Regional DIF Implementation Conference Call

October 19, 2009

3:30 p.m. – 4:30 p.m.
Attendees

Lisa Hazard (SCCOOS)

Rick Blair (NANOOS)

Stuart Eddy (GLOS)

Daniel Martin (CSC)

Rob Cermak (AOOS)

Eric Bridger (NERACOOS)
Steven Le (CeNCOOS)

Sam Walker (SECOORA)
Eoin Howlett (MACOORA)

Jim Potemra (PacIOOS)

Matt Howard (GCOOS)

Jeff de La Beaujardiere (IOOS)

Rob Ragsdale (IOOS)
Agenda Items
· FY10 Activities 
· Regional DMAC Workshop
FY 10 Activities Discussion
· Registry development as focus of FY 10 activities 

· There was consensus agreement on the call that registry development should be a primary focus in FY10.  
· A useful starting point may be to collate a set of access points for all of the available regional data.  

· What about using ERDDAP, which does format conversions?  Rick Blair conveyed his experiences using this tool.  The SOS client has to be tweaked in configuration with the SOS servers.  
· Activities need to be within scope of grant requirements.  
· The IOOS Obs Registry will transition to the IOOS Program Office in FY 10 and what form it will take on is unclear.   
· Functionality that would want to be captured in the next registry tool includes providing a bounding box, sort & search capability.  The goal is to capture data in a “painless way.  
· It was suggested that a design team approach should be taken with formation of a steering team to look at the obs registry.  Such a team already exists.  John Ulmer’s continuing role in developing a registry was noted, starting with drafting a strawman requirements document.  
· What do the RAs need?

· Software to software access to a catalog   
· Direction on a standard convention for the data URL that is included in the Obs Registry.  With guidance, RAs can begin entering URLs now. 
· RAs can begin to assemble existing data links in a central location to point users to the data. 
· It was pointed out that IOOS Observations served in SOS Web services are not well represented in the registry.  
· The group will have an opportunity to contribute to the strawman requirement’s document.  What other users or stakeholder need to be canvassed for input on requirements?

· Data services implementation
· Matt H. pointed out that the way data providers are structured in GCOOS, as standalone nodes with minimal funding support – the impact of requiring each node to set up a registry needs to be considered.  Aggregating nodes within regions – keeps it simple.  Also, need to maintain existing IOOS Obs Registry files so not to break current user access.  
· What will the update frequency be for the registry?  What is reasonable?  At minimal, one time per day.  GCOOS’s update schedule is mapped to the sampling rate (e.g. hourly) in an automated process.  

· Have other efforts been considered?  Has the possibility of merging efforts with OpenIOOS been considered? 
· The registry should have a single responsible entity and should be centrally located and be uniform.  
· All RAs should already have, in some form, an inventory of assets. 
· There is a need for data subscription service metadata tools.  

· Which of the other DMAC priority components can be advanced by the group between the present and March?  What activities that cross – cut all of the RAs?  

· It was suggested data accessibility be a focus.  The RAs should decide how they make the data available, but the IOOS Program should play a role to ensure components are shared.        
· The main focus of the next call should be to walk through the DMAC priority component’s list and identify activities that tie to each and determine which of those are achievable in FY 10 as additional activities to take on.  
FY 10 Regional Data Management Workshop

· Introduced plans for an FY10 Workshop.  Plan is to have workshop in March/April.  Logistics, agenda will be discussed and decided on future calls.     
Next Conference Call
· Wednesday, October 28, 3:30 p.m. ET
· Dial in # and passcode: 1-877-417-3954; 9119817# 
