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1. Brief recap of last meeting


- Reminder - timeframe is to develop “working” guidance by late summer – can always refine

2. “Homework” Update/Review 


- Data exchange methods – who will do what survey - Sylvia Most


- Pilot project on data discovery/metadata construction - Lou Van Guelpen



- Developing recommendations for data authority – Bob Branton


- Species list – What’s out there for “standard” ones? – Lou Van Guelpen


- Parameter (Analyte) List – What’s out there for “standard” ones? – Deb Soule


- Geographic Lists (Gazeteer) - Any standard lists? – Chris Polloni

3. What’s the scope of our project?


- Just marine/estuarine data or how far inland? Affects scope of species, parameter, and 
geographic lists.

4. Wrap Up and Next Steps
Meeting Notes:
Those present: Lou Van Guelpen, Deb Soule, Anne Ball, Jim Manning, Bob Groman, Chris Polloni, Annette Schloss, Seth Barker, Dave Mountain, Joan Palmer, Bob Branton, Steve Hale, Tom Shyka, Sylvia Most (notetaker)

Deb gave a review of last meeting. Today’s meeting will focus on last meeting’s homework assignments and a review of Lou’s project. Reminder given to the group to speak in layman’s terms to keep everyone on board. Since our goal is generate working guidance by late summer, need to keep from getting mired in details.
1. Overview of Exchange Protocol Matrix distributed by email earlier in the week (Sylvia). Need to capture that some partners may be able to use more than one exchange protocol Matrix intended to collect data for the purpose of documenting what partners are doing today as an input to the interoperability project. Tech committee agreed that survey/matrix will be an initial output of the committee. See item #5 below for more info on the survey.
2. Pilot project status (Lou). Wells (Jeremy Miller) is nearly complete with their metadata generation. Working back and forth to answer questions and generate good metadata. Joan Palmer and Linda Mercer have people assigned to work on the pilot with Lou. Lou was asked by the committee to generate a document for prototype purposes showing “good metadata” – Sylvia will post to the wiki site. David asked that Lou create a “lessons learned” document for future use. Sylvia to send Data Partnership organizational entry on GeoConnections that was started last fall to Lou – need to create a placeholder (skeleton entry) for use later by partners. 
3. Discussion began on the subject of whether we are going to ask each partner to add “Gulf of Maine Ocean Data Partnership” keyword to their metadata, even that served up on a local Z3950 server.  For those that have a server already it is not a difficult proposition to add the keyword. Some federal agencies cannot add a local metadata server so the importance of the NSDI clearinghouse or the GeoConnections clearinghouse is clear. Anne working on creating a demo listing (18 servers) that have Gulf of Maine data, this was sent by email prior to the meeting. The goal is to put up the metadata once so that it can be found by any crawlers. Minimum goal is to have existence of data discoverable on FGDC or GeoConnections, even if the data is not actually available there. Bob reiterated that the ultimate objective of the Data Partnership is to solve real-world problems through integrating data from a variety of sources. The discoverability piece is the important first step for everyone. Bob to look into how FGDC/GeoConnections/NSDI are inter-working. In the short run, Americans will register with FGDC, Canadians with GeoConnections, unless working on the pilot project with Lou.
4. Data authority -Bob will report on data authority at next meeting. Lou will also report on experiences with partners in the pilot project at the next meeting.
5. Species list - Lou  sent out a summary of available species lists on 24 Feb. ARC is using ITIS for invertebrates, Fishbase for fishes (based on Catalog of Fishes). Steve Hale confirms that they use ITIS as well and American Society List of Taxonomic Common and Scientific Names of Fishes – very similar to FishBase. General understanding is that ITIS + some fish taxonomy could serve our purposes. ITIS may not do marine birds. Lou reports that they (ITIS) does look for input on missing pieces. Significantly, ARC is working on creating such a comprehensive list “NA register of Marine Species” – do we want to follow this lead as a GoMODP organization? The committee concluded that we are not in a position to dictate what list people use, however we want to be able to identify where conflicts may occur in interoperability piece. The survey will be expanded to identify what species list certain partners are using, what geographic (gazetteer) list and what parameter/analyte list. Committee anticipates discipline specific variations may occur and new questions will evolve from partner responses. Sylvia will collect information from various partners and provide to the technical committee for discussion. 
6. Project scope? Coastal vs. inland? … How do we narrow it down, do we need to? The MOU does not set a hard line. From a species perspective it doesn’t matter, lists are comprehensive. We could set geographic boundaries, as a way of narrowing the field. Tech committee may want to push this back to the Exec committee to define/provide guidance. Initial assumption was that the data would be marine, but at a higher level it seems to involve the entire watershed (i.e. Gulf of Maine Times back page map). Many management issues are actually watershed issues, being exclusively “ocean” may be too narrow. Somewhat of a consensus to stick with ocean to start, move on to watershed once we have completed some objectives. Once we are ready to move onto watershed, could expand to river data, then move on, for example. Tech committee (Deb) will report this goal/direction to the Exec committee.
7. Recap of assignments
a. Sylvia to update survey and send out to partners. 
b. Bob – metadata discovery issues, authority report
c. Lou – metadata examples, authority report
d. All members fill out survey
9.   Next Meeting – Thurs, April 14th 9:00AM by conference call.
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