Ken’s thoughts following the GES DISC UWG meeting.

· We now have a chairman, Eric Fetzer from JPL.  Thanks Eric!

· We need a list of people’s suggestions, with a paragraph or more to back up each suggestion.  This will for the basis for our report.

· We need a good method of communicating within the UWG.  Do we simply form an e-mail list?  Do we need a file transfer site to exchange files?  Do we want to use some other e-forum for discussion?  I prefer e-mail because I cannot avoid it.  I avoid blog-type or wiki-type sites because it is easy to do so (at least for me).

· Suggestions for potential new members.  We have a reasonable makeup as far as the types of disciplines where data is stored in the DAAC, but there is always room to improve.  Our UWG is probably a bit small compared to others, so we certainly can grow.  If you have ideas of certain individuals who you think can make a useful contribution to the UWG, go ahead and make a suggestion to Eric, Steve, and myself.  People from outside the GSFC community would be especially welcome for better balance.

· We should develop a good strategy for the DISC and UWG to get input from the community at large.  This will take some thought as to a good way to do this.  Probably the most creative people out there when it comes to obtaining and using data are the students and post-docs.  They have less “other” responsibilities other than trying to do good science, and are the most motivated in trying to find new solutions to problems.  We may not have an answer right now, but I think we all agree that we are here to assist the DISC, but are not THE font of all good suggestions to them.  I think some discussion with the DISC over time will help to work this issue.

· I’ve received a few sets of thoughts from folks already….and are pasted on here.

Thoughts from Bob Adler…

Thanks for your leadership at the meeting the last few days.  I
learned a lot.  A few draft comments/recommendations for possible
discussion:

1)  Comment--The roles and responsibilities of the various DAACs are
not the same--and shouldn't be.  In terms of the Goddard DISC, at the
beginning of the meeting there seemed to be some confusion even what
the meeting should cover--just the DAAC-type activities (mainly
single mission-oriented), or even their proposal-driven work.  Once
we got by that, the emphasis shifted
to multi-data sets, analysis tools and  applications.  The data
processing (mostly AIRS) and mission data sets are relatively routine
and funded by ESDIS, and obviously should continue as ESDIS desires.
The multi-data sets, analysis tools and
application activities seem like a good direction, but will need
oversight and funding.  However, it is not clear how this fits in
with the overall strategy of the NASA data program coming from HQ.
It is not always clear (at least to me) what the program wants.  If
they are looking for the scientists to direct things, then they need
more science program managers and science teams integrated into the
plans.  It can't be just our UWG.  Up to this point I think the
science direction and choices has come from the DISC people
themselves and ad hoc connections to scientists.

2) Recommendation--The mission of the Goddard DISC should be
established by HQ and ESDIS.  If that mission includes a heavy or
increased emphasis on multi-data sets, analysis tools and
applications, how that work will be funded (directed funding, proposals or
both) should be clearly established, stronger connections with
program managers and science teams should be established and
oversight established (maybe more than our UWG).

3) Recommendation--The  multi-data sets, analysis tools and
applications area should be focused on a limited number of
directions, e.g., water cycle and aerosols, not just on who walks in
with $25K.  The science leadership on these issues has to come from
outside the DISC.
Thoughts from Peggy O’Neill

n general, the GES DISC appears to be well-positioned to meet the needs of its user community.  Both in terms of its core DAAC activities and its value-added scientific tools, it appears to be responsive to current trends in scientific analysis and data access.  It should maintain the flexibility to respond quickly to new needs as they arise in the community.  The issues involving whether applications work should be mainstreamed more is probably a HQ decision (joint between Martha & Teresa Freiberger?).
 
I personally do not think that having the DISC do routine science processing of science mission data presents a distraction – if anything, it allows them to leverage resources and be responsive to the scientific community.  I think it should be part of the DISC core work plan to take advantage of the opportunity to do routine processing and mission support as it arises.
 
Specific recommendations: 
-- more user-friendly conversion protocols between data sets with different formats
-- add a capability to handle Level 2 data in Giovanni
--  focus on tools and infrastructure which would enable the combination of multiple data sets (including model and non-NASA data sets) in a simple and meaningful way
--  search engines should search across all NASA DAACs  -- at least provide a statement w/link that other related data sets exist at X, Y, Z . . . 
--  focus on water cycle issues and gear up for GPM & SMAP

