Gulf of Maine Ocean Data Partnership

Technical committee meeting
1/26/2005

NHDES conf room and by conf call

1. Those present: Anne Ball, Dave Mountain, Jim Manning, Bob Groman, Chris Polloni, Lou Van Guelpen, Deb Soule, Bob Branton, Annette Schloss, Joan Palmer, S. Most (notetaker).
2. Agenda/task review:

a. Timeframe to complete initial tech committee work plan items – Preliminary recommendation is to finish tech committee recommendations by this summer to enable the rest of the plan to move forward. These tasks are for CY 2005, but to some extent are iterative and are crucial for other steps to move forward.
b. April 30, 2005 first deadline – Lou Van Guelpen’s report on data discovery
c. Goal – multiple partners completing data discoverability step and some new interoperability demonstrated by the end of the year.

3. Transmitting data between partners and with the public – What methods do the partners expect to use? Review/discussion of short list of data exchange methods, p.10-11 of work plan.
a. NOAA CSC (Anne) will want to exchange data using a web mapping service (OGC) – essentially what GoMOOS did with the FGDC project.
b. DFO (Bob B.) – physical data transmitted using OGC Web services as well; dedicated DiGiR server for sharing biodiversity data (in OBIS format); also SQLnet connection between Oracle databases for project by project (non-public) connections. Software has been created for limited reformatting of data to the OBIS schema for changing views. BIO has a “regionally available” DiGiR provider service. Enables regional providers to serve biodiversity data to the OBIS portal using standard methods. This is currently working for 10 collections.
c. GLOMEC (Bob G.) – make your own system a server, so as to ensure data is kept up to date. Data stays with the data originator to ensure it does not get out of date.

d. Either method works, may depend on resources (Lou, Chris). Using simplified queries is an appropriate approach. Writing specialized software is a complex approach, time consuming and costly. 

e. GoMOOS tasked with figuring out how to integrate data between core provider services based on high-level standards. Need to have the general list of data access methods ready so that GoMOOS can begin working on this scheme.
f. NHDES (Deb) will likely use the Exchange Network due to expected EPA requirements to report along same methodology. 
g. List the partners with the exchange protocols they are using. Survey to find out who is doing what. Sylvia can start with the results of the original survey, create a matrix with the partners in one column and the 6 protocols across the top, decipher the prior survey responses as best as possible and send out to the committee for approval prior to sending out to the entire partnership. We will ask Philip and Tom to query partners who can not answer on their own as to what methods they may use. For example Chris states that they are using two different servers depending on the application – models vs. data.
h. We can start with the six formats listed in the workplan, understanding that other formats might arise that need to be mapped into these standards down the line.  
i. Bob B. suggested that the approach outlined in Woods Hole last April involved bringing all standards into the OGC protocol as an initial approach. (Chris( We can tier the 6 suggested formats in this way: Tier 1= OGC; Tier 2= OPeNDAP and The Exchange Network; Tier 3 = MODEM, Oracle SQLNet and others.) In fact, Bob B. suggests that OBIS is currently working toward OGC-like presentation of data.
4. Interoperability goals – What do we want to get out of this project? How will the public utilize the available data?
a. We may want to address particular needs/applications (Bob B.)
b. Annette – we anticipate educators as a customer, but they would customize their own portal to address that clientele

c. Chris – no single end-product. Pyramid approach, with scientists at the bottom – data QC is critical. Top of the pyramid – OGC compatible enables the “world” to be the customer. Different levels of users as you work your way up the pyramid. Need to define the levels of usage and how they will access.
d. Dave M. – we are our own first customers. This is a primary incentive to be involved in this program. Other users will range from “power users” to more elementary uses, such as students. Queries will include all of those on the list provided, (query by parameter, place, species, spatial aspects) and others.
e. Chris – needs to work at all users, casual users are critical because they are often the decision makers (political, for example). In his model, data does not populate up the pyramid until it has passed some sort of QC filtering.

f. Bob B. – use of OBIS enables this.

5. Lou – pilot study – constructing metadata

a. GeoConnections portal will be the registry for metadata, using the FGDC format.

b. 5 partners are involved, Northeast Fisheries Science Center, ME Dept of Marine Resources, Stellwagen Bank, SeaNET, Wells National Estuarine Research Reserve.
c. Purpose of pilot – see if the partnership can aid partners in registering metadata. and at what cost. 

d. Should the partners register data and Lou edit, or the other way around? 
i. In the long run it would be cheaper for the partnership if the partners enter the data, and the partnership advises them. Lou will use a keyword of Gulf of Maine Ocean Data Partnership to link partner’s data to the overall initiative. 
ii. Additionally, we could have a Gulf of Maine Ocean Data Partnership “view” on the GeoConnections portal as an alternative. This is being piloted already. Bob will pass this along as it becomes more developed. Anne Ball indicated that software to enable this is being provided at NOAA CSC as well. This will be a “next step” after a modest amount of metadata is available on one of the clearinghouses. Anne indicates that we can do this at any time – software is ready to go.
iii. Dave M. – preference is for partners to enter their own data

e. Global change master directory – DIF (data interface format) in FGDC compliant form. Annette would like to see all data registered here as well, and these dif files must be created to do that registration. This is an additional registration site, along with FGDC and GeoConnections. 

f. Lou: Will a Google Search on a keyword lead an inquirer to data registered in FGDC or GeoConnections or any other registration site? At this time we expect that these portals are oriented toward metadata-only. We will need to address this type of search later.

g. Lou expects to visit with each provider and view the datasets. He will then get them started on data entry. Will work with one representative dataset per partner. The GeoConnections discovery portal gives guidance on what they are looking for in each entry.

h. Project will begin immediately in order to meet April timeline.
6. Issues of authority – whether a partner is authorized to serve a dataset.  What do we need to develop for recommendations?
a. Are you the primary creator/collector of the dataset? If not, need to identify how to establish authority

b. Need to know who will correct errors.

c. Who else has the data, is it being served elsewhere?

d. Other questions in this vein are outlined in Project 1 of the workplan. (Bob G.:) OBIS began to get the same data from multiple sources when it began collecting data. (Chris:) metadata should solve this problem. A data pyramid can help to sort this out as well. Need to create criteria – usage period, etc. for quality assurance.
e. How much of the credibility is the partnership vs. the partner.

f. At its base level, if the metadata is done right, the trail will be accounted for. This implies that the partnership will need to monitor metadata. 
g. What quality of data should be posted? Should “bad” data be restricted (not posted)? Should criteria include info on what not to post?
h. What about mechanism for showing shared ownership?

i. NHDES has tackled this with offering data from various sources by supplying contact information and highly recommending to the data obtainer to contact the originator prior to use.

j. Ask Lou to work with these questions during the pilot study and ascertain whether we need to further specify. This won’t take the weight of the actual metadata definition, but we request Lou to report back any issues he encounters.
k. Since Bob B suggested this part of the original workplan, he was nominated by Dave to draft authority guidelines for the technical committee to review. The group concurred.

7. Research assignments – fnd out what is available for “standard lists” and draft list for tech cmte to review and comment on. Draft to be submitted to committee before next meeting.

a. Species List – what are the options? - Lou

b. Parameter (Analyte) List - Deb

c. Geographic Lists (Gazeteer) – Chris

8. Recap of other assignments:

a. Sylvia to develop data access survey

b. Philip and Tom to query partners who can not answer data access survey

c. Bob B. to draft authority guidelines for review by tech committee – look at other questions that arose during this discussion.
9.   Next Meeting - Deb will send email with suggested dates for next meeting (conference call only) to be held within a month or so.
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