08-19-2009
Metadata Mtg. Planning.
In attendance: Ken Casey, Ted Habermann, Nancy Ritchey.
Note taker: Dan Kowal
Initial Discussion, Goals/Actions:
· Touch base before the mtg next weds/thurs.
· Reviewed slide showing next steps short term (FY09).
· Hold face-to-face tech mtg.
· Output:  Where do the tech folks think we can be:  linking NCDDC efforts with the GeoNetwork (GN) development efforts.
· Resources? Ken told going into this, expect the resources we have now.  NODC is investing a couple developers.  If we have a clear path we are developing for and a framework to link all of our efforts, we'll get there faster.  How tightly can these two independent efforts be link?
· Nancy sent out Draft agenda.
· Another Goal: Review requirements that were created at last meeting and prioritize.  Stacey recommended that we talk about architecture and share services, federated vs. centralized systems.  NCDDC wanted a presentation on Geoportal, the ESRI Portal toolkit - seems out of place.  Would be fed from the WAF.  We should emphasize to the participants to be careful putting too much emphasis on this.
· Need to assess all of our options for moving forward.
Transcript of Discussion.
Ken:  Looks good. (Looking at Agenda).
Ted:  Likes the general layout, requirements, options and free discussion.  Good basis for shared understanding.
Ken:  Should we have them come up with 3 specific options with pros and cons?
Ted:  May be worthwhile of making an example of what these options look like.  A list of tasks that we want to do or a picture of services/messages that go between them.  
Ken:  Would like to see a specific plan that would get us to an enterprise Metadata system in the most cost effective timely manner.  ex.: we're going to use...GN infrastructure for integrating all of the data centers to support the enterprise.  
Ted:  Plan.  looks like architecture.  Doesn't appear in this agenda.  Focus on strategy, tactics or a plan?  List of 32 things we can do and then the next mtg prioritize?  If we don't know what we want and can't present, the probability decreases that we get something substantive.
Ken:  Should state what the group is empowered to give us a couple options of how to get there.
Ted:  Some number, 30 tasks, and 3 optional plans that incorporate some of those tasks? Don't have an answer per se...if we look at GN, there are certain things to evolve GN, so if we had a plan that is a year long or so, we would have to be aiming at integrated architecture that would create a different GN that we have now.  Impression... the Understanding current tools???  may Understanding current targets.  The NCDDC has a certain devel plan that they're on, we don't know where they'll be in a year from now.  We have certain things to do with GN.. We need to look at current targets not current states.  Want the targets to be aligned.  Want to understand overlap between the targets, so that overlapping items only get done once.
Ken:  Likes it.  Would be good to know where today they are planning on going, where there's overlap, and how well targeted they are to our end state that was defined at the first meeting.  How much deviation is there in the first part of the meeting:  inc the overlap and how to align the target.
Ted:  Nirvana state, GN and where MerMaid (MM) is going.  Impression.... MM is well defined, perhaps a little more rigid than other.  Nirvana and GN are flexible, although in GN, we have a few areas to pursue.  Like the conceptual model.
Ken: Disagree.  like nirvana to be the enterprise state.  Don't want to view the enterprise as most flexible.  It is in terms of how to get there.  The others have certain inertia and want to align the two efforts; want to know from the teckies of how to get there.  Which path shall we take to get there.
Ted:  section on current tools.  Effects whether or not we get Rich's presentation in there, should be reframed as "current targets."  Will have a meeting with NGDC folks and talk about that kind of presentation.  The current state is important, but it's not where were aiming at.
Ken:  NCDDC definitely have a number of presentations about where they are heading.  
Ted:  Do we want to take the metadata box picture - slide 4. and try to superimpose the targets on this.  To some extent, this is the nirvana state.  Maybe we want to see where the current GN/MM targets are pointed at.
Ken:  Would be a good way to document, identifying which ones MM and GN are targeting, have in their sights right now.  Would be good to show overlap.  Using a numbering scheme to show which apps are on target.  
Nancy: Have a poster with stickies to show overlap.
Ted:  Vend Diagram, but have two circles, one for MM, one for GN and then distribute the boxes from slide 4 and pin the boxes on the diagram.  Which ones are going to show up in both circles or one circle.
Ken:  we learned last time that many of these will show up in both.  We want to look at the technologies and how they can integrate.  
TED: Vocabulary and validate examples.  In last case, how are you doing validation?  We're doing it with schema...  We want a shared approach to validation, that's easiest.  Want to figure out what one of us wants to do and need to know the interface to that.  Things we agree on, we want to divvy things up.  
Ken:  Slam dunks assessment.  There's more that overlap ....
TED:  Handle versions.  NCDDC seemed to be very interested in. One thing that might show up in GN and not in MM, is the support for spatial queries and granules and collections.  Trying to get at the instantiation of the target idea in pictures.  
Ken: We can see the things that overlap, but they are a little bit more refined and targeted.  
Ted: We can do it with sticky notes.  Look at the original requirement and parse them up. and look at the framework for communicating these things. 
Ken:  Q for MM.  Can their development integrate with GN efforts?  
Ted: There is a concrete example of MM using Exist - XML database; GN in using the XML db;  what would we have to do in GN to make it work in an XML DB.  It would be very cool to merge efforts.
Ken:  Back to the agenda.  Session II, Understanding current targets, not the state of tools.  If the presenters can talk about using the enterprise system diagram and provide assessment of how their current devel path are leading them to these goals, that would be a good way to ascertain the overlap.  However, Nancy wants to run it would be find:
1) Current devel paths.
2) How much do these paths deviate or not from the end stated.
3) Can we bring the devel paths together and what are the communication paths to make it work.
Ted:  Has an example.  We're using Oracle XML.  Let's say we want to get spatial capabilities and XML into GN.  What if MM uses PostGres which ahs spatial capabilities and some XML.   It would be new ground or a possible agreement we can come up with.  
Ken: GN, international community effort. How are the authorities done.
Ted:  Proposals, get support for the proposals after working them up.  There's a build schedule.  We should look at GN existing build schedule - what are they thinking about doing in the next year.  
Ken:  Would like to stay away from the management taskings and resource issues.  We just want the technical issues presented.  They need to come back to us.  We can integrate our recommendations, and present to the directors.
Ted:  That's why we need to know where MM development is, because there should be some flexibility, agility there.
Ken: We don't have to change their development path; we know there is a shared conceptual level; it's the technology of how to get there.  Would like to see 2-3 options of how to get there.  That's where some discussion could occur with common systems, federated systems, etc....  What does Nancy further need?
Nancy:  It's a lot clearer now than it was before.  Has a good idea about what needs to happen on the 2nd day.  Likes the presentation we worked on today, some tools like the ppt vend diagrams, or poster.  Something to always refer to. 
Ken:  Make sure the presentations use the enterprise functions picture as a frame of reference of how they are aligned?
Ted:  Go to slide #4, have them think about that slide.  Try to find the intersections, etc...  We got the organization of how the two circles inter-relate.  
Ken:  Re-arranged slide, empty Vend Diagrams and then have the groups fill it in.  Will send revised slide to Nancy.
Ted:  Data center collaboration idea. NMMR WAF, NGDC version that we're trying to create at NODC.  Showed diff views, and added the NCML view for NetCDF.  What we don’t have is a tag for Metadata conventions, in this case it's FGDC.  Has a burl that points back to the whole metadata rec.  Jackie released a final draft of going from FGDC to ISO.  NGDC has it here.  If we got a good XSLT, that would be great.  If we go back to the Convert Box in the Enterprise, we can take a look at providing XSLTs for getting there.  Discussed added THREDDS.  Run the same translation model for getting different views.  You would get the XML for sticking in the THREDDS.  Ted showed the ID as a restful service for this metadata - hit the service to get the current NCML for the MD.  The translation that Jackie is doing is something that both Anna and Ted have worked with Jackie on. Good example of collaboration.
Ken:  In a couple of weeks, NODC should be able to show the big WAF.  The idea is to install the same services in both places.
Ted:  In the overall picture, we could be running the big WAF in all three data centers.  Can talk about other details like harvesting to clearinghouses at a later stage.
