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THE UK MARINE DATA AND INFORMATION PARTNERSHIP

Report on Use Cases for Assessing MDIP Benefits – Initial Assessment
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MAWG Co-Chairs: Mike Osborne (SeaZone Solutions Ltd) and Matt Harrison (BGS)*

* Matt replaced Paul Eastwood (Cefas) from April 2007.
Executive Summary
The Marine Data and Information Partnership (MDIP) was initiated in 2005 to help improve access to UK marine data. The first phase of MDIP is due for completion in May 2008. By this time, users of UK marine data will hopefully be better able to source, access, and integrate a wide range of marine data into their applications. The aim of this report is to make an initial assessment of whether MDIP is making progress towards this vision. The assessment was conducted through a series of real world ‘use cases’; practical examples of where marine data from a wide range of sources needed to be accessed and integrated in order to resolve a specific set of issues. A total of eight different use cases provided information on their experience in accessing and using UK marine data, and assessed whether improvements would be realised given the current set of MDIP deliverables. In summarising the outcomes, a key message is that MDIP will need to work hard to ensure that the cycle of poor access to metadata and data is not repeated by those generating secondary data from primary sources. Specific issues for MDIP to resolve include increasing awareness of data management standards, generating signposts to key datasets, streamlining data licensing issues, and facilitating data owners in the initiation of metadata registers/databases for primary data. A more complete assessment of MDIP is needed at the end of phase 1 via a series of pilot use cases that make direct use specific MDIP outcomes and deliverables. Conducting an assessment at this stage will have a greater impact on the future direction of MDIP and will ensure that progress towards improved access to marine data is being achieved for the benefit of the UK marine data community.
Background

The UK Marine Data and Information Partnership (MDIP) was launched following the release in 2005 of Charting Progress, a report by the UK Government on the state of our seas (Defra, 2005). A key outcome of the report was explicit recognition that marine environmental data held by different organisations could be used much more effectively if the information were more easily available. MDIP was thus created with the vision to ‘establish a national framework that enables Government departments, non-departmental public bodies, research institutes and the private sector to achieve a more coordinated approach to managing marine data and information’ (MDIP, 2006). To achieve this vision, phase 1 of MDIP is working towards delivering on a number of key aims by May 2008, namely:

· better management of UK marine data and information;
· better access to authoritative UK marine data and information;
· direct access to the best UK marine data management expertise; and
· better support for integrated assessments, spatial planning and other new applications.

Technical delivery against these aims is centred around three working groups, one of which is the Mapping and Applications Working Group (MAWG). One of the principal responsibilities of the MAWG is to represent users of marine data and ensure that MDIP is generating improvements in access to a broad range of marine data and information. The main mechanism adopted by the MAWG for evaluating levels of access is a ‘use case’ assessment whereby users provide information on their past experience of accessing and integrating a broad range of marine spatial data and information, and then give an assessment of whether the process will be improved by the MDIP framework. The outcomes generated by the use case assessment are critical in guiding the future direction of MDIP given that one of its key functions is to bring about improved access to marine data in the UK.
This report is a summary of the use case assessment and provides guidance on the future direction of MDIP for the benefit of users of UK marine data. 

Terms of Reference
The following terms of reference were used to guide the selection of use cases and also to provide a framework for those completing the questionnaire.

· Use cases must be in the marine domain and involve the discovery, sourcing and use of a range of marine related datasets.

· Use case representatives must have an understanding of MDIP aims and objectives (attached) and how MDIP intends to bring about improvements in accessing marine data.

· Use case representatives must be willing to participate as an MDIP use case and deliver to the MAWG a report within the agreed timescale. The report consists of a pre-prepared questionnaire.

· It is accepted that use cases will be at different stages of completion. All can contribute to the MDIP process by, where relevant, reporting on past difficulties in accessing data, and in assessing (or predicting) improvements in data access based on MDIP outcomes and deliverables. 
· Use case representatives should where possible provide an estimate of the percentage change in effort required to complete their use case once all MDIP deliverables are in place.
Use Cases
The following projects were identified as candidate use cases following a discussion at a workshop held by the MAWG on 23rd November 2006. Persons responsible for undertaking the use case assessments were asked to complete a questionnaire designed to gather information on recent experience in gathering and accessing marine data and metadata (see Annex 1). Questions were structured under four headings: metadata, data, project outputs, and general comments. The first two headings required respondents to provide information on their experiences in gathering data and metadata for their project, while questions under the third heading, ‘Project outputs’, were designed to gather information on whether difficulties were encountered due to problems in data/metadata access. The final set of questions aimed to assess the benefits of MDIP both in its current form and based on future plans, and provided an opportunity to suggest the direction that MDIP should take in the second phase.
Use cases are as follows:

1. Marine Spatial Planning Pilot

2. Seabed Pressure Assessment

3. Additional Military Layers (AML) and the Historic Environment

4. Finding Sanctuary

5. Coastal & Marine Resource Atlas (MCRA)

6. Scottish Sustainable Marine Environment Initiative – Shetland

7. ALSF Solent Seascapes project
8. Integrated Ecosystem Assessment of the North Sea

The responses received are summarised below.
	USE CASE 1
	Marine Spatial Planning Pilot

	Person responsible
	Paul Lacey

	Company/organisation
	ABPmer

	Project description and objectives
	In December 2004, Defra commissioned a consortium comprising ABP Marine Environmental Research Ltd (ABPmer), Terence O’Rourke, Risk & Policy Analysts, Geotek, Hartley Anderson and Coastal Management for Sustainability (the MSPP Consortium) to research options for developing, implementing and managing marine spatial planning (MSP) in UK coastal and offshore waters.

The study had two key objectives. Firstly, to obtain a better understanding and appreciation of available evidence and experiences to date in the field of spatial planning and its relevance and applicability to UK marine and coastal waters. Secondly, and more importantly, Defra wanted to undertake a pilot project to determine the feasibility and practicality of developing and applying a marine spatial plan.

	URL or reference
	http://mspp.abpmer.co.uk/mspp/index.asp

	Responses
	

	· Metadata
	Obtained through network of contacts. Generally of poor quality, sparse, and difficult to get hold of. Metadata often had to be created retrospectively as part of the project. Little or no information given on data provenance, and this led to problems during data analysis and thus outputs could not be trusted. In general comprehensive metadata was quite difficult to get hold of and there was an overall lack of consistency in the quality. However, the situation does appear to be improving for example it was considerably easier to get hold of metadata than on previous, similar projects.  

	· Data
	Project compiled a range of datasets on human activities, structures, and natural/biological features. Was unable to source data for vessel density, and often found that data was not available at suitable scale, resolution, and in a useable and consistent format. Lack of consistency particularly noticeable in near shore areas in the definition of the coastline. Resolving these issues found to be very time consuming. Data collection exercise proved difficult and time consuming for experienced personnel, let alone personnel new to the marine sector.

	· Project outputs
	No specific project outputs generated.

	· MDIP benefits
	Increased awareness data and metadata and associated standards. MDIP has highlighted to the marine sector the importance of a cohesive data management framework. Benefits of this are gradually being realised.

	· MDIP future direction
	Centralisation of data resources and greater consistency in the use of metadata and data standards. Heighten awareness of the importance of metadata as general feeling that many organisations see metadata as unimportant.


	USE CASE 2
	Seabed Pressure Assessment

	Person responsible
	Paul Eastwood

	Company/organisation
	Cefas

	Project description and objectives
	Integrated assessments and marine spatial planning are becoming major drivers for the assessment and management of human activities at sea. To be successful, both require an understanding of the distribution of the pressures caused by human activities.

The project objective was to use available spatial data for the major human activities operating in the England and Wales sector of UK waters in 2004 to provide an assessment of direct, physical pressure on the seabed. 

	URL or reference
	http://icesjms.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/full/fsm001?ijkey=1OPmVkBrn2T8RZV&keytype=ref

	Responses
	

	· Metadata
	Generally very difficult to source, except from UK DEAL where metadata was fairly comprehensive. In many cases, making use of the data required detailed knowledge of how they were collected. This information would often be provided verbally or on request from the data owners, i.e. was not written down as part of the metadata holdings. Where metadata was available, common standards were not uniformly applied.

	· Data
	The project required access to comprehensive human activity data in UK offshore waters. Some of the data required extensive pre-processing before they could be used. No data available for windfarm turbines, only licence areas. Also, there is no marine equivalent to OS MasterMap whereby features are represented as polygons, i.e. their true spatial dimensions. Features are instead represented as lines and points and are therefore dimensionless. Generally not obvious where to get data from, or how to access data once source has been established. Fishing vessel location data is not accessible to the general public in a form that is usable. Able to collect data through network of contacts rather than through official signposts indicating contact points for certain data types.

	· Project outputs
	Project outputs are available for others to use. Metadata is in a non-standard format. 

	· MDIP benefits
	No current benefits except general awareness raising. Future benefits will include better access to metadata and signposts to data sources and whether these are definitive. Will help those unfamiliar to marine data in the UK get started for quickly. Listing sources of base reference data will be an excellent start.

	· MDIP future direction
	Raise awareness of good practice and standards for data management.


	USE CASE 3
	Additional Military Layers (AML) and the Historic Environment

	Person responsible
	Antony Firth; Bob Croft

	Company/organisation
	Wessex Archaeology; Maritime Foundation Data, UK Hydrographic Office

	Project description and objectives
	The project aims to enable interoperability between AML and archaeologically-derived interpretations of seabed features.

The project objectives are: (i) to establish the degree of mutual benefit in integrating AML and archaeological interpretations of seabed features; (ii) to develop compatibility in methodologies, data standards and metadata standards covering (a) archaeological methodologies for discerning, discriminating and characterising seabed features, (b) representation of seabed features as points and polygons at different scales, (c) incorporation of digital imagery, and (d) accommodating copyright and licensing requirements; (iii) to develop and trial good practice in reporting new and/or enhanced wreck data from archaeological sources to the UKHO; (iv) to develop and trial good practice in preparing and submitting digital archives to recognised data centres.

	URL or reference
	http://newsweaver.co.uk/coastmapnews/e_article000781658.cfm?x=b9hDyC3,b4GJs5MK,w [article in March 2007 issue of Marine Data News]

	Responses
	

	· Metadata
	Available in digital form as Excel spreadsheets. No problems noted although likely that metadata not stored in agreed MDIP standard.

	· Data
	Comprised mostly of acoustic seabed data (multibeam, sidescan etc.). No comments made with regards to consistency, access issues.

	· Project outputs
	The project will generate new data which will be held at the UKHO AML branch. Metadata will be generated (specification not given) and will be accessible to third parties.

	· MDIP benefits
	Framework for discussing the integration of datasets; initial lexicon for discussing marine data; common data/metadata standards.

	· MDIP future direction
	Broad agreement on (digital) licensing and usage.


	USE CASE 4
	Finding Sanctuary

	Person responsible
	Tom Hooper

	Company/organisation
	South West Food and Drink

	Project description and objectives
	Plan and develop a network of marine protected areas (MPAs) around the coasts and seas of South West England. The project has just completed the initial phase of gathering metadata for relevant marine datasets.

	URL or reference
	http://www.finding-sanctuary.org 

	Responses
	

	· Metadata
	Metadata were collated from a variety of sources, particularly existing mapping, metadata and data initiatives such as the European Directory of Marine Environmental Data (EDMED), National Biodiversity Network (NBN) Gateway, Mapping European Seabed Habitats (MESH), Data Archive for Seabed Species and Habitats (DASSH), MAGIC (an interdepartmental government online mapping service) and UK DEAL. The most useful datasets were deemed to be those that were in GIS format and usually interpreted or analysed data rather than raw data. Data were often not in a suitable format thus search was broadened to include datasets that were not in the correct format but could, with additional work, be made available. Metadata was sourced in one of two ways: either by tracking down a particular data theme or by targeting an organisation that was deemed to hold pertinent data.

	· Data
	Project requires a range of datasets on human activities, structures, regulations, and natural/biological features. Sourcing data found to be a time consuming process and best carried out through internet searches rather than contacting data owners direct.

	· Project outputs
	Metadata catalogue will be published. At this stage no datasets have been derived as part of the project.

	· MDIP benefits
	Has the potential to raise the profile of difficulties in accessing data and metadata, and bring about improvements in access.

	· MDIP future direction
	Better access to data in an appropriate format. Encourage data owners to develop ‘shop windows’ for their data and to implement cost recovery mechanisms. Implies that owners feel external requests take time and effort to deal with and so do not respond effectively.


	USE CASE 5
	Coastal & Marine Resource Atlas (MCRA)

	Person responsible
	Kevin Colcomb

	Company/organisation
	Maritime & Coastguard Agency

	Project description and objectives
	To revise the existing Nature Conservancy Council Sensitivity Maps by developing a digital database and sustainable update process. The key project objective was to deliver a web-based digital coastal and marine resource atlas, which will provide a more flexible resource for oil spill contingency planning. It can be managed and updated more regularly and at lower costs than updating maps in a hardcopy format.  The Web GIS-based tools used to disseminate the atlas are designed to help identify the environmental risk posed by a pollution incident and effectively manage the level of response required. The existing MAGIC web mapping application (www.magic.gov.uk) was used to disseminate the atlas.

	URL or reference
	http://www.magic.gov.uk/camra.html

	Responses
	

	· Metadata
	Metadata was supplied along with the data, but was often generated on request, which suggests that metadata is not held centrally by many data owners. Metadata quality was varied and dependent on the experience of the organisation in compiling adequate metadata.

	· Data
	The project required a wide range of biological and natural resource datasets. Some datasets could not be sourced while others could not be used by the project due to copyright issues, but generally most data were successfully acquired. Many problems encountered during process of access and integrating datasets – see Annex 2 of final report.

	· Project outputs
	No datasets created by the project. Metadata catalogue available at
http://www.magic.gov.uk/datadoc/results.asp?topic=8&search=T&x=7&y=6 

	· MDIP benefits
	None noted.

	· MDIP future direction
	Improved access to metadata/datasets (existing and new) that the atlas may wish to include in the future, and improved standards so that better quality data is collected. MDIP should also go beyond providing signposts for base reference data but include additional data covered by the atlas. Could work to resolve data licensing issues, and link better with SPIRE.


	USE CASE 6
	Scottish Sustainable Marine Environment Initiative – Shetland

	Person responsible
	Lorraine Gray

	Company/organisation
	NAFC Marine Centre

	Project description and objectives
	The Scottish Sustainable Marine Environment Initiative (SSMEI) Shetland project is one of four pilots in Scotland progressing Marine Spatial Planning as a mechanism to achieve sustainable management of the marine environment. The project, which will run for three years, aims to develop an integrated and coordinated Marine Spatial Plan for Shetland, thereby enhancing the information available to the SIC and other agencies on the distribution, value and sustainable use of Shetland's marine resources. The project will collect and collate relevant information to underpin these objectives and encourage enhanced community involvement in marine planning and decision making.

	URL or reference
	http://www.nafc.ac.uk/Marine_Management/General/SSMEI

	Responses
	

	· Metadata
	Obtained good metadata from BODC, SEPA, SNH, and through MESH, but otherwise metadata coverage was poor and often had to be generated internally within the project.

	· Data
	Range of different datasets required by the project – see final report for a full list. Some datasets could not be accessed for commercial reasons, e.g. the local authority produces its own high resolution flood risk areas, the local biological records centre and SMRU sell data to developers for EIAs. Scottish Executive fishing effort data could also not be accessed. Data often not provided in correct format. Consequently, data capture consumed a lot of time. Where data was provided in GIS it could have varying problems, e.g. transferability between formats; accuracy – some data points on land, some x and y values were wrong; attribution – some did not have attribute data, particularly those from local authorities. When sourcing data, it was essential to use people on the ground / users of the data. Maintaining a record of who was contacted and when concerning data requests was essential given that most people needed canvassing to get the data. Some services were found to supply data promptly, e.g. BODC.

	· Project outputs
	New datasets have been created by the project but will not be maintained or updated due to resource limitations. Outputs are not yet available to the public but metadata has been generated and posted on the web (www.nafc.ac.uk). Problems with meeting project deliverables were caused by having to deciding what data variables to display, e.g. maps per bird species or total bird count, and then re-arranging very large complex datasets. Licensing also an issues. Some organisations provide licences (e.g. BODC, FRS) but for most others written approval was needed to use the data (e.g. SNH) and get them to specify if third party rights were given. Where multiple sets of data were given, the licensing was not consistent, but the situation has improved over the past year (e.g. with SEPA).

	· MDIP benefits
	When project started MDIP website used to learn about metadata standards and importance of maintaining an audit trail. Metadata created using published standards, e.g. Gemini in combination with The Irish Pilot and MESH standards. MDIP has the potential to bring benefits to data users. Biggest problem experienced was not accessing the data, but transforming it into a format suitable to the project needs, and not yet convinced MDIP can help promote awareness to data providers of metadata standards and changing the format of their data (this might be asking too much).

	· MDIP future direction
	For every data provider to generate and make available a metadata register. For data users to contribute to a service detailing problems encountered with transforming data to a format the user requires.


	USE CASE 7
	ALSF Solent Seascapes project

	Person responsible
	Olivia Merritt, Julie Satchell, Dr. Justin Dix

	Company/organisation
	Bournemouth University, Hampshire & Wight Trust for Maritime Archaeology, Southampton University

	Project description and objectives
	To develop a methodology for applying the principles of Historic Landscape Characterisation (HLC) to the marine environment. The project involves building a GIS model with an attached database to be used as a tool to inform the long-term management of the marine historic environment. The characterisation of the historic landscape of the inter-tidal, coastal and marine zone will help facilitate an integrated approach to spatial planning in the future.

	URL or reference
	http://www.english-heritage.org.uk/server/show/ConWebDoc.6875 

	Responses
	

	· Metadata
	Was generally available but had to be compiled from a number of non-standard formats, such as through personal communication and data licence agreements. Metadata found to be easier to access for data provided in a GIS format. 

	· Data
	Project data requirements included information on landscapes, wrecks, physical features, and human developments, e.g. oil and gas infrastructure. Some data could not be accessed due to problems in extracting data held by suppliers. Some data received in non-spatial format (.xls) so spatial representations had to be created. Spatial inconsistencies were found between UKHO and NMR wrecks as well as differences in the number of records and content of attributes. Also found that some datasets such as data downloaded from the MAGIC website and some Sz Hydrospatial layers had numerous overlapping polygons within a single layer, which caused problems.

	· Project outputs
	Outputs relating to marine historical landscape characterisation will be generated as part of the project. The Seascapes project has four sub-layers containing reclassified base data, which will remain under license. A non-derived top layer has been produced based on polygons from a Navigational Hazards project, adapted to broadly reflect underlying source data and key locations around the Solent. Due to potential dissemination requirements by English Heritage and the potential constraints produced by copyright restrictions, the top layer characterisation for the project had to be based on non-derived datasets. The sub-layers containing raw data polygons can only be used with a Seazone Hydrospatial license by English Heritage. Metadata was generated in the UK Gemini standard as separate .xml files using MetaGenie Metadata Editor. All metadata will be sent to English Heritage and Archaeological Data Services (ADS). Licence restrictions imposed by certain data providers (SeaZone and BGS) has prevented all of the project outputs from being made available at no charge to the public. Copyright restrictions for baseline datasets forced the production of non-derived datasets as a ‘backup’, thus potential restrictions to dissemination encourage GIS bad practice.

	· MDIP benefits
	Creating a centralised resource for digital marine data and metadata will make data easier to source and encourage the streamlining of data standards, metadata structures and guidance on GIS best practice for the marine industry.

	· MDIP future direction
	Produce guidelines on how data can be derived without potential breaches of copyright. Produce guidelines on general GIS best practice for marine data production. Set up a discussion group to deal with streamlining wreck data. Guidance on best practice for integrating data in different coordinate systems would also be very helpful, especially for projects dealing with terrestrial and marine datasets.


	USE CASE 8

	Integrated Ecosystem Assessment of the North Sea

	Person responsible
	Peter Kershaw (Cefas)

	Company/organisation
	ICES (International Council for the Exploration of the Sea) - REGNS: Regional Ecosystem Study Group for the North Sea; Cefas provided the Chair (Dr Andrew Kenny) and there were contributions from a large number of organisations throughout the ICES region. Cefas presently hosts the database used for the assessment

	Project description and objectives
	A Pilot Study to conduct a comprehensive and integrated  ecosystem assessment of the ‘state’ of the North Sea, using the expertise & knowledge available through the ICES Working Group structure and making use of the ICES Data Centre whenever possible.

	URL or reference
	http://www.ices.dk/iceswork/wgdetailace.asp?wg=REGNS

	Responses
	

	· Metadata
	Relied on experts within REGNS and other ICES working groups to compile metadata table for types of data required.  Significant effort then required to compile metadata for data collected over many decades at different spatial scales and methods.  Metadata existence and quality was variable and the active involvement of experts was required to improve accuracy and provide guidance.

	· Data
	Data types compiled included bathymetry, bottom stress, sediment type, water mass fluxes, water quality (inc. river loads), North Atlantic Oscillation Index, plankton, fish, seabird and marine mammal abundance, fish landings.  Some data (e.g. North Sea Benthos Survey) could not be accessed as declared ‘work in progress’ and others (e.g. contaminants) as contained within too diverse set of databases.  Data was received in varying formats and had to be processed and re-scaled to make it consistent prior to undertaking the assessment.  Overall, more effort was put into data collection than into the actual assessment.  

	· Project outputs
	A SQL-based dataset, with metadata, and user interface was compiled which could be valuable in the future.  However, there are no resources to do this work or to keep the data up to date.  The data cannot be made readily available as data are from many sources and conditions of use may apply necessitating dialogue with contributors.

	· General comments
	Data compiled were outside the current MDIP structure (data types and geographic extent).  It would have helped if MDIP could provide metadata on these datasets and in particular those held at well established data centres such as EEA and VLIZ.  There is need to broaden the MDIP user base and to encourage both public and private sector organisations to contribute e.g. a socio-economic DAC.  Licensing and funding issues are preventing MDIP participation and re-use of data.  Knowing how MDIP fits into the wider structure of data portals etc in the UK and Europe would be helpful to provide a wider context.  


Summary of Use Case Experiences
All use cases encountered difficulties in accessing marine data and associated metadata. None of these are unusual or unexpected. Final reports for some of the use cases, along with others such as the Irish Sea Pilot (Vincent et al. 2004), list the problems encountered in considerable detail. Addressing these issues and moving towards more streamlined access to data and comprehensive metadata is the principal reason why MDIP was established (Defra, 2005). In summarising the problems listed by the use cases, the following conclusions can be drawn.

· Metadata – access to comprehensive metadata in a standard format remains highly variable. Improvements in accessibility have been noted as some data owners are now publishing their metadata openly and using agreed standards. Until metadata is comprehensive, accessible, and standardised, those wishing to access UK marine data will face inefficiencies and, consequently, increased costs.
· Data – most marine data are generally not presented in a consistent format. Sourcing data can prove difficult and time consuming, and the use of non-standard formats and standards for data referencing causes inconsistencies when data from different owners are integrated. All these issues have a cost implication for the user.
· Project outputs – some of the problems in accessing data and metadata are being repeated in the products generated from the use cases in that standards are often not being applied and metadata is not being created or released. Some of the outputs cannot be made openly available due to strict or unclear licence conditions attached to the input data.
Assessment of MDIP Benefits 

Most of the use cases found it difficult to assess the current benefits of MDIP as there are few visible outcomes at present. The perceived benefits of MDIP are summarised as follows.

· Clearer signposts to key datasets. MDIP is expected to identify sources of marine data and ensure this information is made available to the marine community to save users having to expend considerable resources in tracking down data to meet their requirements.
· Better access to metadata in standard format. Encouraging data owners to prepare and publish comprehensive metadata is seen as a key contribution of MDIP to improved access and management of UK marine data.
· Greater awareness of the importance of data stewardship. It was expressed in some use cases that improvements in internal data stewardship would bring about benefits to the wider marine community in terms of improved access to data and metadata in standard format.
· Resolving lack of interoperability. Data owners often store their data to meet internal requirements, which can lead to low levels of interoperability between data from different sources. MDIP is expected to provide guidance on standards for data storage and exchange to ensure increasing levels of interoperability.
Future direction of MDIP

Many of the comments on the future direction of MDIP were directed at encouraging data owners to adopt and support MDIP principles and aims, e.g. to raise awareness of data and metadata standards, and improve access to marine data by publishing metadata and developing simplified mechanisms for accessing marine data. Additional comments and suggestions are summarised as follows.
· Work with data owners to resolve copyright issues attached to primary data to ensure that subsequent data products generated by third party public sector bodies can be accessed by the public at no cost.
· Encourage data owners to generate publicly accessible metadata registers/databases.

· Encourage data owners to develop internal mechanisms for improving access to their data holdings. For public bodies this should include a clear and open system of charging if necessary where costs for data preparation and delivery need to be covered in order for data requests to be fulfilled in a timely manner.
· Provide guidance on data licensing and policy.
Conclusions and Recommendations
A key message is that MDIP will need to work hard to ensure that the cycle of poor access to metadata and data is not repeated by those generating secondary data from primary sources. By publishing data management standards and providing signposts to key reference data, MDIP has the potential to ensure a broad set of users are better able to access and integrate a wide variety of marine data into their individual applications. To achieve this aim, MDIP needs to achieve the following.
i. Publish the most up-to-date, MDIP-endorsed standards and guidelines for effective data management, and raise awareness of these standards through literature and training.

ii. Facilitate the creation of openly available metadata registers/databases by owners of primary data to ensure the public have greater understanding of the range of UK marine data available for use in their applications.

iii. Facilitate agreement on data licensing to ensure that data products generated from primary sources by public sector organisations are more openly available.
iv. Test the ability of users to realise the benefits of MDIP outcomes by piloting or identifying a series of use cases that commence after the completion of phase 1. Conducting an assessment at this stage will have a greater impact on the future direction of MDIP for the benefit of the users of UK marine data.
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Annex 1 - Use Case Reporting Questionnaire

The aim of the questionnaire is to obtain a general description of the project, its data requirements, and experience to date accessing marine data / metadata, and require information on:

· accessibility to metadata

· completeness of metadata

· usefulness of metadata

· data requirements (area, themes, etc)

· transfer of the data

· licensing and pricing issues (if any)

· format and portrayal (formats, symbology)

· consistency with similar datasets and known/required specification / attribution

· geographic co-ordinates and height (if applicable)

· agreement with metadata (user expectation).
	Question
	Answer

	Project Description
	

	1. Date questionnaire completed
	

	2. Name of use case
	

	3. Organisation responsible
	

	4. Name of person responsible
	

	5. Email of person responsible
	

	6. Tel. no. of person responsible
	

	7. Project objectives(s)
	

	Metadata
	

	8. List the sources of metadata used for the project
	

	9. Was the metadata easy to access?
	

	10. Were you able to source all of the metadata required?
	

	11. Compared to the actual data (if available) was the metadata comprehensive and accurate?
	

	12. If not, in what way(s) did the metadata fall short of that reasonably expected?
	

	13. Provide additional comments on your experience of sourcing or using metadata on your project?
	

	Data
	

	14. List the datasets required for your project
	

	15. List the datasets you were not able to access 
	

	16. List why you could not access the datasets required
	

	17. Was the data received in the format you required?
	

	18. Was it to the correct scale / resolution?
	

	19. Was any of the data inconsistent (e.g. regionally) and what difficulties did this cause?
	

	20. Provide additional information on your experience of sourcing or using data for your project?
	

	Project Outputs
	

	21. Was dataset creation part of the project deliverable?
	

	22. If so, will the data be maintained?
	

	23. Was the data created derived from base reference data?
	

	24. List any problems encountered with the dataset creation
	

	25. Was metadata created for the project output datasets?
	

	26. If so, where is it being published?
	

	27. Are the project output datasets accessible to third parties?
	

	28. List other difficulties experienced with project deliverables caused by the data inputs available or their terms of use
	

	29. Provide additional information on your experience of creating data for your project?
	

	General Comments
	

	30. List the benefits that the current state of MDIP has brought, along with the likely future benefits.
	

	31. What benefits would you like MDIP to bring to your project?
	

	32. Do you think these will be achieved by MDIP given its current aims and objectives?
	

	33. What else would like to see MDIP achieve?
	

	34. What, if any, do you think are the obstacles to achieving this?
	

	35. How can these obstacles be best addressed?
	

	36. Provide additional information that you feel will be useful to MDIP in understanding and improving data access issues.
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