GES DAAC User Working Group (UWG) Meeting
April 28, 2009

Note: Meeting participants are listed at the end of these notes,

as well as a partial list of acronyms used during these meetings 
8:30
Welcome—Ken Jucks

· Program Mgr for Upper Atmosphere Research Program

8:40
Welcome from Code 610—Steve Wharton

· Global Change Data Center—Purpose, Objectives, Mission Support

· GCDC Organization Chart

8:50 
More Welcomes, Logistics, and Introductions; All UWG Meeting Agenda, Objectives, Roles, and Responsibilities —Steve Kempler
· Steve pointed out that this is the first UWG meeting in several years

· He introduced John Kusterer from Langley DAAC—looking for synergies between the two groups.

· Steve reviewed the purpose of GSFC DAAC UWG, the objectives of GSFC DAAC, and the Responsibilities, topics, and issues for the UWG

· Reviewed agenda for the two days of meetings.

9:05
HQ Perspectives on NASA Earth Science Data Systems—Martha Maiden and Ken Jucks
Ken:

· DAAC provides service to the science community.

· DAAC exists to maximize investment in NASA science.

· DAAC  needs to be responsive to the fast changes in science fields.

· Critical arm of all our mission projects.

· UWG is here to help the DAAC do its job, identify where to focus its efforts, and provide a  conduit from the community into the DAAC.

· No idea is out of bounds at this meeting.

· Point out if we do not have all the needed individuals at this meeting, meaning there are gaps in knowledge/experience within this meeting.

· Ken Jucks is the UWG's advocate, whereas Steve's role is to listen to the UWG.

· Martha makes the decisions regarding needs, balanced by budget.

Martha:

· Lots of thought and planning went into thinking of the Earth as a system.

· DAACs have really helped NASA make huge strides since the EOS missions first flew and are very focused on those instruments and missions, maximizing for their needs, but this does not mean that the needs of all users are met.

· Basic DAAC budgets available to be prioritized by this group, plus we have the ACCESS program which is a peer-reviewed program for ideas that are far outside the box and may needs additional funds.

· Think of yourselves as proxy for the users not present at this meeting.

9:25
EOSDIS Update—Steve Ambrose and John Moses

Steve:

· ESDIS ingests, archives, processes, and distributes science data.

· ESDIS supports unique data requirements for a variety of Earth science disciplines, as well as interdisciplinary researchers, climate modelers, and application users, such as the U.S. Forest Service.

· ESDIS employs state-of-the-art technology.

· Steve presented graphic showing the flow and usage of science data.

· Steve presented another graphic showing how ESDIS is linked with the Science Mission Directorate, GSFC, and program scientists.

· Finally Steve presented an org. chart, showing the relationship between ESDIS and the Goddard DAAC.

John:

· John presented a graphic showing EOSDIS facilities, with each data center co-located with centers of science discipline expertise, which archive and distribute standard data products produced by SIPS (Science Investigator-led Processing Systems). Each DAAC has a UWG of its own.

· We collect metrics from all the data centers as an indication of data system performance; we have metrics for about 10 years, allowing for identification of trends.

· Metrics are used, in part, to confirm expectations and to reveal anomalies.

· Metrics are also used to identify growing data loads to ensure that we do not max out on space.

· Metrics reveal that we are taking in about half as much data per day as we are distributing, which suggests high usage of our data.

· Goddard DISC is a major contributor to EOSDIS.

· Metrics reveal strong growth in EOSDIS product distribution. GES DISC growth correlates well with overall growth.

· The DAAC has three of the top ten most popular products, including the number one product.

· EOSDIS customer satisfaction survey, run by the CFI group, indicates that EOSDIS consistently exceeds the Fed. Govt. average; ratings are in the mid- to upper-70s, which is considered "very good" by CFI.

· The UWG can look at these metrics.

· All data centers provide metadata to ECHO (EOS Clearing House), including GES DISC. The advantage is that ECHO makes available metadata across data centers.

· John presented graphics showing data searching of ECHO via WIST. Most GES DISC users do not use WIST as much as some of the other data centers; the reasons for this are speculative.

· John presented a table of Core vs. Community responsibilities regarding Earth Science Data Systems.

· Each year Jeanne Behnke works with Steve Kempler to prepare a work plan that covers the current year and the next year.

· Steve Ambrose reviewed next steps for ESDIS, including development of the near real-time processing system; international missions such as ALOS and GCOM-W; supporting data management for decadal missions; planning some focus activities on data access; continuing of development of standards; and distribution and management of MEaSUREs.
9:45
User Satisfaction Survey


DAAC Project Report—Jim Acker

· Jim reviewed general observations on EOSDIS applicable to GES DAAC, such as users wanting a simpler WIST and "one-stop shopping." Users want data in formats other than HDF or HDF-EOS, and they want "read" programs. 

· Jim reviewed general observations on documentation: Users want better documentation, alternate languages, etc.

· Jim reviewed general recommendations provided by GES DISC to ESDIS: Fast, simpler search interface as an alternative to WIST/ECHO; establish a reusable best practices registry; get serious about data formatting; maintain an up-to-date compendium of read software applicable to current data formats, with usable documentation for this software.

· Giovanni receives many positive comments regarding ease of use and functionality.

· Jim reviewed requested improvements to Giovanni and to GES DISC documentation.

· Jim also reviewed GES DISC customer support issues: Stable Customer Service Index, although overall score is lightly lower than median, etc. 

10:20
The GSFC Earth Sciences Distributes Active Archive Center (GES DAAC)—Steve Kempler
· The presentation's purpose is to discuss the GES DAAC and DISC.

· Steve explained the distinction between DISC and DAAC: DAAC includes activities directly funded by ESDIS project (e.g., EOS missions), whereas the DISC includes DAAC activities plus those not directly funded by the ESDIS project.

· The focus at this UWG meeting is on the DAAC (after discussion, see below, it was decided that the UWG would do best by focusing on the DISC).

· Steve summarized the expertise within the DISC, in the areas of software engineering, science data management, mission support, and operational active archive and distribution system with complete user services.

· Steve reviewed the missions that are currently supported, as well as those previously supported.

· Steve presented a "Then and Now" chart, reflecting significant downsizing (and consequent cost reduction) between 2004 and 2009 as well as a much larger array of supported instruments and main services.

· Steve presented a chart of EOSDIS evolution at the GES DAAC in 2006-2007, regarding ECS-based versus S4PA-based data systems and tools.

· He also presented a chart of projected evolution from 2009-2013.

· Steve presented the GES DAAC Core Components: Data mining, Giovanni data visualization and analysis, data and information web portals, data processing with S4PM, data archive and distribution with S4PA, and Mirador search tool. The presentation detailed each of these individual reusable components.

· Steve covered the challenges GES DAAC faces.

· Discussion about DISC vs. DAAC, regarding the focus of the UWG on the DAAC and the possible spillover of non-DAAC DISC capabilities into DAAC (ESDIS). In addition, one user indicated the difficulties involved in wanting, for example, to access all data regarding hydrology, regardless of the instrument that collects the data and where the data is located; this is especially difficult for the user who do not necessarily know which instruments collect hydrology-related data.

· Recommendations about how best to resolve this difficulty, as well as how to merge DISC capabilities into ESDIS would be appropriate. The outcome of the discussion was that further discussions during these two days of meetings will focus on the larger DISC rather than focusing narrowly on the DAAC. 
11:00
Session A: Service Offerings—Chris Lynnes and Greg Leptoukh

Critical Question: What data services should be extended, expanded, enhanced?

Critical Question: What kind of data discovery and access methods are particularly useful to users? How can we get more access and discovery input from the user community?

Critical Question: What enhancements should be implemented in Giovanni?

Critical Question: How can we contribute to the production of high quality science results?

a. Regarding science quality and data provenance, how does the community want to use the data provenance? What are the ways of providing provenance? How can we know what aspects of provenance the community needs (user scenarios)?

b. Regarding documentation, should it be parameter- or product-based documentation?

c. Do we need data and services workshops?

d. Are there other recommendations?

Chris:

· Chris discussed Web-based services offerings, which are requested by Help Desk, ACSI comments asking for similar services, and interaction with user community at meetings, etc.

· These services include Subsetting Services, offered to reduce data volume, saving bandwidth for international users and makes managing the data easier for scientists.

· Another service is NetCDF Format Conversion, which is done because NetCDF allows for transparent use of data in analysis and visualization tools and is especially helpful for presenting data in a geographical context.

· The original goal of the service OPenDAP was to make it transparent to the user whether the data is local or remote.

· The Web Map Service provides map images of the data and allows for quick exploration of the data (but it is not an analysis tool).

· Keyhole Markup Language is an XML file pointing to a map image.

· The Web Coverage Service is a protocol for transmitting mapped data (i.e., numbers) and includes the geographic context.

· Machine-Callable Services are callable from scripts or other programs and do not require a user interface, usually accessible via URL. These services are interoperable with other systems. There is a catalog of Machine-Callable Services.

· Chris also covered the services we do not yet offer, and why.

· Action item: We announce new services on the Web and Mirador and occasionally through emails to mailing lists. We also use registries to announce our services, but we are seeking input on how best to advertise and how much advertising to do.

· Discussion on services should take into consideration the current user community, the potential community expansion, and future interoperability with other systems.

· Recommendation: The idea of a Web-based "cookbook," where we write a clear, concise "recipe" for how to use a particular service, and a user may add an alternate recipe for performing that service. There would be a cookbook moderator so that it does not become a chat or spam site. The UWG liked this idea a lot. In fact, this sort of approach would be useful across GES DISC.

· Recommendation: User would like to compare or use data sets from differing systems without incompatibility between the data sets. We are already able to do this to a certain extent, but the UWG desires this capability on a broader basis. Data mining looks especially useful but is not currently available across the board.

· Recommendation: Users would like the subsetting service for MODIS data and other data not currently supported by subsetting.

· Chris explained the ways in which data discovery is conducted. For data sets only, GCMD and Google can be used. For datasets and files, ECHO/WIST, Mirador, and WHOM (Web Hierarchical Ordering Mechanism) are used. (WHOM is currently being deprecated in favor of Mirador.)

· Chris demonstrated the basic Mirador search interface (in which the map will soon be replaced by Google Maps). The intent of Mirador was to make the search as simple as possible. It may be a little too simple, based on the fact that many users do not know what to type into the blanks.

· One way we addressed this: We implemented the Mirador Projects Tab, which lists each project, its description, and its start and end years. We also implemented a Keywords tab and a Parameters tab and added mouse-over explanations/examples. We are looking at an Applications tab as our next effort, but we are open to ideas.

· Recommendation: There is a difficulty when a user knows the data he/she wants but does not know which "project" carries which instruments, and which instruments collect what data. Suggestion: Emulate a function like "Other users who searched for this also searched for these."

· Recommendation: Create a mapping that show which datasets are connected to which disciplines. The traditional hierarchy of data organization is mission, then project, then dataset, then discipline, then application. 

· Recommendation: From a science perspective, users do not care about Goddard or NASA when it comes to looking for data. Dividing up data in a Goddard-centric or NASA-centric manner should be transparent to the user because it does not serve these divisions are meaningless to the user. If user wants soil datasets, it should not matter where the data is archived; the user simply wants data from all soil datasets, regardless of data location. It would be very helpful to have a hierarchy showing the global directory, in which it's fine to reflect which data center is responsible for which data. At minimum, we want to tell the user about other datasets that may have the same sort of data that the user is seeking.

· Mirador does not yet offer access to Giovanni or WMS and does not support searching for data outside GES DISC or true coincident searching.

· The biggest issue for Mirador is getting useful feedback. GES DISC scientists provide feedback, but they know too much to able to make suggestions from the typical user perspective. Chris would like a "user panel" or cadre of beta users to get frequent and helpful feedback.

· Action item: Chris is looking for suggestions about other useful methods of discovery and access and for better means of gathering user feedback. 

· Recommendation: One suggestion is to follow up each order with a feedback survey, or (less intrusive) post such a survey for users to complete.

· Recommendation: Word of mouth—users can mention to one another the opportunity to provide feedback in meetings or conferences.
· Action item: Who will be available and willing to participate in developing and assessing User Scenarios?
· Recommendation: A number of users agreed to be beta testers.
Greg:

· Greg showed a graphic illustrating how GES DISC tools allow scientists to concentrate on the science by compressing the time needed for the pre-science preliminary tasks of data discovery, access, manipulation, visualization, and basic statistical analysis.

· Giovanni comes in instances that directly relate to the specific data being sought. Co-locating various data within Giovanni allows the user to access and visualize data from across different projects. 

· The vision is a single interface with access to parameters from any instrument or any model.

· At least two PIs have asked us to put their data in Giovanni because it provides their data with additional exposure and increased usage.

· Action item: Greg listed questions/issues regarding the direction(s) Giovanni should emphasize, moving forward. He is looking for input about prioritizing items in this list.

· Recommendation: Scientists should not be required to know which instrument(s) collect the desired data.

· There was discussion about the integrity or trustworthiness of data from instrument to instrument; this comes into play when data from diverse instruments is combined in a Giovanni visualization. The user needs to be able to trust the visualization.

· Greg pointed out that building trust in the data provenance and science quality relies in part on documenting all the steps leading to the final product in Giovanni. He also pointed out that data may have a different level of sensitivity than other data they are being combined with; this requires us to provide users with an assessment of the sensitivity of any given data.

· Greg asked how the community wants to use the data provenance. How relevant is the provenance of the data to users?

· Inter-comparison of the data in Giovanni is our responsibility, even though the data itself may not be our responsibility.

· Recommendation: One user suggests that GES DISC should establish certain requirements that anyone providing data to Giovanni must abide by. The onus for non-GES DISC data should not fall on GES DISC.

3:30
Session B: Mission and Measurement Support—Bruce Vollmer, Steve Lloyd, Steve Kempler, Chris Lynnes

Critical Question: For GES DISC long-term planning, what would the UWG recommend in order for the GES DISC to better prepare for the formulation and/or development of new missions?

Critical Question: What suggestions does the UWG offer to improve multi-sensor data access and usage?

Critical Question: With new missions on the horizon providing data would be of interest to GES DISC users (atomosphere, precipitation, hydrology), what multi-instrument discipline-specific data usage services does the UWG suggest to ensure that the GES DISC is prepared to accommodate the data?

Critical Question: 

a. How do we prioritize factors in deciding which value-added access to external data (e.g., foreign, non-DAAC) should be implemented? 

b. How much should the GES DISC support field campaign data (that is, the level of service and under what conditions?

Bruce:

· Bruce reviewed the mission support timeline, beginning three years prior to launch and finishing three years after the end of the mission.

· Mission support reuses the same data management components, for example, data mining, Giovanni, portals, etc., described by Steve Kempler earlier in the day.

· Mission support has recently been working with the GSFC Mission Design Lab (MDL), which has resulted in the development and continuous refinement of a parametric model for estimating science data management costs; this model takes into account the reuse of components. This reuse allows GES DISC to assemble a data management system quickly.

· Action item: What does the UWG recommend to prepare better for the formulation and/or development of new missions?

· Recommendation: One suggestion is to make sure scientists involved in a project are also familiar with other missions, which will add greater value and insight into their input.

Steve Lloyd:

· Steve pointed out that the trick is not just about how to use the data, but also how not to misuse it.

· Scientists want to be able to co-locate data in time and space and subset the various datasets to include only near-coincident data. They want comprehensive data systems. One difficulty is that each dataset may have differing "error bars," that is, margin of error. Knowing the level of accuracy or sensitivity of combined data requires knowing the relative level each type of data.

· The A-Train is an example of an existing comprehensive data system. Aerosol Giovanni is also being expanded to include more models and coincident ground-based datasets, so as to make it more comprehensive.

· Action item: Does the UWG share this need?

· Steve believes that the community wants an environment for working with a variety of sources of relevant data (satellite, ground-based and models) across the full spatial and temporal range.

· Comprehensive, multi-sensor data systems will advise the science user about the applicability of data inter-comparisons for the purpose of avoiding apples-to-oranges comparisons.

· Steve provided a list of possible improvements, with the question: How can we improve multi-sensor data access and usage? 

· Recommendation: One user suggested that these problems are highly science-dependent and need to be captured in user scenarios. Also, push on data providers to provide the sort of information that allows and enables this sort of integration. There is a clear need to quantify information/knowledge.
Steve Kempler:

· Recommendation: Need a scientists to provide an expertise connection for users (e.g., a precipitation science team), who can help users within that discipline make decisions based on what data they are seeking or what they are trying to illustrate. Become more involved in NEWS.

· Recommendation: Suggested that GES DISC personnel should be at science team meetings to hear what they are thinking, what is being discussed, etc., to stay abreast of issues.

Chris:

· Chris reviewed considerations taken into account when it comes to supporting value-added access to external (non-GES DISC) data, including synergy with current holdings, expected user community, required level of service, cost to support, political considerations, and ESDIS funding.

· Recommendation: He laid out a suggested UWG recommendation process that would help ensure that the UWG have input into the evaluation and approval of proposed datasets. One user suggested that the number one consideration for new datasets should be scientific justification. The UWG indicated that the process will involve both Steps 3 and 4 of Chris's recommendation, i.e., email the proposed UWG and end with a UWG telecom.

GES DAAC User Working Group (UWG) Meeting
April 29, 2009

Note: Meeting participants are listed at the end of these notes,

as well as a partial list of acronyms used during these meetings 
8:30
Recap of April 28 presentations/discussions—Steve Kempler
· We re-introduced ourselves.

· Action item: Steve indicated that he will make the presentations available to us; Greg suggested that we should set up a UWG wiki and place the presentations there.

· Steve highlighted the recommendations that came out of yesterday's discussions.

9:00
Session C: Applications—Steve Kempler, Anna Prados, Bruce Vollme, Bill Teng

Critical Question: Given the recent greater emphasis on Earth science applications, how can the GES DISC contribute to applications in a meaningful way, and to which areas of applications should we contribute?

Critical Question: What should the role of Data Centers be in ensuring the post-project sustainment of data and services created as part of NASA-funded projects in which the DISC is involved?
Steve:

· Steve touched on the recommendations of the Decadal Survey, including a renewed emphasis on applications.

· There is a strong impetus to find new ways to apply remote sensing Earth science data to applications.

· Steve showed some current applications projects.

Anna:

· Anna reviewed some current air quality applications and showed some examples.

· Users really like being able to get a picture drawn from data obtained through multiple instruments.

· She mentioned NASA Applied Sciences Training via satellite modules and workshops for applied sciences end users. There is a very broad user base for GES DISC datasets and Giovanni visualization and analysis tools.

Steve:

· Steve listed some of the challenges in utilizing NASA science data for applications.

· He reviewed ways in which the needs of data for the purpose of science differ from the needs of data for the purpose of applications and decision-making, including timing of data availability, data requirements, data validation, etc.

· He also reviewed some ways to mitigate these challenges 
Bruce:

· Bruce walked us through the process for producing GES DAAC near-real time data.

· He showed graphics that illustrated the time lag between receiving the dataset and providing near-real time data to the users.

· He listed the current near-real time user communities and the means by which we support the near-real time data. Such support was not originally envisioned as a GES DISC task, so we have had to create processes and a system for supporting the near-real time data.

· Recommendation:  One user asked if GES DISC is being approached by users or communities expressing the need for applications. Steve responded that in many cases they do.  In other cases we collaborate with willing partners to develop proposals.  One participant indicated that there is an applications workshop currently being planned; she suggests strongly that GES DISC attend that meeting and start laying the groundwork for applications.

· Recommendation: Ultimately, decision-makers are going to need the near-real time data for modeling. It was suggested that most applications will be near-real time—will not be looking backwards, since most users won't have the need to look backwards in these apps (i.e., they want to see the most recent data, not past data).

· Recommendation: The availability of data and how it can be made available—we've been doing this for many years, so it is of concern that an organization not intimately familiar with the data and these processes may be trying to do so in future. 

· Recommendation:  Provide an interpretation service for applications users seeking data who do not know how to interpret or understand the data.

· Recommendation: If people in DAACs were to write proposals and submit them to NASA, that would be the means to instigate and approve the creation of applications. (GES DISC is technically responsible for the availability of data but not for creation of additional applications. The latter must be approved up the line; it cannot be approved by GES DISC itself.)

· Recommendation:  Steve asks: Is there something here that we need to pursue? To meet user needs, we should serve applications data coming from a NOAA satellite, which NOAA does not have the budget to do itself. Beyond that, NOAA doesn't have the archived data to support this, at least not for research purposes. Talk to NOAA through the AIRS team, regarding the idea of providing access to NOAA data for the user community (but not archiving or storing that data ourselves).

· Recommendation:  One user pointed out that for near-real time data, users are willing to accept a degree of uncertainty about the data in exchange for speed of availability (so long as the users know the nature of the uncertainty; for research purposes, users want to minimize this uncertainty.)

· Recommendation:  One user pointed out that they have been told to work through an Agency for the purposes of operational functions—but what if there is no appropriate Agency? User thinks NASA should be thinking about serving this sort of need—filling a gap that represents unfulfilled user needs. Perhaps an intermediate step is the first approach—for example, five years of operation before looking for an Agency to take it on.

· This sort of thing means a focused budget for applications, where commitment of moneys comes when users/communities formally request applications.
· It was suggested that NASA Earth Sciences does get "advertised" very well and does not get the attention within NASA that it deserve (since manned space flight appears to be NASA's primary focus).

· Recommendation:  One user suggested that we should focus on water cycle applications, e.g., floods, all the way from mission data to application development. He indicated that NASA should take the lead on this, since NOAA is not necessarily in a position to take on this role.

· Recommendation:  If we make a strong case for this with NASA, the belief is that NASA will find a reason and the means for funding it. Steve suggested that the Precipitation Science Team should (if they want this) push on NASA for this need. The users believe that the payoff for accomplishing this will be significant and that the need for this service is also significant.

Bill:

· Bill posed the question: Who should sustain the post-project flow of data and services created as part of the NASA-funded applications projects in which the DAAC is involved?

· Recommendation: In general, funding stops as soon as a project is completed, but that does not mean that user needs have been filled by that point, since new datasets and new applications will continue to be needed. The cost of sustainability would be relatively low for NASA; it makes sense for NASA to take on this role, since NASA has the data, familiarity with the data, and an understanding of how these data would need to be accessed via a user interface. 

· Recommendation: Bill points out that it would be helpful for the UWG to recommend a change in the ROSES DSS language to include post-project sustenance of data flow and services by data providers (who would be part of the project). One user pointed out that change to the ROSES language might not be the best way to accomplish this goal. There needs to be NASA support to sustain projects. Steve points out that NASA builds things but does not operate things; this would require a significant culture shift for NASA. He suggested that there should be a post-project peer review process established to address sustainability of projects. We need to shift this discussion to the afternoon (when it is slated to be explored), but must not lose this thought.

10:00
Session D: GES DAAC Future Directions—Steve Kempler
Critical Question: Are the GES DISC future directions consistent with the needs of the NASA Earth science community?

· Steve showed us a couple quotations from the 2006 EOS Science Reference Handbook and the NRC Decadal Survey indicating the need for a comprehensive system that provides the data in an easily accessible way. These quotations seem to mandate creation of applications within NASA.

·  The GES DISC vision: To be a lead contributor to the advancement of information systems to advance Earth science studies.

· Steve defined and described a variety of strategic sectors that GES DISC is involved in, such as multi-sensor and model data inter-comparisons and measurement-based system support, both of which are science-driven, i.e., are needed but not institutionally provided.

· Recommendation:  One key is not to come off as a competitor but rather as a supporter in collaborations and partnerships; another key is to get buy-in within the science community. 

· Recommendation:  We have already made an investment at NASA to do a lot of these things anyway. If ROSES calls were to urge proposers to collaborate with NASA centers, it would eliminate the need/cost to recreate a wheel that NASA has already created.

· Recommendation:  There is a real value in figuring out how to get the data to be more useful for model evaluation and to serve it in an easy way. There is also a value in NASA being able to access scientists' data or models on the scientists' own machine, in order to perform services, rather than the scientists having to send their data/models to NASA.

· Recommendation:  One user predicted that modeling efforts will be rising rapidly over the coming years, and while NASA does not want to host that data, the user suggests that NASA should serve the data for evaluation purposes.

· Recommendation:  There is a modeling system being discussed with JPL; NASA should be included in this effort. The idea is a system that will serve a number of modeling groups, and it makes sense for NASA to get involved with this effort.

· Steve detailed each strategic sector and showed projects/services that GES DISC is currently supporting (or may support in the future) for each of these sectors.

· Steve asked the question: Are these strategic sectors in line with the needs of the Earth sciences community?

· Recommendation: Enabling scientists may be a role that NASA can fill—not just making data available but also enabling scientists to use it. Rather than scientists having to duplicate existing NASA tools and services (unnecessary costs), have them use NASA's existing tools and services. When a call for proposals comes out, NASA could advertise its existing services to proposing scientists, who can reduce the cost of their proposal by using something that NASA has already built rather than building it themselves from scratch. Use the carrot, not the stick, to encourage rather than force scientists to work with data centers.

· Recommendation: One user suggested providing a conduit from outside scientists to our instrument teams. One important service we could provide would be pointing people to the correct experts who can answer questions.

1:00
Introduction to MEaSUREs Projects—Rama Ramapinyam, Steve Kempler
Rama:

· Rama reviewed the foci of MEaSUREs as well as the project requirements. He provided the MEaSUREs Web site in his presentation.

· He listed the disciplines covered by MEaSUREs and reviewed the responsibilities regarding MEaSUREs products and data centers and covered the MEaSUREs "generic" key milestones and the timing of each milestone in the context of a standard five-year project.

Steve:

· Steve reviewed integration of MEaSUREs data into the GES DISC, including preparations for taking in the data.

1:10
Discussion by MEaSUREs PIs of their Individual Projects
Paul Houser:

· Paul spoke on developing consistent Earth system data records for the global terrestrial water cycle, including project objectives, processes for producing water budget ESDRs, data sources, etc.

Rich McPeters:

· Rich spoke on ozone datasets for trend analysis. He has been grappling with the question of what data should be saved as MEaSUREs ozone data.

Chung-Lin Shie:

· Chung-Lin spoke on the reprocessing of Goddard satellite-based surface turbulent fluxes (GSSTF) dataset.

Eric Fetzer:

· Eric provided an overview of producing a long-term water vapor record from all sensors, including the hypothesis, approach, and rationale behind the project. 

Lucien Froidevaux:

· Lucien spoke on the Global OZone Chemistry And Related trace gas Data records for the Stratosphere (GOZCARDS).

Jay Herman:

· Jay spoke on Earth surface and atmospheric reflectivity—ESDR since 1979 from multiple satellites (TOMS, SBUV, SBUV-2, OMI, and SeaWiFS) and reviewed the progress already made in joining data sets.

2:50
Road to Success for Integrating MEaSUREs Datasets into the DISC—Bruce Vollme
· Bruce spoke on preparations for MEaSUREs datasets.

3:15
Executive Session: Choose a UWG Chair (UWG only) and Discuss Findings, Suggestions, and Recommendations—Ken Jucks, UWG, ESDIS

· Recommendation: Recommendations from the UWG should go to Steve Kempler, who will forward it to Martha Maiden, Ken Jucks, and ESDIS.

· Action item: Steve and the UWG Chair will together determine the next UWG meeting, which may take place twice during this first year and annually thereafter.

· The duration of a Chair's "tenure" is usually two years, sometimes four years, after which Chair transitions the role to the next Chair.

· Steve pointed out that some of the non-Goddard invitees did not respond to the invitation and did not attend this meeting. We want to ensure that the UWG includes appropriate membership covering appropriate datasets. 

· Action item: The UWG members who did attend should contact other non-Goddard people who would be likely members.

· Action item: We need to decide a good way for the UWG to operate as a group.

· Action item: We need to hold a quick telecon in a few weeks to pick a leader. One problem with picking a Chair is that if he/she does not keep up, the UWG may fade away. Users believe it would be a better use of our time now to discuss recommendations that came up during discussions than to select a Chair.

· Recommendation: One user suggested that the UWG/users can help guide the organization of GES DISC's datasets.

· Recommendation: One user reiterated the suggestion that GES DISC should impose some stipulations on data providers. Users agreed that it should not be posed as a data requirement but rather as a best practice.

· Recommendation: The infrastructure should be set up such that people can access the data in a way that has much more functionality; this way, GES DISC is not setting science priorities, just making it easier for other people to do so.

· Recommendation: If GES DISC were to offer to deal with data manipulation and data fusion problems, it would be a very valuable service. On the other hand, it would be best to support users doing things themselves rather than offering to do these things for the users.

· Recommendation: In calls for proposals, it would be very helpful to add to the call the strong recommendation to work with a data center in order to reduce the amount of rework by taking advantage of what NASA has already built, e.g., for data storage.

· One difficulty is that calls very rarely allow for development as part of a proposal or project.

· Recommendation: If we are going to recommend that the DISC do more that it currently does, there should be some directed funding from ESDIS or somewhere else, along with priorities for development…or GES DISC needs a chunk of directed money to develop what should now be considered a core component.

· Action item: In the short run, the UWG needs a list of all UWG members and everyone else who attended these meetings, along with their email addresses, to provide a means of intercommunication. Steve Kempler volunteered to take this on.

· Action item: To reiterate, Ken Jucks will contact the UWG to prompt a telecon for the selection of a Chair. He will try to get an email out to all UWG members by the end of the week.
Partial List of Acronyms Used During These Meetings

DIF = data interchange format

ECHO = EOS Clearing House

EOS = Earth Observing System

ESDR = Earth Science Data Records

GES DISC = Goddard Earth Sciences Data and Information Services Center

GOZCARDS = Global OZone Chemistry And Related trace gas Data records for the Stratosphere

GSSTF = Goddard satellite-based surface turbulent fluxes

HDF = Format

ICD = interface control document

MDL = Mission Design Lab

MEaSUREs = Making Earth System data records for Use in Research Environments

MWG = MEaSUREs Working Group

UWG = User Working Group

WHOM = Web Hierarchical Ordering Mechanism
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