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1. Executive Summary

2. Scope of this PD (what)
Consider having this document address access from the standpoint of each lifecycle component spelled out in the 212-15. This approach may help clarify roles of data provider, data centers, data stewards etc., and may answer the questions that keep cropping up about:

- what is the authoritative source for any given data set and 

- are duplicative access points ever OK?

- who is the end user (what formats does s/he prefer)

Alternatively (or similarly) consider framing the discussion this way:

- what are access requirements for data at different levels (level 0 = raw; level 1 = QA/QC; level 2 = products)

- Data stewardship (data in interoperable formats and products resulting from analysis);

Also consider having this document address requirements for NOAA data access through the enhanced NSDI (data.gov, geo.data.gov, oceans.data.gov etc) and methods for achieving

Document needs to bring the policy to the data provider level - make it practical and possible to achieve.

3 Policy background & rationale (why)

INTRO: Brief Discussion of the history of data interoperability, possibly going back to Exec Order 12906, including the National Spatial Data Infrastructure and all the other elements that contributed to the development of the NAO 212-15 (2010 revision).

3.1. NOAA Administrative Order (NAO) 212-15:

Environmental data will be visible, accessible and independently understandable to users, 
except where limited by law, regulation, policy ... or by security requirements.

Management of NOAA environmental data [includes] Providing for data access and dissemination
This section needs additional scoping:

1. Definition of terms

visible

accessible

independently understandable

...also...

interoperable

other terms?

3.1.1. Potential 
exceptions to broad public access

law, regulation, policy (such as those applicable to personally identifiable information or protected critical infrastructure information or proprietary trade information) or by security requirements.

3.1.1.1. Protection of 
Underwater Cultural Heritage (UCH) sites

Discussion of sites protected under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 

3.1.1.2. Policy Protection

Personally Identifiable Information 

Protected critical infrastructure information

Proprietary trade information

3.1.1.3. Security Requirements

3.2. Policy 
Limitations

NAO 212-15 does not say how

NAO 212-15 only hints at discovery ("visible") 


Also: does not address the practical component of overlap in lifecycle elements

- access to the same data at different lifecycle stages may be from different sources, in different formats. Duplicative access may be inherent in the process. Is there a right or wrong answer to the format questions?

3.3. The role of EDMC PDs in implementing the NAO 212-15


Suggest that all the PDs have a role in regard to Access that should be spelled out here. I perceive access (both long and short term) as the primary goal of all data management initiatives. Since the PDs are the implementation of the 212-15, I think all deserve mention here in regard to access.

1. NOAA Procedure for Scientific Records Appraisal and Archive Approval (see pg 12 and ppg 15-21)

2. NOAA Data Management Planning: Includes language regarding data accessibility.

3. NOAA Research Data Sharing: Sharing is another word for access, isn’t it?

4. NOAA Data Documentation PD: Key reason to document is to make data visible (discoverable) for access and independently understandable for use in the short and long term.

3.3. 
Practical Challenges

Datasets not made available by owner

Data in unusual or legacy formats

Proprietary or custom data services

Data service available but not registered in 
catalog

Data accessible only via a human user interface

Data only in prepackaged data files via FTP or HTTP

Offline data with ordering mechanism

Services with insufficient metadata

Incompatible Catalogs that hinder distributed search

Datasets that comprise huge numbers of files

Different end users require different data presentations

Multiple points of access to the same information

Authoritative source(s)

4. Applicability - who must make data accessible

Nearly everybody


Well... this results in duplicative access points and formats...

5. Timing - when must data be made accessible

Advance planning -- ref to DMP PD

NOAA grantees -- ref to Data Sharing by Grantees PD

6. How to make your data accessible


Do we want to talk about:

- Catalogs here?

- pushing to data.gov, geodata.gov, ocean.data.gov... other external sources (NOAA is looking for a consolidated method to push out that reduces the burden on providers?

Also, alternative access methods for when some data are protected (time-release holds or pre-approval holds)

6.1. General Use Cases

6.1.1. On-demand request for maps & graphs

6.1.2. On-demand request for data values

6.1.3. Bulk download of data files

6.1.4. Subscription or "push" services


6.1.5. Typical data workflow (examples of end to end management of different types of data and information in different lifecycle stages, and related access points)

6.2. Requirement to 
seek existing solutions before implementing new ones

6.3. Preference for online services

6.4. Preference for open, non-proprietary standards

6.5. Preference for open-source, non-commercial software

7. How to Make Your Data Discoverable

7.1. Discovery Metadata 

ref. to Data Documentation PD

7.2.. Service-level metadata

8. Where to find helpful resources

8.1. Shared services (hosting, catalog)

8.2. Software implementations

8.3. Links to EDM Wiki

9. Implementation

9.1. Roles and Responsibilities

9.2. Tracking Progress

A. Appendix?

A.1. Recommended formats & service types for classes of data:

A.1.1. Remote obs, in situ obs, model outputs, cadastral, ...

A.1.2. Regular grid, irregular grid, point, profile, trajectory, polygon, imagery, visualization

A.1.3. Pull (user request) vs Push (subscribe, alert) services

A.2. Brief overview of service types: DAP, OGC, Esri, ...

A.3. Brief overview of data formats: CF/NetCDF,  HDF, ASCII, XML, GML, Shapefile, ...



sharon.mesick:


SMM


sharon.mesick:


Include the initial discussion of these access caveats in this section where we lay out the policy. We can explain the rationale for each exception. I have shown this as 3.2


sharon.mesick:


Some exceptions seem self-explanatory and some are strictly legislated. However it is uniformly important to spell these out, both to remove any ambiguity, and to help NOAA unify its response across data providers, archives, and other resources.


sharon.mesick:


Real opportunity for NOAA to address this. Can get info from NOAA Marine Heritage specialists (Delgado in Sanctuaries program or Cantelas in OER program)


sharon.mesick:


Better word than limitations?


sharon.mesick:


added - SMM


sharon.mesick:


Revised - SMM


sharon.mesick:


Better word than "Problems"? I have changed the title - other ideas?





Also consider moving some of these bullets to section 3.2


sharon.mesick:


A single NOAA catalog or any catalog?


sharon.mesick:


additional ideas for this or other sections


sharon.mesick:


While we may wish for everyone to make all data accessible, I think we need to be more practical here.  Data management is a workflow that can be charted. While a collector must make data accessible, it does not mean that s/he does this independent of support systems already in place.





The relationships between sections 4,5 and 6 are key in make this a practical guide for data providers.


sharon.mesick:


added SMM


sharon.mesick:


added - SMM


sharon.mesick:


I think this assumes a certain acceptance of providers 'doing their own thing'. Is there a possibility to be more prescriptive in terms of having providers follow a workflow (defined here and supported by the PDs), so that information is available from common sources such as a single NOAA catalog (resulting from federated search)?


jim.sargent:


- 3.2 should be "NOAA data Management PD"





- include in 3.3 Lack of shared understanding of data access technologies ( i.e., the need fro education and outreach)





- suggest add 3.4 Constraints to address issues such as 


     -> some data are sharable in raw form due to statues, regs, or policies


     -> some data reside in complex structures such as  relational data bases that may require software to query and extract


    -> others?





6. General Use Cases - include a use case of needing accessthrough developed software such as Fisheries One-Stop Shop (FOSS)





Include a section on Implementation that addresses a rollout plan, education, responsibilities, etc.





Thanks.





