SAON Board Meeting, Tromsø, 24.-25. January 2011

Agenda item 3


SAON Task Proposal

1 Task Title

Prepare a formal SAON/ Polar Metadata Profile and Recommended Vocabularies

2 Name of leader and partners

· Ira van den Broek 

· Task leader

· NIOZ Royal Netherlands Institute for Sea Research, the Netherlands

· Email: ira.van.den.broek@nioz.nl
· IPY Data Manager for the Netherlands

· Mark Parsons 

· National Snow and Ice Data Center, USA

· Email: parsonsm@nsidc.org 

· Manager, International Polar Year Data and Information Service

· Øystein Godøy 

· The Norwegian Meteorological Institute, Norway

· Email:  o.godoy@met.no 

· IPY National data coordinator NO

CODATA has endorsed a task group for developing a governance structure for managing polar data. This task group will among other tasks focus on the development of the polar metadata profile and on enhancing commitment of the polar community to this profile.  

3 Objective

The main objectives of the task is to

1. develop an ISO compliant metadata profile for discovery of Arctic and Antarctic data

2. develop  documentation of the metadata profile

3. develop  a show-case system to enhance adoption of the profile in the Arctic scientific community

4 The need

Before the data management workshop held in Oslo, June 2010, participants were invited to identify suggestions for what the SAON process might do in relation to data management that could help meet/serve their program/network needs. Many of the suggestions were grouped under general categories, two of which are listed below: 
· Enhancing and promoting standardization in data management operations

· Enhancing shared use of data, including viewing SAON as a vehicle for publicizing and promoting awareness of existing data holdings.
This is also in line with another outcome of the workshop that there is not so much a need for a centralized SAON data portal but rather for ‘providing pointers to where data can be accessed’ and enabling data to be discovered and accessed through many portals serving many communities.. 
5 Short description

· please refer to description on page 4.

6 Funding
The estimated budget for the task is broken down on the subtasks identified below:
	Title
	Description
	Deliverable
	Budget

	Funding


	Metadata profiles
	Identification of relevant metadata profiles with specific emphasis on metadata profiles being used by international interoperability frameworks. A cost benefit analysis of the various profiles and their consequences for the user community required to adhere to the polar profile should be emphasised along with a justification of the selected profile. Important issues to highlight are the interdisciplinary nature of polar science along with the relation between polar and global scientific communities.
	Report
	1.5
	

	Vocabularies
	Identification of relevant discipline specific and interdisciplinary vocabularies to be used within the context of the polar metadata profile. Vocabularies should cover scientific keywords, observational techniques, geographical locations, as well as other relevant elements of the metadata profile with a detailed description and definition of the meaning of each term. A gap analysis identifying disciplines with well developed vocabularies as well disciplines with less developed vocabularies is required for further work in the field.
	Report
	1.5
	NSF

	Vocabulary propagation
	Analysis of how to develop and propagate vocabularies in order to ensure that they are useful and actually used by the polar community. Linkages with other frameworks are to be emphasised.
	Report
	1.5
	EU
RCN

	Development of vocabularies
	Implementation and maintenance of vocabularies focusing on establishing and active user community. 
	Service
	6
	EU

RCN

	Demonstrator
	Demonstration service to show the benefit of the approach. 
	Service
	6
	EU

RCN

	Best practises
	Development of best practise guides to help data providers, data managers and data centres to properly manage polar data.
	Report
	1.5
	EU

RCN

	
	
	
	18
	


7 Time line

Sep 2010 – Jan 2012

	Task
	Start
	End

	Metadata Profiles
	3-1-2011
	11-2-2011

	Vocabularies
	1-9-2010
	24-12-2010

	Vocabulary Propagation
	3-1-2011
	11-2-2011

	Development of Vocabularies
	3-1-2011
	24-6-2011

	Best Practices
	14-2-2011
	25-3-2011

	Demonstrator
	27-6-2011
	6-1-2012


[image: image1.png]GAI‘IM,‘.I .ﬁzmn o1t -

[asja7}3gac 404 1}4d4gaaganiaacacianis s [2 3 4 15 [6 [7 |8 10 (11112 a1 nejt 7 el oeoi212ao324pe a7 g 303 3334350 37 3 acl a4 {44 e d4geiaTaciadsis 1521

Metadata Profilss Metadata Profilas

Voosbulaies
Vocabularies

S |
Vodabular Propagatifn
Vocabulary Propagation s

bevizpment o Vasabuzies
DevelopmentofVocabularies [T

BestPractices ‘ BestPrasticas

Demonshator
Demonstrator S ————





8 Expected outcome/product:

1. A UML (or similar) description of a polar metadata profile

2. Population of vocabularies in Semantic Web across disciplines and domains and ‘gap-analysis’: listing of scientific disciplines that are not (yet) represented; 

3. Documentation including best practices;

4. A show-case system

5 Short description

At the Data Management Workshop in Oslo (dd. July 7th 2010) it was decided that an ISO compliant metadata standard should be developed. The Standing Committee on Antarctic Data Management (SCADM) has developed a Data and Information Strategy, accompanied by an Implementation Plan, for the Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research (SCAR). The first task in this implementation plan is the development of a DIF/ISO compliant metadata profile. So it seems logical to combine the two and create an ISO compliant metadata profile for Arctic and Antarctic data.

Metadata Standard

The IPY metadata profile will be the starting point. NASA’s GCMD (Global Change Master Directory) should continue to serve as the repository for Antarctic metadata records. In the evaluation of various metadata profiles for polar use, it is important to identify synergies with ongoing international interoperability processes like GEOSS, WIS, INSPIRE etc. to minimise potentially cost driving choices and to benefit from developments in a wider framework. 

The minimal version of the ISO 19115 standard lacks a number of essential elements. For a ‘polar bare minimum’ the following extensions may be required: 

· the addition of a precise space / time model;

· ensuring that metadata is sufficient to support use of OGC (Open Geospatial Consortium) web-based services;

· support documentation of multimedia data;

· include metadata that supports long-term preservation – this may require more research. The library science and archiving community has developed models such as PREMIS (PREservation Metadata Implementation Strategies).

There is also a need for a profile that describes projects or data collection networks. BAS (British Antarctic Survey) is working on this. Currently, a standard does not exist but one is emerging. 

Vocabularies

Emerging specifications are providing tools that can facilitate the collection, storage and distribution of shared vocabularies. For example, the European SeaDataNet project uses the Simple Knowledge Organization System (SKOS, http://www.w3.org/2004/02/skos/) to structure and use atmospheric and oceanographic terms. These new approaches are part of a larger movement to develop the Semantic Web. While the Semantic Web holds promise for supporting data integration, much remains to be done with respect to populating these vocabularies across disciplines and domains.

A first step is to develop an inventory of the existing controlled discipline specific vocabularies, taxonomies, ontologies, etc that are being used by polar data systems. Equally important is it to identify scientific disciplines that do not yet have formalized vocabularies. Regarding the latter, scientists have to be approached to work together in constructing and populating vocabularies. 

Vocabularies should be available as web services. Also it is essential that as they evolve, no keywords should be deleted, but rather identified as deprecated and future use should be discouraged. 

Problem management

Several issues related to metadata have emerged and more may follow. These problems should be identified and described along with solutions or procedures to avoid them (best practices). Known issues so far are: 

· interference 

semantics heterogeneity

conflicting versions of metadata records (as a result of metadata harvesting) 

a set of best practises on how to do metadata harvesting is required as a starting point (e.g. only the originating centre can modify metadata, how often should harvest occur, how to delete metadata etc.)

unique / persistent identifiers is a potential solution

· unique / persistent identifiers for data sets that can be used to credit data providers

DOI is not adequate for data sets, which other scheme could be better? 

· lineage aspects of ISO 19115

This will be an ongoing process. It may be necessary to find a solution for long term government of this issue list through establishing a permanent working group or finding an existing body (e.g. SAON, SCADM) or interoperability framework (e.g. ???) to take responsibility in this area.

Roadmap

In order to get this new metadata profile accepted it is essential to get the scientific and the data management communities involved. First of all, for the work on the vocabularies, locate initiatives that are already taking place and combine forces. Actively approach scientists and scientific communities. 

Secondly, during the entire project, keep communicating with other ongoing activities like NASA/GCMD, INSPIRE, WIS, GEOSS etc. 

And thirdly, build a show-case system and demonstrate this to try and get people to participate. This demo should highlight that the profile works across disciplines and how the user communities can benefit from such an approach. 

�	Man months


�	Potential funding sources, proposals need to be developed
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