can suppress distracting or 
unwanted detail

• Impression:
• Lots of browsers
• Very different
• Sometimes poor functionality



Goal
• Phase One (in paper):

• Compile superset of all browsing features/functions 
implemented by existing SNOMED browsers

• Initial investigation of featureset variability

• Phase Two (completed - not in paper): 
• Determine reproducibility of featureset testing
• Document and compare individual browser feature sets

• Purely functional assessment
• NOT Utility : which browser for which use case?
• NOT Usability: Ergonomics, performance, stability



Method

• Phase One (in paper)
• Iterative inspection of browsers
• Augment feature superset with any novel features
• Organise emerging feature superset under themes
• Define reproducible operational tests for each feature

• Phase Two (completed - not in paper)
• Quadruple re-inspection of all browsers against 

feature superset
• Consensus meeting where inspectors disagree
• Refine operational test definitions



Materials:
19* out of 25 Browsers

(AxSys SNOMED Browser)*
CaTTs
CliniClue
CLIVE
EdBrowser
HealthTerm (CareCom)
LExPlorer (HLi)
MyCroft (Apelon)
NCI Terminology Browser
OntoBrowser
OpenKnoME
Protégé-OWL
SNOB

SNOCT (Medsight) **
SnoFlake
TTOC**
UMLS RRF Browser
Virginia Tech Browser
FDB Browser

NOT INSPECTED
ACE (Informatics Inc)
Classification Workbench
Linköping Browser
NHS CUI Demonstrator
Ocean Informatics
Visual Read

*AxSys browser inspected non-interactively via limited screen captures only
** Not in paper



Phase One Results:
Feature superset

• 149 features in browsing superset
• includes 6 not implemented in ANY browser

but could be a good idea
• 8 Themes:

• Core table data          (sct_concepts, sct_relationships, sct_descriptions)

• Ancillary data                (subsets, xmaps, derived views, 3rd Party data)

• Searching                                    (text-to-concept search and filter)

• Visualisation              (result set sorting, data suppression, tree widgets)

• Navigation                                   (hyperlinked browsing, favourites)

• Postcoordination (expression builder, validator)

• Usability and Interoperation    (drag & drop, resultset import/export)

• Other                                                     (content error reporting)



Phase One Results: Sample

Handling of diacritics Lowchen / Ménière [Lowchen] returns [132607008 
Löwchen dog] despite no 
unaccented match; [Ménière] 
returns 252546006 despite no 
accented match 



Phase Two Results:
Validation of operation tests

• Six browsers quadruple inspected
• Four reviewers (inc 3 SNOMED content authors) in parallel
• Consensus meeting where any disagreement
• Operational tests refined to increase reproducibility

• Solo vs Consensus Results:

Thick client / standalone

Web based browsers

BROWSER SOLO 
SCORE

CONSENSUS 
SCORE

SNOB 110 110
CLINICLUE 68 71
CLIVE 56 54
VETMED 39 39
CATTS 35 37
NCI 36 35



Phase Two Result:
Per-browser feature count

SNOB (110)SNOBSNOB (110)
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FDB (20)
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Phase Two Result:
…with negative marking
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Lose 2 points if > 75% do



Phase One Results: 
Impoverished featuresets

• Average of only 40 features per browser
• Range 18-110, SDEV=17
• About a quarter of what’s possible

• All but one browser implements less than 
half all possible features
• Where (almost) all of what’s possible is 

implemented at least one other browser



Phase One Results: 
Idiosyncratic featuresets

• Only 5 features found in all browsers
• Only 17 more found in most (>66%)

• 70 features in more than one browser, but 
only a minority of all browsers (<33%)

• 19 further features unique to one browser
• But not the same browser
• 6 browsers have at least one unique feature



How idiosyncratic, exactly ?



Featureset comparison
Core table data



Featureset comparison
Ancillary data



Featureset comparison
Visualisation & Navigation



Featureset comparison
Usability & Interoperation



Featureset comparison
Postcoordination, Other



Why this matters

Interoperability

Idiosyncratic 
Features

Inter-rater 
variability



Idiosyncratic searching…





Summary

• Growing number of SNOMED CT browsers
• One best of breed by clear margin

• Generally limited and idiosyncratic sophistication
• All but 1 implements <50% possible functionality
• Poor overlap in featuresets 
• Browsing of ancillary data, and postcoordination 

expression builders, are particularly limited
• Web-based browsers generally very poor

• Significant risk to interoperability
• Especially (but not only) search/sort behaviours



Future work

• Maintain feature superset
• New browsers, new features

- E.g. multilingual user interface

• Test and Compliance Data
• Existing operational tests exploit chance features of 

current international and UK release data
- These are transient; tests not portable across releases
- Requirement for stable test and compliance extension

– Alpha version completed

• Minimum browser requirements
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