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Executive summary

A thorough review of the requirements for a MEDIN data discovery portal has been carried out. This has included on-line surveys of users and suppliers and more detailed interviews with eight consultees identified as experts in this area. The review also considered the functionality and role of other relevant portals already in use. 

There was strong support for the need for a central portal to provide a discovery search service across marine data resources. However, it is noteworthy that it was broadly considered a lower priority than the development and establishment of data standards and flows for data across the network. Given this it is recommended that the functionality of the portal is kept relatively simple at this stage thus constraining the cost in this area (and allowing greater allocation of resources to the other higher priority areas).

The mandatory requirements identified for the revised portal were:

· a single catalogue balanced as evenly as possible across the broad thematic groups.

· a primary filter for geographical searching (this must include a map interface and an ability to filter the data according to Country eg Scotland or Wales). The country filter needs to differentiate between the geographical location of the dataset itself and the location of the organisation holding a dataset.    

· a simple secondary filter on other attributes.

· a simple result set based on applying these two filters from which users can select individual resources and view the full discovery metadata.

· redirection to other portals/applications to enable users to view/download the resource or view other more detailed metadata and data (where this is helpful to the user).

· a clear presentation of its current content and future intentions for content and functionality. 

While a prototype of the MEDIN portal (in the form of the MDIP portal) already exists we recommend that the next iteration should not be based on the current portal code developed and supplied by EDINA
,  This is mainly because the current system is built on proprietary software and may be difficult and expensive to adapt to the user requirements. Much of the complexity that underpins the MDIP portal (eg the method for managing keywords
) is currently of little benefit to the majority of MEDIN users.

The decision to base the portal on the NERC data grid should only be taken following a critical evaluation of its strengths and weaknesses. This evaluation is beyond the scope of this review...

It is recommended that the portal be developed in at least two phases. The cost of the first phase is provisionally estimated to be around £22-30k
 in 2009/10, provided that about 50 days of MEDIN team/ MEDIN Partner time are delivered alongside this.  

Given that sufficient content will be critical to the portals success it is also recommended that plans are drawn up to ensure this is achieved. In particular consideration should be given to the recruitment of a metadata specialist that would have responsibility for ensuring the catalogue content is balanced and has the right granularity.

The next steps in this are:

· Review the findings with the MEDIN working groups

· Work with existing portals to explore whether the necessary links to more detail / functionality can be made and develop prototypes for this

· Review the situation around potential content and identify steps which ensure this can be made available at an appropriate granularity
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Objective of the Review of MEDIN portal User Requirements

JNCC have been contracted by MEDIN to undertake a review of MEDIN portal user requirements. The stated objective is to produce:

“A review to identify users’ requirements for a marine metadata discovery portal and to support a specification for a fully functional portal”.

Purpose of this Report
This document summarises JNCC’s work on this review and presents our proposed priorities portal functionality to meet key user requirements. We have undertaken the following activities
· Considered what in general terms is required from a successful “discovery portal”, as identified at the start of the project (see Annex A).

· Undertaken a “quick” (ie not thoroughly researched) assessment of several existing portals (see Annex B). Note that this is the same as presented in the Interim Report
· Evaluated the first draft MEDIN discovery metadata standard in terms of portal design and operation (see Annex C). Note that this is the same as presented in the Interim Report

· Proposed categories for use as broad themes (aka topic categories (Annex E)
· Consulted with over 100 prospective users of the MEDIN portal via an online questionnaire (see Annex F)
· Consulted with 22 prospective suppliers of metadata to the MEDIN portal (see Annex G)

· Consulted with various “experts” as recommended by the MEDIN Contracting Officer. (See Annex H)
· Summarised the main findings of the user consultation exercise.

· Identified a series of wider issues that might impact on the development of the MEDIN discovery metadata standard and subsequent operation of the portal. In most cases we have made recommendations on the above issues.

· Catalogued the key requirements for the portal
· Estimated the cost of building the portal.
Background

JNCC’s understanding of the current problem is that there are currently a number of subject specific portals for marine environmental data but there is obviously great value in having an easy to use single discovery metadata portal for all marine environmental data. (Discovery level metadata is where the “user aims to find out what available resources are potentially able to satisfy a specified set of requirements). Although many of the experienced “searchers” for data will be able to find their way around multiple catalogues of varying levels of completeness, for many prospective users of Marine Information, this complex and patchy situation will not provide satisfactory answers. Thus the aspiration of this piece of work is to develop a strategy for how these separate portals and a central MEDIN portal (and its associated Data Archiving Centres) can work efficiently and effectively together. 
Main statistics derived from consultation with prospective users.
The statistics presented below represent the principle findings of the analysis of the survey of prospective users (see annex X for further details).

· A vast majority of prospective users (92%) experience difficulties in discovering what marine environmental data exists. They also believe that their colleagues and contacts in other organisations experience these difficulties to a slightly greater extent than themselves.
· There is a high level of support for the concept of a "one stop shop" for discovering marine environmental resources. 95% of prospective users wholly or partially agree that this would be useful. However, a small minority of consultees are somewhat sceptical and believe that there are already too many portals and there is a high risk of failure from creating an additional one.  JNCC believes that risks can be controlled, provided that the wider issues of governance are tackled successfully.

· The majority (57%) of prospective users currently do internet searches for marine environmental information at least once a week, though it is not known how much of these searches are for accessing the datasets themselves as opposed to discovering their existence.

· 50% of prospective users are interested in at least five broad themes (Hydrographic information; Sedimentary/earth science information; Oceanographic information; Broad scale habitats; Fine scale habitats; Species information; Marine conservation zones; Human influences).  This illustrates that users have a requirement that cuts across these themes.
· 30% of users have an interest in discovering marine datasets outside UK waters (UK organisations collect data outwith UK Waters. UKDMOS demonstrates this well. The MEDIN portal should support searching anywhere in the world, just as UKDMOS does.)
· Most users (68%) search for UK data at a variety of different geographical scales (eg the whole of the UK, an individual Country within the UK or a given region)
· 66% of prospective users totally agree that it is essential that the portal provides some indication of how complete the catalogue is for each of the broad themes
. 
· Prospective users have a high degree of collective use of existing portals. Most have used three or more of the existing portals within the past six months.
· 65% of prospective users totally agree that it is essential for the Medin catalogue to have links between related catalogue entries
· 58% of prospective users wholly or partially agree that when they are searching geographically a drop down list of sea areas would be sufficient to help them refine my search to a given geographic area. However 89% wholly or partially agree that it would be useful to have a google maps style interface for this purpose.
 These two approaches are not mutually exclusive – and many users would expect both methods of geographical searching. The important consideration is the quality control of the geographical descriptors, be they sea areas, bounding boxes, longitude/latitudes, polygons or some other text based method of defining geography.
· Prospective users consider it most essential to be able to search geographically and also by broad topic category.  65% want to be able to search on a combination of categories.
· There is considerable support for the ability to search on keywords (78% consider it essential). 52% totally agree that the search facility should support synonyms eg be able to translate from "ocean floor" to "sea bed".
· One prospective user wrote “"Focus mainly on comprehensiveness of the database and an easy, straightforward set of search functions (even a simple listing of everything in the database, sortable by topic, date, owner etc would do me to start with). Comprehensiveness is much more important than a whizzbang interface, snazzy search engines, or a fancypants map interface.   The other essential is to provide clear information on data availability, use restrictions, indication of cost (even whether there is a cost or not), and, obviously and most importantly, where to go / who to contact to get hold of the data (if it's not downloadable), preferably with names, phone numbers, email addresses.   Thirdly, if there are resources to put into this, enabling data holders to supply processed data in standard GIS formats rather than raw datasets in .csv would be really helpful."
Wider issues not specifically related to portal functionality, but important to the successful delivery of the MEDIN portal:

Most of the issues below have been raised in discussions with MEDIN experts. We have tried to include all of the cross-cutting issues raised by one or more consultees.
1. For the portal to be judged a success, there are wider issues relating to the governance and flow of marine data that must be addressed. Assuming that the MEDIN DACs have an important role in this, it is important that they are properly resourced and managed according to an agreed business plan.  In the long term this is the best way of ensuring that the MEDIN discovery catalogue is fully supported and maintained by all MEDIN partners. The flow of metadata from larger organisations such as the Environment Agency must be addressed, and this must clarify the role of the MEDIN DACs in collating these metadata.  
2. Some consultees believe strongly that MEDINs focus should be on accelerating the work on data specifications and standards. Too much emphasis on building a sophisticated Discovery Portal could interfere with this work on standards. These standards need to be quickly pulled together and published on the MEDIN website in draft form with clear version control.  Contractors for marine surveys would use these for data delivery.  The use of these standards will help to develop "best practice" for data flow and facilitate the metadata production process, partially because some of the metadata can be automatically harvested from the data itself.  
3. The MEDIN discovery catalogue will need to be a component of the Environmental Observations Framework http://www.erff.org.uk/activities/uk-eof.aspx (an initiative led by the Environmental Research Funders Foundation to build a portal for all UK environmental observations).  The EOF Environmental Data Initiative will “become the vehicle by which the UK can deliver its commitments to INSPIRE and the UK Locations Strategy”.  EOF potentially provides an impetus for improving marine metadata management, and is also a source of ideas and solutions for issues such as assessing and flagging data quality and suitability.
  It is more likely however that MEDIN would be seen by EOF as a potential source of “best practices” and it is essential that the need for EOF compliance does not become burdensome.  
4. The MEDIN standards group needs to address standardised vocabularies across a
 range of broad themes, and develop a clear action plan.  The oceanographic sector has advanced furthest on this issue, but this is not enough to facilitate the process of discovery for the MEDIN portal, which should have the same level of functionality across the broad thematic groups.  Until this is done, we cannot successfully implement mark up terms and keyword searching functionality in the MEDIN portal, and in the short term it is probably not worth investing heavily in the technologies capable of handling these more sophisticated requirements.
5. MEDIN partners will need to ensure that derived/interpreted products have adequate metadata. This may be not be a primary function of the Data Archiving Centres because they are likely to concentrate on raw datasets. Interpreted information is obviously useful to policy makers and non scientists – we should not ignore this customer group because they can be very influential in future funding decisions.    
6. There is some need for a better range of tools for compiling metadata, especially now that the MEDIN discovery metadata standard has been defined. These tools must include the facility to create MEDIN compliant metadata within ARCGIS (
via Arc catalogue).  Some of the smaller provider organisations would benefit considerably from these tools. The MEDIN DACs may have a key role in the development of these tools – in fact development is already underway in DASSH -  but it is primarily down  to the MEDIN partners to ensure that metadata production is part of normal business activities. These tools should also support the submission of data to GI Gateway
 or any future arrangement supported by the UK Location Strategy.
7. We strongly recommend that the MEDIN partnership recruits a metadata specialist. This person would assist with ensuring that the catalogue content is balanced and has the right granularity. The emphasis of the post would not necessarily be technical, ie they should not be spending all of their time in XML tool development.

8. The MEDIN metadata standard (based on UK Gemini) will support the key requirements identified by prospective users and suppliers in this consultation exercise – this might require a small amount of tweaking when it comes to actually building the portal.

9. Once the first version of the portal has been released, MEDIN Sponsors and Partner organisations should have a plan to publicise the portal within their organisation and provide feedback on its use.

10. Our consultations with users/experts and investigations of existing portals lead us to conclude that there is no single existing portal that is suitable to be used as a platform on which to build the MEDIN portal. 
Issues specifically related to portal content:

· It is important that the content of the MEDIN portal is as balanced as possible across the broad themes. Users would benefit from honest assessments of the levels of completeness across the themes. The home page of the medin portal can be used to indicate work in progress and forthcoming deadlines for any improvement in content and functionality. This must invite users to provide feedback on any key gaps in content. 

· Agreement of standardised vocabularies. We assume that most of the work on agreeing standardised vocabularies for non free text entries in the metadata catalogue will be done as follow up work to the contract on defining the MEDIN metadata standards. In terms of portal functionality the most important of these standardised terms are the Topic categories. This is because this is an important filter for discovering metadata, and a way of structuring MEDINs messages on levels of completeness.  (Annex E contains some ideas as to what this should contain)

· Unique resource identifiers. The UK Gemini Standard requires each catalogued resource to have a unique identifier. With a complex pattern of data providers and existing portals and potentially overlapping content, this will be difficult to implement. It is only possible once there was a complete set of protocols in place so that each resource can be uniquely tagged. As with so many of these issues there is an underlying issue of “granularity”, for example does a repeat survey become a new resource or is it part of the previous resource? Without standards in place, some resources will be highly sub-divided whilst others may be too coarse. 

· The resolution of geographical data: This is yet another example of the “granularity” issue. For example we may have a resource covering 5 discrete Scottish Sea Lochs each spatially identified by a central point longitude and latitude. Should these be catalogued as 5 separate entries or should they remain combined with a bounding box drawn around them. In cases where there are for example >100 individual sampling points within a monitoring survey it is probably not sensible to record these individual locations within the discovery
 catalogue. UKDMOS could potentially handle the detail of these individual “series”, with additional “evaluation” metadata being provided where applicable and available. Note that a consideration of this “evaluation” metadata ie how it is managed and searched is beyond the scope of this review.
· Compliance of existing portal data with UK Gemini.
 We would expect that the MEDIN portal would be populated with many of the resources in the existing portals. Some of these portals are not yet fully UK Gemini 2.3 compliant and this may therefore result in gaps to filled and/or manipulation of the data to ensure compliance. All of the existing Medin DACs are however aware of this issue and seeking solutions.  JNCC will discuss these issues with other major data suppliers as a follow up to this Portal Review Contract.

· There is no obvious flag on the UK Gemini list that enables interpreted datasets to be distinguished from raw datasets
, though it might be possible to accommodate this type of flag in some form – for example in Resource type and Data Format.  Examples of derived or interpreted data include the assessments made of marine habitats and species as part of our reporting requirements under the Habitats and Species Directives.  This information is currently available on the JNCC website, and should be “discoverable” via the MEDIN portal. Another example is the Biodiversity Action Plan reporting data available via the UKBAP website. Some of these datasets will form part of Charting Progress 2.
· Some Medin experts believe that a good description of the resource is very important, but others are sceptical of the value of free text searching and would rather invest effort in standardised "mark up terms", especially where they are synonymised and linked to other keywords. As noted above though, further work is needed to develop these standard terms for themes outwith the oceanographic sector. MEDIN to provide some guidance to suppliers on compiling descriptions (good and bad examples). Search facility should ideally pick up terms and phrases from the description.
 This is happening through the MEDIN standards working group. BODC have a role within SeaDataNet and Marine XML in terms of managing standardised hierarchical vocabularies, and are willing to manage additions to these vocabularies to include terms for themes not currently covered.

· Some users are concerned about how this portal will be kept up-to-date and therefore some form of metadata indicating the periodicity of information collation (or intended date of update) by the data holder would be helpful e.g. if they last uploaded 2 years ago but have actually changed the parameters they hold information on (e.g. stopped sampling or added new ones) or the methods used to obtain it then some way of finding this out in a timely way would be desirable.
· The catalogue should ideally be capable of holding information on reference grey literature, studies, for both public and private use, especially where these have specified geographical locations. These should have some sort of reliability / accuracy or information on methods so that users can assess their suitability.
  It is however difficult to see how MEDIN partners can maintain comprehensive catalogues of all these “research” studies within their current resources. The Portal development specification should not specifically address “research” discovery requirements but it should be possible to accommodate catalogue entries for research studies within the generic portal structure and the MEDIN discovery metadata standard.
Issues related to the interoperability of the discovery portal and other portals and recommended next steps
· Existing portals can in some cases only be used successfully by highly informed users. This might sometimes be a barrier to effective inter-operability, especially for non-specialist users being redirected from the MEDIN portal to a 2nd portal.
 Wherever possible, users should be directly routed from the MEDIN portal to the data holders.
· The ability to go from the MEDIN portal to another more detailed portal is only valuable if the 2nd portal has more detailed information than that available within the MEDIN Discovery catalogue. This could mean either more detailed (evaluation style) metadata, a more detailed geographical representation of the data or the ability to view/download the data itself.

· Most of the existing UK data portals are thematically based - the assumption is that they will continue to operate once the MEDIN discovery portal is in operation. Users would like to see a degree of interoperability between these portals and the MEDIN discovery portal. 
· 65% of prospective MEDIN portal users totally agree that when redirected from the MEDIN discovery portal to another portal that provides further information, they need to go straight to the relevant resource on that portal and not to the “home page” of that portal This may not be possible to implement fully in the first phase of portal development but this inter-operability should be developed for at least one existing portal – for example MESH.
· Provided that metadata can be transferred automatically using for example standard xml data exchange formats, it is not necessarily a problem if metadata is replicated on more than one portal (it is possible for a resource to be catalogued on several portals eg on MESH, UKDMOS, the EOF portal and the MEDIN discovery portal).  In future these metadata can be shared through web services, but until this infrastructure is in place (effectively an implementation of INSPIRE that is unlikely to be launched for at least 3 years), it is important to get the data transfer protocols in place so that version control can be maintained.
· The portal should, where applicable, hold aggregate resource discovery metadata for a series of target datasets and make the aggregate available as a web service for consumption by other search mechanisms, eg the EOF portal. This is not however an immediate requirement and may not be addressed in the first phase of portal development.

· Further consideration needs to be given to clarify the flow of information from supplier organisations to UKDMOS - this being the most advanced cross-thematic portal in existence. What is the involvement of the DACs in this process? - how is the discovery metadata in UKDMOS best shared with the MEDIN discovery portal?
 Suppliers of metadata do not want to supply metadata to more than one organisaton, but they would probably be happy for this to be shared between portals subject to agreed protocols. It is likely that there would be a regular and automated feed of selected metadata from UKDMOS into the MEDIN portal. This data flow mechanism needs to be developed initially to support specific use cases. 
· The portal must incorporate a clear explanation of how it relates to existing portals and MEDIN DACs.

· JNCC (as a contribution in kind to MEDIN) will investigate how the MESH and NBN Gateway portals could potentially inter-operate with a MEDIN discovery portal. This might involve examining the role and benefits of having a user registration scheme for viewing and downloading MESH data, and working out the most efficient navigation for users. This prototyping exercise could help us to get solutions for some more generic inter-operability issues.

Catalogue of user requirements

This catalogue of requirements is for the first phase of portal development. Mandatory elements are indicated by M. Optional requirements are indicated by O.




	General
	The portal must be capable of displaying the full range of fields included in the MEDIN discovery metadata standard (available as a separate document not part of this report) This Discovery Metadata Standard should provide sufficient data fields to support all of the mandatory requirements set out below. A further check is however recommended once the requirements catalogue is finalised. . Al M

	General
	The portal will have two filtration stages (the first on geography, the second on other parameters). After these stages the user will be presented with a series of results organised in tabular form. The user can then select each one in turn to view the full range of discovery metadata. This can in certain cases provide the opportunity to continue on to another portal/applicaton for further evaluation metadata and in many cases access to the data itself either for view or download. Re-routing to other portals must be suppressed if there is nothing to be gained from this operation. M 

	Inter-operability
	In the first version of the MEDIN portal, links to other existing portals will only be made once the user has chosen a single MEDIN discovery catalogue entry and wishes to leave the MEDIN portal to go to another portal or data application. Functionality will be developed to support this process, with some hyperlinks to specific resources in some cases. M

	
Back end database
	A database must be created to hold all of the fields in the relational format documented in the MEDIN discovery metadata standard. This is likely to be created in either oracle or sql server  (M)

	Key content
	The broad thematic group must be drawn from a list of standardised terms to be determined by MEDIN. This could initially be a  simple non-hierarchical list, especially if the standards and technical solutions are not in place to support a hierarchical search capability.
 M


	Key content
	The MEDIN Standards Working Group have agreed an approach to keywords. This will involve the data supplier defining keywords at a detailed level. These will then map to other levels (UK Gemini, topic category, INSPIRE themes and MEDIN high level search terms). The portal should ideally be able to undertake this mapping and facilitiate retrieval of these terms. O

	Key functionality
	It is essential for the MEDIN catalogue to have links between related catalogue entries – eg monitoring programmes and their constituent series
. We need to carefully consider how to implement this within the MEDIN Discovery Metadata Standard. Note that these links are sometimes one to many, and in other cases one to one.  This is likely to require a “view related data within the MEDIN catalogue” button on the page displaying the full metadata entry. M

	Key content
	The portal should support the discovery of both raw and interpreted/summarised datasets. M

	Key content
	Each catalogue resource must clearly state the data access conditions, and where data are available online the portal must provide a clear path to those data
.
 This information must be prominent in the search results, though this is not easily searcheable because the information is held in a free text field.  Data access conditions must clearly state the extent of online access to the data is ie whether the data is view only or includes download facilities. The conditions should also state whether the data are subject to licencing terms and conditions and provide details of the data owner/authorised data supplier if the MEDIN Discovery catalogue represents the only available online information for that resource. M

	Geographical filtering
	The first version of the portal must support geographical searching based on drop down lists of standard geographical units and a map based searching based on bounding boxes. (Both forms of geographical searching will be available for users to choose between).  This will be the primary method of searching, ie the first thing that the user does to initiate a search. There must also be an option to NOT filter the catalogue geographically ie to return all records before moving to the next stage of filtering. After geographical filtering, the portal will display the number of records that meet the geographical filtering criteria before the next stage of the filtration process. M


	Geographical filtering
	For geographical searching, it is important to be able to filter the catalogue according to Country eg Scotland or Wales. This must be a prominent feature in the presentation of the discovery portal.  The country filter needs to differentiate between the geographical location of the dataset itself and the location of the organisation holding a dataset.    
This facility must be presented separately to the google maps style of map interface.  Once a user has filtered on a given Country, it would be useful that whilst this filter remains in operation, it is very clear that a country filter has been applied. This is important for uptake and ease of users working at a devolved level. In some cases the datasets themselves might best be disaggregated at the Country borders, but this is beyond the scope of this report. M

	Geographical filtering
	The geographical search facility will need to function at a variety of different geographical scales. This is possible using bounding box data and a zoomable map interface. M


	Geographical filtering
	The portal map facility must support geographical searching anywhere in the world and be at least as functional as the UKDMOS mapping interface. M

	Geographical filtering
	If possible the map interface should support the display of basic bathymetric data when the scale is appropriate. O

	Geographical filtering
	The first version of this discovery portal should not incorporate the facility to view/download the detailed data itself, though this sort of functionality cannot be ruled out for future versions.  However,  the first catalogue of requirements for the portal might incorporate view only display  of polygons on the map search interface  which might be helpful to users in assessing relevance. This could be done when the user has got to the single catalogue entry stage and enacted by a “view spatial distribution” button.   The view and download functionality for detailed datasets is already available in some thematic portals/GIS applications and the development of this functionality is an important part of the work of the MEDIN DACs. O

	2nd stage of filtering
	After the geographical filtration stage, the user is then asked to filter the data further according the following parameters. This is the second filtration stage
Broad thematic group (multiple select option)
A word or a phrase within any free text field/standardised term within the metadata entry (including Title, and abstract)
Date range (relating to the dataset itself not the metadata)


M


	2nd stage of filtering
	At the second filtration stage the user should be able to see how many records relate to each of the broad thematic groups and how many entries have date entries. This is useful in managing user expectations (O)

	2nd stage of filtering
	Further fields could be added as options for the second filtration stage

These include

1 
1 Originator organisation

2 Whether the catalogue entry relates to raw or interpreted data

The list of possible fields may be limited by extent of data completeness in the catalogue – it is counterproductive to have search facilities that unhelpfully restrict the search results principally because of incomplete data.
O

	Search results
	After the 2nd stage of filtering the search results must be displayed as a series of pages on the screen. (the number of pages must be shown as page X of X and enable the users to jump between pages using previous and next buttons). The details will be tabulated and include title of the resource, originator and date.  Users must be able to sort on any of these fields by clicking on the column heading. M 

	Viewing the discovery metadata entry
	The user must be able to select an individual row of data on the search results display to view the metadata. This page of metadata must be downloadable in several different formats.  The page must be structured as per the MEDIN guidance document on Discovery metadata. M

	User feedback facility
	The MEDIN portal should provide users with an opportunity to provide instant feedback. This feedback could be organised in either the style of a WIKI or a BLOG. If possible, any returned feedback could be context specific ie if it relates to a specific catalogue entry, an identifier for that entry is added to the feedback return.  O

	“Home page” information
	The portal must clearly indicate its purpose eg whether it goes beyond a discovery - ie the extent to which it can help to facilitate on-line access to the datasets. M

	“Home page” information
	The portal must incorporate a clear explanation of how it relates to existing portals and MEDIN DACs. M


	“Home page” information
	· The portal must give some information on how complete it is in terms of each of the broad themes.
 Although this might be difficult to quantify, this could be in the form of a paragraph for each theme summarising  major datasets that are either included or currently excluded  A brief note of major catalogues that are expected to be incorporated in the near future would also be useful. 

M


Can the MEDIN discovery portal development be based on an existing portal or prototype?

The requirements stated above have been informed by user experiences of existing portals but in most cases these portals are for a different purpose than the proposed MEDIN discovery portal. Very few consultees in this exercise were of the opinion that an existing portal should be used as a starting point for the MEDIN discovery portal. The consensus view was that the requirements should be kept as simple as possible. 

As part of this contract we have assessed whether the MDIP prototype portal should be used as a basis for further development of the discovery functionality.
While a prototype of the MEDIN portal (in the form of the MDIP portal) already exists we recommend that the next iteration should not be based on the current portal code developed and supplied by EDINA
.  This is because:

1. The current system is built on proprietary software and may be difficult and expensive to adapt to the user requirements.  (The fact that it is costing £5k
 to fix a metadata format conversion problem provides some evidence of this).
  
2. It would also severely limit the pool of available contractors willing and able to build the MEDIN portal. 

It is however important to differentiate between the portal developed by EDINA and the underpinning NERC Data Grid catalogue – the foundation on which the MEDIN prototype portal has been built. 
JNCC currently does not have a sufficient understanding of the NERC Data Grid and cannot comment on its suitability as a foundation for the next iteration of the MEDIN portal. We note however that 
· the NERC Data Grid is not yet UK Gemini compliant (though this work has begun) . 
· Although the NERC Data Grid offers the benefits of being able to translate between keywords, this would only be beneficial following the agreement and implementation of MEDIN standards for ontologies (keywords, markup terms and translation of synonyms). This may take some time (several years) to establish across the MEDIN thematic groups, by which time the most efficient technical solution will probably be different to that currently envisaged.
It might be possible to develop the next version of the MEDIN portal as  a component part of the NERCs Environmental Data Portal Project. http://www.edp.nerc.ac.uk/dppp/pages/home.jsp This could provide a search facility based on the NERC data grid catalogue and a mapping interface to display the results. The interface could be designed specifically for MEDIN user requirements.  This option needs to be investigated further to establish how feasible it would be to address the mandatory requirements for the MEDIN Discovery Portal, and how viable it would be to develop extended functionality such as being able to support a network of metadata nodes (eg in MEDIN DACs) all being accessible via a single MEDIN portal.
Some MEDIN experts are impressed by the IRISH marine data portal (MIDA) http://mida.ucc.ie/contents.htm.  This portal is easy to use and has a clear presentation of discovery metadata.  The mapping interface is fit for purpose and could be adapted for UK use. This uses map-server technology similar to the MESH and SeaMAP portals.  MIDA is primarily a tool for viewing GIS datasets
 and has 80 datasets available for download. Whilst this portal does not provide all of the requirements catalogued above, it is nevertheless a useful source of ideas for the MEDIN portal design team.
Estimates of the cost of designing and building the first version of the MEDIN discovery portal.

Our provisional estimates of the costs in terms of days of contractor time are shown  in the table below. These costs are based on the following assumptions

1. A roughly equivalent amount of time will be available from the MEDIN team and MEDIN sponsor organisations to help with the refinement of user requirements, production of specifications, assistance with building test data, participation in design sessions, testing and project management.
2. This document is not a project plan – this will be needed before the work can commence

3. The portal will be developed in phases – the first version will be basic in terms of inter-operability with other portals and will not in itself provide access to the data itself. It is merely a DISCOVERY service.
 We do however need to build something that can evolve into something more sophisticated.
4. The lower end of the costs are where the portal design and build is based solely on mandatory requirements. The upper end of the cost band assumes some or all of the non mandatory functions will be developed.

5. There will be a functional prototyping stage available to selected MEDIN partners prior to official release.

6. The Development team must be able to make rapid decisions on design and functionality. This means that the MEDIN representatives need to be empowered to advise Contractors and to sign off project deliverables very rapidly without reference back to a Committee or Working Group.The development methodology will be agreed
 between MEDIN and the contractor. 
7. The back end database
 will be designed and built as part of the same contract. (note that it is possible to separate this work into a different contract). MEDIN will have decided beforehand what form of database will be used (eg SQLServer or Oracle and where this will be physically located). This proposal does not create a distributed system ie makes the assumption that the data catalogue will be in one place. Establishing a distributed system with nodes in for example MEDIN DACs would have some advantages but would be more difficult to establish.
	Stage
	Estimate in days of contractor time

	Design and set up database based on agreed MEDIN discovery standard
	5-10

	Populate the database with a range of test data from at least three thematic groups (more than 500
 records would suffice)
	5

	 Understand the requirements and produce a non functional prototype of the portal, and hold design session with MEDIN team
	5

	Produce functional prototype based on the outcome of the design session and using the test dataset
	5-10

	Collect feedback from testers and agree changes with the MEDIN team
	3

	Refine prototype to get version 1 of the portal ready for release
	5-10 days

	Upload a wider range of metadata to form a “critical mass” ready for release
	5 days

	Provide support and bug fixing after Version one is released
	5 days

	Project management
	5


Total resources = 43 to 58 days. If we assume that contractor costs as £500 per day this amounts to £22-30k.

The time commitment required from the MEDIN team and MEDIN partners is likely to constrain the rate of progress, but if sufficient time can be secured in 2009-10 the portal could be ready to be released early in 2010

Annnex A: Success criteria for the developed portal (as identified by JNCC at the start of this contract).

The successful implementation of a MEDIN discovery level portal will require that it meets the needs of the following audiences:

1. Data users – those organisations and individuals that want to search the data that are available to find and access sources that are relevant to their particular need

2. Data generators – those organisations that are actively gathering new data and want to publicise the data collected but also ensure that their data collection actively is properly co-ordinated with others

3. Data suppliers – there are already a range of bodies that publicise either their own holdings or data held by others (note that this includes Data Archiving Centres developed under the auspices of MEDIN but also other bodies who may not be acting in this capacity). In many cases they will have developed their own on-line portals to search the data holdings.

The fully functioning system will have many of the following features:

1. It will be founded upon a fully documented and sufficiently comprehensive user requirements analysis.

2. A minimum degree of comprehensiveness in terms of the number of entries in the catalogue - ie a level that meets the claims made in the home page of the portal.

3. The right level of granularity in the metadata catalogue. There is always a need to decide whether a dataset should have multiple metadata entries or a single one. Many metadata catalogues suffer from a surplus of one type of metadata (often finely sub-divided) and a shortage of others. 

4. Content that is balanced across the different types of Marine Environmental data.

5. Content that incorporates, or links to, existing metadata catalogues eg MESH and NBN.

6. A clear distinction between “raw” data and “derived”/”interpreted” datasets.

7. Appropriate categorisation, that is easy for metadata suppliers to apply. 
8. Up to date contact details for each and every metadata entry easy to use functionality, with few if any visible delays in information retrieval

9. Guidance to users so that they will know what search terms and filters are appropriate.

10. Effective searcheability of areas within the UK, probably through a map interface.

11. Easy procedures for data suppliers to follow.

12. Smooth links to enable users to drill down further into the described datasets, either by accessing “evaluation level” metadata, or by accessing the data itself via other web sites eg MESH and NBN.

13. Metadata standards built into the portal must be aligned to MEDIN metadata standards.

14. Confidence that the data are built to INSPIRE and UK Gemini standards. 

15. Full support by all of the DACs and MEDIN sponsor organisations.

16. An easy way for users to provide feedback.

17. Feedback from users is quickly acted upon

18. Resources must be in place to tweak the portal interface after initial release.

Annex B: Review of existing portals.

JNCC has undertaken a brief review of existing marine web portals. This was done with no consultation with the portal managers for the following reasons:

1. To enable this task to be completed quickly, in time for this interim report (consultation inevitably means considerably more time would be needed). 

2. To try to capture the experience of a typical range of users, including those relatively uninformed about the subject matter.

3. To get a “snapshot” of where we are now, ie not be too influenced at this stage by plans to redevelop these portals.

The following portals were identified and assessed:

	Name of scheme
	URL

	BGS discovery metadata
	http://www.bgs.ac.uk/discoverymetadata/index.html

	DASSH metadata catalogues search
	http://www.dassh.ac.uk/search/searchmetadata.php

	European Directory of Marine Environmental Data (EDMED)
	http://www.bodc.ac.uk/data/information_and_inventories/edmed/

	MDIP discovery portal
	http://www.oceannet.org/mdip/discovery/

	Mesh simple/ advanced search facility
	http://www.searchmesh.net/Default.aspx?page=1526

	NBN - browse datasets
	http://www.searchnbn.net/datasetInfo/datasetTypeList.jsp

	UK Deal
	http://www.ukdeal.co.uk/home/view/home.cfm

	UK Wave catalogue
	http://www.oceannet.org/medag/data_catalogues/uk_wave_catalogue/wave_catalogue.html

	UKDMOS
	http://www.ukdmos.org/

	UKHO data catalogue
	http://catalogue.ukho.gov.uk/

	ICES EcoSystemData
	http://ecosystemdata.ices.dk/index.aspx


This is not necessarily a complete list, and we are aware that there are others such as including:
	Cefas iSEA

	Channel Coastal Observatory

	Marine Irish Digital Atlas (MIDA)

	


We also attempted to test the NERC data grid, but this portal was not sufficiently functioning at the time of the evaluation. We do however consider it important to assess this portal at some future stage of this contract. 

Note that many of these portals go considerably beyond the discovery function, and in some cases (particularly ICES) require a high degree of familiarity with the subject matter. All of the above however contain some content and or functionality that is relevant to the MEDIN discovery portal. We recognise that some of these portals are only prototypes, and are not fully functional at the moment.
As part of the evaluation we looked at the following:

· Purpose of the portal

· Scope of the portal (geographical and thematic)

· Volume of datasets described

· Detailed list of metadata fields (compared with UK Gemini 2.2

· Search Functionality

· Overall assessment

A single member of the Data Services team at JNCC was assigned to draft each of the individual portal review documents. (Four of the team were involved – Steve Wilkinson, Paul Robinson, Dave Chambers and Lynn Heeley). These drafts were then reviewed by at least one of the above team members. 
A standard proforma was developed to record our findings for each and every one of the existing portals. These assessments are available from JNCC.
We have attempted to summarise these results in a single document, (see results in Annex B1 below) although in doing so we may have over-simplified the results of the assessment. 

In addition we have attempted to compare the metadata fields presented in each portal to the UK Gemini version 2.2 standard. This is shown in the spreadsheet “List of metadata fields for existing portals compared to UK Gemini
” 
JNCC would welcome any comments and amendments to the above products, especially from Portal Managers who are best placed to correct any inaccuracies and fill in any gaps. 

As part of the next phase of this project we need to work out how these portals would inter-operate with the MEDIN discovery portal.
Annex B1 – Summary details of INTERIM JNCC review of existing portals (for further details consult the document that is specific to each portal).

	 
	BGS discovery metadata
	DASSH metadata catalogues search
	European Directory of Marine Environmental Data (EDMED)
	MDIP discovery portal
	Mesh simple/ advanced search facility
	NBN - browse datasets
	UK Deal
	UK Wave catalogue
	UKDMOS
	UKHO data catalogue

	No of entries for the UK
	200
	450
	700
	165
	431
	<50 datasets relating to the Marine Environment
	"substantial"
	350
	240
	not sure

	Units of entry
	datasets
	datasets
	datasets
	datasets
	datasets
	datasets
	 
	series
	programmes (comprising >10,000 monitoring series)
	 

	catalogue divided
	No
	No
	yes
	no
	no
	no
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes - according to product type

	Link to detailed data
	No
	sometimes
	?
	yes - for DASSH but does not work
	yes - to WebGIS
	yes - these datasets all have detailed species information loaded
	yes
	sometimes
	sometimes
	yes - products can be purchased

	Complete?
	unknown
	probably not
	probably not - probably more complete for BODC datasets than others
	no
	partially
	incomplete for the marine environment
	looks comprehensive
	not sure
	not sure
	probably fairly complete

	Scope
	Datasets managed by BGS
	Benthic habitats and species
	Marine environmental data
	 
	marine seabed habitats in Europe
	 
	mostly hydrocarbon survey
	any wave data
	UK monitoring programmes
	portal for accessing and purchasing hydrographic data

	Offshore
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes

	Inshore
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes

	Coastal
	yes
	No
	?
	?
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	Yes
	yes

	non coastal terrestrial/freshwater
	yes
	No
	?
	?
	no
	yes
	no
	no
	Yes – we have some JNCC seabird sites up to 5km inland
	no

	Boundaries (eg of admin areas)
	No
	No
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	Yes – IHO sea areas can be overlaid
	yes

	Hydrographic
	yes
	No
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	Yes
	yes

	Human use
	yes
	No
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes

	Habitats 
	No
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	yes?

	Species
	No
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	No

	Geological
	yes
	No
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	yes
	no

	Physical/oceanographic
	yes
	No
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	no
	yes
	yes

	Environmental protection
	yes
	No
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes
	no
	no
	no
	no

	Management and regulation
	No
	No
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	no
	no

	UK coverage
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes

	European coverage
	limited
	no
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	no
	limited
	no (but contributes to a European catalogue EDIOS)
	some

	coverage beyond Europe
	limited
	no
	some
	no
	no
	no
	no
	no
	Spatially yes
	some

	bounding box
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	no
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes

	long lats - central points
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	y (for offshore)
	yes
	no
	y - also has some lines and polygons
	yes

	Geographical searching - "Google" map style of interface
	y, but did not work at test time
	No
	no
	yes
	no
	no - not of the metadata itself
	y - but for detailed data not discovery metadata
	yes
	yes
	yes

	Geographical searching - sea areas or extents
	yes
	No
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	No
	no
	yes
	no

	metadata text
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes

	keywords
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	yes
	no
	yes
	no
	yes
	yes

	ease of use
	good
	not yet fully functional
	fairly straightforward
	fair
	fairly good
	some functions are easy to use, others less so.
	mostly geared up for the informed user
	straightforward
	some functions are easy to use, others are more complex.
	needs some familiarity with UKHO products


Annex C: What fields should be included in the MEDIN discovery standard.
An important part of the portal development work is to define what attributes are to be recorded to facilitate “discovery” of marine information. DASSH have been contracted by MEDIN to lead this work, and have produced a first draft document which addresses each of the mandatory, optional and conditional attributes in the UK Gemini schema. 

JNCC are fully in agreement with the approach adopted by DASSH and in particular the need to align the MEDIN discovery standard against UK Gemini V2.2.

There is however often a choice of how the UK Gemini standard should be implemented, and this will be critical to the design of the portal and how the process of metadata management is managed.  The project team at JNCC has reviewed every component of the Gemini standard together with DASSH’s recommendations. and have tried to assess how it could apply in practice. Our overarching recommendation is that MEDIN must have a project officer to help with the process of metadata supply, management and QA. Obviously an investment in data loading tools will assist in data validation, but there is no substitute for having someone assigned to this role. The NBN provides a good model to follow in this respect.
The results of JNCCs assessment are presented in the table below.


	Ref no
	Field in UK Gemini v2.2
	Obligation v2.1
	Obligation v2.2
	JNCC comments (as a contractor to MEDIN) on whether applicable to MEDIN standard
	Role of MEDIN metadata officer

	1
	Title
	M
	M
	Some standardisation would be useful where it is practical to build this eg through marine recorder, but difficult to enforce across the community of data providers.
	The title of the resource is an important part of the metadata. Unclear entries should be referred back to data providers.

	2
	Alternative Title
	O
	O
	no comment
	 

	3
	Dataset language
	M
	C
	no comment
	 

	4
	Abstract
	M
	M
	no comment
	Provide guidance to data suppliers.

	5
	Topic category
	M
	C
	The topic category is an important primary category for filtering and searching on the catalogue. It is important that all catalogue entries have one or more entries.  
	Need to check that these are correctly applied - most datasets would fit into one or two categories, it is probably not necessary to identify a topic category if it is a minor component of the dataset.

	6
	Keyword
	M
	M
	We have some concerns over the use of perameter vocabularies. This would add a significant overhead to metadata supply. 
	 

	7
	Date
	M
	M
	Agree that start date and end date are required as separate elements.
	Need to check that this relates to the date on which the observations were made

	8
	Dataset reference date
	M
	M
	no comment
	Need to check that this corresponds to the date of publication"

	9
	Originator
	M
	O
	no comment
	need to check that this identifies the person/organisation who holds the IPR

	10
	Lineage
	O
	M
	no comment. This is useful to help users in assessing whether a resource is fit for purpose. 
	Need to check that this is completed to a sufficient standard.

	11
	West bounding longitude
	M
	M
	might consider a tool that auto fills on the basis of chosen sea area extents, or uploads this from GIS datasets
	Need to check that these have been correctly applied to the data. An investigation of the spatial component of the data is important in advising on the "granularity" of metadata.

	12
	East bounding longitude
	M
	M
	
	

	13
	North bounding latitude
	M
	M
	
	

	14
	South bounding latitude
	M
	M
	
	

	15
	Extent
	M
	M
	agree that the MEDIN portal should have the minimum mandatory standard of Charting Progress Sea 
areas or perhaps IHO sea regions assuming that an international standard is useful. IIt would be useful for this to be auto filled as an editable list using the bounding box data
	Need to check that these are in synch with bounding box data

	16
	Vertical extent information
	M
	C
	no comment
	 

	17
	Spatial reference system
	M
	M
	use extended list developed for MEDIN
	 

	18
	Spatial resolution
	O
	M
	note that this is now mandatory. Can this be implemented by a simple list of choices? Not sure that this is useful for searching on though. It is close to an evaluation field in some respects
	 

	19
	Resource locator
	?
	C
	URL that could in some cases link directly to the resource itself. Potentially important field. This may be where we would link to a portal such as UKDMOS, or MARLIN, but need to decide at what level in that portal we can or should link to. The amount of interoperablity may in some cases be extremely limited.
	Need to check that any links work properly and are useful to the user.

	21
	Data format
	M
	O
	This is potentially very useful, and could be used to indicate what further data are available. We recommend that it is retained within the MEDIN standard
	 

	23
	Responsible organisation
	M
	M
	equivalent to the distributor (note that this may be distinct from "originator" ie the data owner)
	Need to check that contact details are up to date. This provides users with a key link to go from discovery to evaluation and use. Out of date or incorrect information will be frustrating for users.

	24
	Frequency of update
	M
	M
	In some cases an "update" of a resource could be a new catalogue entry - in which case is it appropriate to use this field?. In other cases the update of a resource could be partial. Do these sorts of complications mean that it is best to have free text rather than comments?  For straightforward cases could use enumerated list with addition for "bimonthly" as proposed by DASSH
	 

	25
	Limitations on public access
	O
	M
	no comment
	need to check that this is filled in consistently and accurately reflects the current position.

	26
	Access and use constraints
	O
	M
	no comment
	need to check that this is filled in consistently and accurately reflects the current position.

	27
	Additional information source
	O
	O
	could this be used to reference other catalogue entries, as well as external resources.
	 

	30
	Date of update of metadata
	M
	M
	need to be clear whether this the date on which the metadata content was last changed or supplied to MEDIN. (These two dates 
	 

	33
	Metadata language
	 
	C
	Straightforward. Agree that this should be added to the MEDIN schema
	 

	35
	Metadata point of contact
	M
	M
	agree that this should be added to the MEDIN schema
	 

	36
	Unique resource identifier
	?
	M
	A unique identifier for the resource. Not sure how this would be applied across a range of contributing DACS, portals and other suppliers of metadata.
	need to apply standards to ensure uniqueness across the catalogue

	37
	Service type
	C
	C
	Very useful to indicate services such as those provided by NBN. Need to be clear what constitutes a "service".
	 

	39
	Resource type
	 
	M
	UK Gemini says this should be used to identify whether the resource is a dataset, series (collection of datasets with a common specification) or a services.
	need to check that this is filled in consistently. 

	40
	Originating controlled vocabulary 
	 
	M
	no comment
	 

	41
	Conformity
	O
	C
	What happens if you need to record conformity to more than one specification
	 

	42
	Specification
	 
	C
	Potentially useful addition to MEDIN. Note the relationship to conformity.
	 


Annex D –  Options for topic category field.
UK Gemini 2.2

The topic categories listed in the UK Gemini standard are useful to some extent but are sometimes not precise enough for MEDIN searching. For the MEDIN portal most would fit into 
· Biota – flora and fauna including habitats

· Boundaries – legal land descriptions eg Special Areas for Conservation

· climatology/meteorology/atmosphere – processes and phenomena in the atmosphere

· economy – examples given are production, labour, revenue, commerce, industry

· elevation – height below sea level - bathymetry

· environment – examples are pollution, waste treatment, Environmental Impact Assessment, nature reserves, landscape.

· geoscientific information – information pertaining to earth sciences, eg geophysical features and processes, geology, minerals, soil

· health – probably relates only to human health, in which case pollution might be relevant.

· imagery/basemaps/earth cover –  I would imagine this would not apply to imagery and maps that have been collected for a specific purpose, eg habitat maps would be classified as “biota” and not in this category.

· Oceans – features and characteristics of salt water bodies. This is a very broad category that would apply to everything in the catalogue!
· planning/cadastre – land use maps, zoning maps, cadastral surveys
· society – characteristics of society and cultures. Archaeology and data from English Heritage such as marine wrecks would fit here. 
· structure – man made constructions.

· transportation – shipping routes, nautical charts, vessel location.

· utilities/communication – would cover oil and gas, and telecommunications

Environmental Observations Framework Categories

Note that the EOF catalogue has a different list of topic areas 
Marine relevant categories are: 
· Air
· climate change
· meteorology
· hydrology
· geology and soil
· other
Mesh

MESH has a useful list comprising 
· Boundaries
· Hydrographic
· Human use
· Habitats
· Species
· Geological
· physical/oceanographic
· Environmental protection
· management and regulation.
Marine Irish Data Atlas

This has a usefully structured list

Management  

  


· Administrative Boundaries 

· Water Mgmt. Boundaries

· Fresh Water Quality

· Estuarine Water Quality

· Parks and Reserves

· Protected Areas

· Heritage

· Planning Information

· Land Tenure

· Waste

Physical Environment  

· Topography

· Infrastructure

· Bathymetry

· Hydrology

· Estuarine

· Climate

· Oceanography

· Seabed

· Observations

· Landscape

· History

Biological Environment

· Marine Biology

· Plankton distribution

· Intertidal Algae

· Seaweed distribution

· Sea Birds

· Marine Mammals

· Fish

· Invasive Species

· Sensitivity

Socio-economic Activity

· Energy

· Extraction

· Fisheries

· Agriculture

Annex E1 Survey of prospective users of the MEDIN discovery portal - summary of results

The MEDIN user questionnaire was developed in Survey Monkey software and sent to 600 potential users included on mailing lists supplied by Gaynor Evans of the MEDIN team. About 100 of these emails were undeliverable. The survey was sent out using mail merge on 9th January 2009, with responses requested by 23rd January 2009. The deadline was extended by four days and the survey was closed with 10
1 responses on 27th January.  Respondents were deliberately not asked to provide their contact details, hence it is not possible to give a breakdown as to the type of respondees.
The answers to the questions are summarised below, using the same order as on the questionnaire. 

	I currently find it difficult to discover what marine environmental information is available for a given purpose.:Response
	Total (number of respondees)

	Totally Agree
	29

	Partially Agree
	63

	Neither Agree or Disagree
	6

	Partially Disagree
	3

	Grand Total
	101


	I am aware that colleagues/customers/partners find it difficult to discover what marine environmental information is available for a given purpose.:Response
	Total

	Totally Agree
	41

	Partially Agree
	50

	Neither Agree or Disagree
	7

	Partially Disagree
	1

	Grand Total
	99


Which of these portals have you used (even for a quick inspection) in the past six months?

	
	
	

	Pre-defined categories
	UKDMOS
	27

	
	UKDEAL
	23

	
	MESH
	39

	
	NBN Gateway
	40

	
	BGS
	21

	
	UKHO
	23

	
	DASSH/MarLIN
	47

	
	MAGIC
	30

	
	ICES
	43

	
	None
	8

	Categories not pre-defined on the survey
	Merman
	3

	
	Channel Coast Observatories
	4

	
	CEFAS
	3

	
	Marine Recorder
	2

	
	BODC
	3

	
	EUROBIS
	2

	
	WORMS (species dictionary initiative)
	2


Single mentions for : MetOffice DPDS, ECOMET, POL, HYCOM data server, OCEANNET, Coastnet, ASLF websites, Gigateway (though one respondee noted that OCEANNET was widely used within the oceanographic community).

	No of portals ticked by user
	no of respondees

	0
	9

	1
	19

	2
	23

	3
	19

	4
	9

	5
	10

	6
	5

	7
	3

	8
	2

	9
	2


50% of respondees had used three or more of the above portals
	Do you think that you would be a potential user of the MEDIN portal?:Response
	Total

	Almost definitely
	58

	Possibly, depending on its content and functionality
	41

	Probably not
	2

	Grand Total
	101


	It is useful to have a single portal to help me discover marine environmental data.:Response
	Total

	Totally Agree
	74

	Partially Agree
	21

	Neither Agree or Disagree
	4

	Partially Disagree
	2

	Grand Total
	101


	How frequently do you search for marine environmental information via the internet?:Response
	Total

	Every Day
	5

	2-4 Times a Week
	27

	About Once a Week
	25

	About Once a Month
	28

	About Once every 2-6 Months
	13

	About Once a Year
	3

	Grand Total
	101


Which of the following types of data would you be interested in (tick all relevant data types)?
	
	
	

	Physical
	Hydrographic information
	74

	
	Sedimentary/earth science information
	60

	
	Oceanographic information
	66

	Biological
	Broad scale habitats
	65

	
	Fine scale habitats
	57

	
	Species information
	74

	Human influences
	Marine conservation zones
	73

	
	Human influences
	66

	
	Other (please specify)
	32

	
	
	

	no of the above themes ticked by respondees
	number of respondees

	1
	6

	2
	6

	3
	12

	4
	15

	5
	10

	6
	9

	7
	8

	8
	22

	9
	13

	
	
	


35% of respondees were interested in 8 or more of the above broad themes
50% of respondees were interested in 5 or more of the above



[image: image1]
	What scales of data would you be looking for (tick all that are relevant).

	
	

	International (potentially anywhere in the world)
	31

	Within the UK continental Shelf but beyond the inshore area
	73

	Within the UK inshore area (within 12 miles of the coast)
	80

	Within the intertidal zone
	61

	Other (please specify)
	13

	
	

	Other responses: zones defined by depth bands, freshwater habitats eg rivers, Regional sea basis, OSPAR or ICES Areas, Renewable Energy Zones.

On what sort of geographical scale would you be searching (tick all those on which you would frequently search)?

	
	

	The whole of the UK
	59

	A certain sea or coastal area
	69

	A group of sea areas or coastal zones
	54

	A particular country in the UK (e.g Scotland)
	49

	Other (please specify)
	19


Other responses: JNCC regional seas; WFD waterbodies; OSPAR regions and MSFD sub-regions (when known). NE MPA study regions. Oil and gas blocks, aggregate licence areas and surroundings, potential cable and offshore windfarm sites (fine scale about 1-50 km2). Within a designated site. Local scale, 10km buffer around X.  Most of the “other” responses could be fitted into the above categories.  

	no of different geographical scales
	Total

	0
	4

	1
	28

	2
	24

	3
	11

	4
	29

	5
	5

	Grand Total
	101


	It is essential that the portal provides  some indication of how complete the catalogue is for each of the broad themes.:Response
	Total

	Totally Agree
	66

	Partially Agree
	27

	Neither Agree or Disagree
	3

	Partially Disagree
	1

	Totally Disagree
	1

	Grand Total
	98


	It is very confusing to have some resources split into fine detail (eg hundreds of catalogue entries) and others at a very coarse level.:Response
	Total

	Totally Agree
	32

	Partially Agree
	39

	Neither Agree or Disagree
	15

	Partially Disagree
	11

	Totally Disagree
	1

	Grand Total
	98


	It is essential for catalogue to have links between related catalogue entries.:Response
	Total

	Totally Agree
	65

	Partially Agree
	24

	Neither Agree or Disagree
	8

	Totally Disagree
	1

	Grand Total
	98


	When I am searching geographically a drop down list of sea areas would be sufficient to help me refine my search to a given geographic area. - Response
	Total

	Totally Agree
	20

	Partially Agree
	38

	Neither Agree or Disagree
	9

	Partially Disagree
	22

	Totally Disagree
	9

	Grand Total
	98


	When I am searching for marine environmental information, I am generally looking to access detailed datasets such as survey data. - Response
	Total

	Totally Agree
	22

	Partially Agree
	53

	Neither Agree or Disagree
	18

	Partially Disagree
	3

	Grand Total
	96


	I am usually only interested in getting an overview of marine environmental information – ie I do not necessarily need to access the detailed dataset. - Response
	Total

	Partially Agree
	34

	Neither Agree or Disagree
	18

	Partially Disagree
	32

	Totally Disagree
	13

	Grand Total
	97


	I am more often interested in getting interpreted or summarised information rather than the raw data. - Response
	Total

	Totally Agree
	12

	Partially Agree
	40

	Neither Agree or Disagree
	24

	Partially Disagree
	12

	Totally Disagree
	9

	Grand Total
	97

	When I am searching for marine environmental information, I am generally looking to access detailed datasets such as survey data. - Response
	Total

	Totally Agree
	22

	Partially Agree
	53

	Neither Agree or Disagree
	18

	Partially Disagree
	3

	Grand Total
	96


	I prefer to get access to the information without needing to ask the dataset owner. - Response
	Total

	Totally Agree
	37

	Partially Agree
	39

	Neither Agree or Disagree
	14

	Partially Disagree
	7

	Grand Total
	97


Which formats would be useful for providing the results of a search?
	On-screen display
	89

	Downloadable csv/excel file
	80

	Downloadable mappable info
	71

	Downloadable pdf
	60

	Downloadable access file.
	28

	Other (please specify)
	9


	If I have selected a resource and am redirected to another portal that provides further information, I need to go straight to the relevant resource on that portal and not to the “home page” of that portal
	Total

	Totally Agree
	66

	Partially Agree
	26

	Neither Agree or Disagree
	3

	Partially Disagree
	1

	Totally Disagree
	1

	Grand Total
	97


It is essential to be able to search on the following:
	Topic category (a defined list of very broad themes)
	82

	A word or a phrase within any free text field within the metadata entry (including Title, and abstract)
	74

	Keywords (a defined hierarchical list)
	78

	Date (start date and end date of data collection)
	64

	Geographical area
	92

	Originator
	36

	Survey technique/Method
	64

	Datatype
	68

	Other (please specify)
	9

	

	Other responses to the above question:

· Format

	· Purpose

	· Parameter

	· Quality

	· Organisation

	· any variable


	Are there any other types of information that you would like to be able to search on?

	

	· species and habitats, marine protected areas, industry type

	· Depth zones / habitat types (e.g. pelagic, benthic, coastal, intertidal)

	· We generally use metocean model outputs - gridded currents, salinity, temperature, wave data, meteorological data - rather than survey data. Useful to have these included.

	· Potentially, when searching for protected areas, it would be useful to search by protected features.

	· pictures, images, videos, listed overviews and tables

	· ANy varaible in the dataset e.g. species, substrate type, depth, surveyor etc

	· combined datasets, i.e. pull out those surveys that collected biological data concurrently with environmental data (e.g sediment characteristics and species from the same grab sample.

	· Particular species or habitats - see comments in qu 1 above. e.g. BAP, OSPAR habitats and species, etc.

	· Spatial or temporal resolution--e.g. monthly or annual, by rectangle or by ICES division etc.

	· inshore fisheries

	· The political and technical implications of new observations

	· Status of data analysis (e.g. samp[les collected but not analysed, fully analysed etc)

	· taxonomy-MCS code or similar

	· The following could be usefull but by no means essential, data of publication; conformaty to the metadata standard so could filter out those records that are not complete; limitations to public access

	· biotopes, habitats,

	· Depth zone e.g. <500m, 500 -1000m, >1000m

	· Species names (latin and common)  Researcher names

	· Length of record, resolution of record,

	· Availability - ie if undertaking a review in a short time period it would be useful to know what data are readily available

	· renewable energy designated areas  Conservation zones

	· At discovery level, all you can do is keep the supplied metadata and allow generic search. Important to distinguish dates that data refer to (useful), from dates data were filed/checked/last copied/last accessed (less interesting).

	· free access or not


	It is essential that I am able to search across combinations of the above categories e.g. keyword, location and date. - Response
	Total

	Totally Agree
	69

	Partially Agree
	26

	Neither Agree or Disagree
	1

	Grand Total
	96


	It is essential that I am able to search on keyword synonyms e.g. be able to translate seabed to ocean floor. - Response
	Total

	Totally Agree
	52

	Partially Agree
	29

	Neither Agree or Disagree
	12

	Partially Disagree
	3

	Grand Total
	96


	An online mapping tool (e.g. something similar to google maps) would be useful to help me in locating relevant resources. - Response
	Total

	Totally Agree
	66

	Partially Agree
	23

	Neither Agree or Disagree
	5

	Partially Disagree
	1

	Grand Total
	95


	Please add any further comments especially on features you would like to see included in the portal and/or metadata catalogue. - Open-Ended Response


	· I have been conducting research over the last 15 years on information management for the marine and coastal environment, and would be happy to comment on any proposals, exchange ideas (stojanovic@cardiff.ac.uk)

	· Please make the presentation of metadata as 'user friendly' as possible.

	· A clear link to archiving centres would be very helpful.  I have quite a concern about how this portal will be kept up-to-date and therefore some form of metadata indicating the periodicity of information collation (or intended date of update) by the data holder would be helpful e.g. if they last uploaded 2 years ago but have actually changed the parameters they hold information on (e.g. stopped sampling or added new ones) or the methods used to obtain it then some way of finding this out in a timely way would be desirable.

	· Available surveys, not just those that have been done for published works, but also grey literature, studies, surveys for both public and private. Then some sort of reliability / accuracy or information on methods so you can gage yourself on the reliability.

	· Data when dataset got updated last. an idea of update frequency.

	· Whatever the part of the dataset that is found and acquired, easy access to the metadata is crucial in order to understand the context within which the data were collected.  This is the possible snag in being redirected straight to a dataset, if transferred to another portal - that the context of the dataset is lost.

	· I would far rather see funding going to the continuation and updating of the existing more specific resources such as MESH and NBN than see yet another portal attempting to be THE portal for all marine information, which is populated and then falls into disuse through lack of ongoing funding.

	· The ability to refine a search from within the returned results.  If directed to another portal for more detailed information the ability to return to the original portal at the point of departure.  A means of the portal remembering what items I have accessed so far with an ability (but not mandatory) to highlight these or remove these from future searches.

	· Focus mainly on comprehensiveness of the database and an easy, straightforward set of search functions (even a simple listing of everything in the database, sortable by topic, date, owner etc would do me to start with). Comprehensiveness is much more important than a whizzbang interface, snazzy search engines, or a fancypants map interface.   The other essential is to provide clear information on data availability, use restrictions, indication of cost (even whether there is a cost or not), and, obviously and most importantly, where to go / who to contact to get hold of the data (if it's not downloadable), preferably with names, phone numbers, email addresses.   Thirdly, if there are resources to put into this, enabling data holders to supply processed data in standard GIS formats rather than raw datasets in .csv would be really helpful.

	· An indication in search results of access restrictions to datasets i.e. the ability to search for freely available datasets only. The portal should, if possible, aggregate resource discovery metadata for the target datasets and make the aggregate available as a web service for consumption by other search mechanisms.

	· It is important to have a simple to use toolbar.  If there is an 'information/identify' feature it would be most useful to have this as a box on the same page rather than as a pop-up in a new window.  For identification purposes it might also be useful to be able to drag a box to identify all features within an area from which you could click on each for it to be highlighted.  In the case of protected areas it would be helpful to have links to the protection documentation/authority for clarity.

	· crosslinking, statistical powertools and visual interfacing

	· breadcrumb trail, ability to save and combine searches (see web of knowledge type site for an example)

	· 
It is incredibly important that this effort is not a duplication of effort. The Defra MERMAN database (managed by BODC) seems to share a lot with MEDIN. I suggest someone looks into this closely.     http://www.defra.gov.uk/marine/science/monitoring/merman.htm    http://www.bodc.ac.uk/projects/uk/merman/

	· If the catalogue provides a mapped window I would like to ensure that the map is big enough to use and can be made full screen or a pop out if required and that any tools that allow the user to pan or zoom in and out look as similar to standard GIS packages as possible.    Links to other portals would be most useful if targeted, for example if the medin portal idenifies a dataset where the species data is available on the NBN Gateway, I would like to be directed straight to the completed search rather than directed to the home page of the NBN Gateway and have to repeat the search.

	· This should not simply replicate what other sites are doing. It is quite difficult already to search. Data submitters should only submit to one source. Some idea of the quality of data could be given, e.g. what quality procedures were applied at the time, whether reference collections exist for faunal collections.

	· One portal helps - adding another portal to the myriad of existing portals for country, theme, agency, etc. will not. No one portal can, nor should it try to, compile all relevant data as there are many data owners who can do a better job of managing their own data. Additional portals just make it that much more difficult for users to know where to go. The portal concept is outdated in a world with google-type functionality. Good luck.

	· A potential problem with species codes is that various institutions use different codes, e.g. at FRS plaice is abbreviated as "PLA" whereas at Cefas it is "PLE" (with "PLA" meaning American plaice). It would be useful if such information would be included to avoid confusion between different datasets if used by persons without in-depth knowledge of them.

	· Ability to output data to a variety of pro-forma matadata standards.  Discussion fora.

	· Local data of habitat and distribution of inshore fisheries. Hydrographic mapping of inshore areas of Welsh coast.

	· Information about the technology capable of being applied to oceanic information.  A review of journalistic interpretation of the scope of available data.

	· would be useful to see if you need to contact the author for use or not as part of the results - previous Q's ask if you prefer to use data that you dont need to seek permission for.  I would, but that does not mean that i would want to exclude data for which permission needs to be sought from the database.  it is not clear what the implications of the previous Q was

	· I have answered specifically according to your use of the word "essential" in many of the questions. My response would have been different if you had said "desirable".    Querying with regard to established gridding-type references for spatial data would be very helpful, ie, for the NE Atlantic, the FAO area and ICES sub-area/division/rectangle scheme

	· I have been involved in several of these exercises to set up data portals at both national and European levels and none have ended satisfactory. In fact if they had worked we wouldn't constantly be redoing this exercise. The major problem is that the data providers (I was based at CEFAS) do not have the necessary resources to provide all the information needed and to keep it up to date. There are also considerable problems with licensing agreements between organisations which should not be under-estimated. Before embarking on yet another data portal exercise this problem needs to be seriously addressed or this initiative will end up like all the others.

	· intuitive layout for search boxes; mixture of free text boxes, pick lists and map query using free geographical bounding boxes and named area selection. As speedy delivery of information as possible.

	· And Free access

	· For last question I think it is a case of what the user is looking for. For example if we make the high level metadata from UKDMOS available in the MEDIN portal most users will not gain anything more by being transferred and viewing the dataset in UKDMOS, they will go straight to the data holder to get the data. On page 1 Q3 you have missed out Oceannet as a choice - there are a great deal of users still uing oceannet; of all the identifiable links to UKDMOS, Oceannet is the highest. Page 1 Q7 - I found the choices too conservation centric - eg small scale habitats, broad scale habitats as two choices but no explicit choices for fisheries, or contaminant info. Also, Marine conservation zones get its own tick box but other leglistative or designated areas such as WFD water bodies, Shellfish waters disignated areas etc etc do not, despite being of equal importance outside of the work that JNCC is involved in. It would be good to define exactly what you mean by a 'portal' - I do not think that ICES in itself is a data portal and have always thought of MESH, UKDEAL and UKDMOS as being specific applications rather than data portals.  Hope this helps.

	· Data providers should be able to see who has access and downloaded data.  Consistent formats for spatial data which are not software dependent in generation.  Cost tariff dependent on access reason; differentiation on academic, research, commercial purpose.  Negotiated access to Gov sources which do not prevent mapping new data or 3rd party data on existing basemaps

	· A list of resources down the left hand side within each page

	· Any chance of an image catalogue/gallery? Especially when searching species databases.

	· It would be useful for competent bodies to specify a requirement for data submission along with the requirement for the survey. Currently only a small proportion of data are passed on to 'portals'. Where data cannot be made available, it might be possible to list all projects that have not yet supplied data.

	· The interface needs to be intuitive with good carefully thought-out help options (several tiers of help, including full explanation of all terms and acronyms). I can't tell you how much time I've wasted faffing around on NOAA, and other, websites trying to understand options which would be obvious for an advanced user, but which are frustratingly opaque for a relatively novice user.

	· Info on DECC's Martine Management Organisation relating to offshore renewable energy sites and marine conservation areas

	· Please refer to   http://www.waveclimate.com  http://www.puertos.es/en/oceanografia_y_meteorologia/index.html   http://polar.ncep.noaa.gov/  http://www.golfklimaat.nl/index.cfm?taal=en  http://www.cefas.co.uk/data/wavenet.aspx

	· Online map viewer to visualise the data - ability to expand the size of the map window. Clean and simple base layers (coast and bathymetry). Ability to download available datasets easily from the map window.  Easily switch between search results, metadata records and map view.  Search metadata records based on extents drawn on a map - and keywords  Two nice examples - http://www.gommap.org/gommap/index.html, http://www.csc.noaa.gov/legislativeatlas/

	· Essential to have data in non-proprietory formats, using most generic structure and character-coding.  Archived data should be static, so can be stored as one large table; or several related, hierarchical, tables; or in a compacted table if data are sparse.  Absolutely essential to have codebook to document meaning and provenance of each data field.  (Notes available describing three-layer appraoch to data, codebook, and metadata.  allan.reese@cefas.co.uk)


Questions ordered according to the degree of agreement.
Many of the questions in this survey invited the user to state the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with a statement. These responses where then scored as followed

Total agreement = 5, partial agreement = 4, neither agree nor disagree 3, partial disagreement 2, total disagreement = 1. This enabled an average value to be calculated. The table below presents the statements ordered according to these average agreement scores. A high score indicates a high general level of agreement with the statement.

	question
	Average score (5 for total agreement 1 for total disagreement)

	It is useful to have a single portal to help me discover marine environmental data.
	4.7

	It is essential that I am able to search across combinations of the above categories e.g. keyword, location and date.
	4.7

	It is essential that the portal provides  some indication of how complete the catalogue is for each of the broad themes.
	4.6

	It is essential for catalogue to have links between related catalogue entries.
	4.6

	An online mapping tool (e.g. something similar to google maps) would be useful to help me in locating relevant resources.
	4.6

	If I have selected a resource and am redirected to another portal that provides further information, I need to go straight to the relevant resource on that portal and not to the “home page” of that portal.
	4.6

	It is essential that I am able to search on keyword synonyms e.g. be able to translate seabed to ocean floor.
	4.4

	I am aware that colleagues/customers/partners find it difficult to discover what marine environmental information is available for a given purpose.
	4.3

	I currently find it difficult to discover what marine environmental information is available for a given purpose.
	4.2

	I prefer to get access to the information without needing to ask the dataset owner.
	4.1

	When I am searching for marine environmental information, I am generally looking to access detailed datasets such as survey data.
	4

	It is very confusing to have some resources split into fine detail (eg hundreds of catalogue entries) and others at a very coarse level.
	3.9

	When I am searching geographically a drop down list of sea areas would be sufficient to help me refine my search to a given geographic area.
	3.4

	I am more often interested in getting interpreted or summarised information rather than the raw data.
	3.4

	I am usually happy to contact the dataset owner to negotiate access to the detailed information.
	3.2

	I am usually only interested in getting an overview of marine environmental information – ie I do not necessarily need to access the detailed dataset.
	2.8


Annex E2 Survey of prospective users of the MEDIN discovery portal - summary of results – covering email inviting responses to the questionanaire.

DISCOVERING MARINE ENVIRONMENTAL DATA.  Your chance to shape the design of a portal to help you "discover" and access marine environmental data.

The Marine Data and Information Network (MEDIN) was established in April 2008 “to improve access to and management of UK marine environmental data and information” (see below for further information about MEDIN). MEDIN is planning to build an internet “portal” enabling users to find out about the existence and availability of various marine environmental resources relating to the United Kingdom. The Joint Nature Conservation Committee Support Co (JNCC)  has been contracted by MEDIN to explore the user requirements and advise on the design of this “discovery function”.  We have developed an online survey to give you an opportunity to shape the design, functionality and content of this portal. 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=at1Ovk_2fkJuZ_2bUlPCRA8WYA_3d_3d
This survey should take less than fifteen minutes to complete and the results from across the marine environmental community will help us to make sure that the subsequent build phase is properly scoped and delivers maximum return on the investment. Please complete this questionnaire by 23 January even if “discovery of marine datasets/resources” is not an important part of your role.  Feel free to forward this email to colleagues within your organisation. If you work for a large organisation, please note that we may have sent this email to several people within your organisation – this is because the discovery requirements will vary across the organisation and we need to collect a variety of responses. Our mailing list may not be fully up to date – if you think this is the case please forward to those who would have an interest in shaping this portal.

 

Please note that we will be issuing a separate questionnaire aimed at PROVIDERS of marine environmental metadata as opposed to USERS. This is a more detailed questionnaire designed for completion by metadata/cataloguing specialists. 

Further information on the proposed portal:

The portal will provide a view of the MEDIN discovery catalogue. This catalogue will contain inter alia the following types of information:

· Title of the resource

· Abstract – brief description

· Topic category – broad themes from a standard list

· Keyword(s) – from a standard list

· Date of the resource

· Originator of the resource and responsible organisation

· Lineage

· Bounding box information (North and South latitudes, East and West longitudes)

· Extent (ie which sea area)

· Resource locator – web address for further details if available online.

· Data format

· Specification to which the data conforms

In some cases this search facility will redirect the user to a more specialised portal (eg marine monitoring projects on UKDMOS).

Further information on MEDIN.

MEDIN will work to improve access to and management of UK marine environmental data and information. It aims to achieve this primarily through the development of a coordinated framework for managing marine data and information, meeting the following key objectives: 

· A single point of access to all relevant marine data and information.

· A robust network of definitive integrated Data Archiving Centres (DACs).

· The provision through the DAC network of  priority data sets to underpin UK and EU legislative and obligatory requirements, for monitoring and marine planning, in line with INSPIRE principles.

· Facilitation of full data flow to the DAC network for all government sponsored contracts in the marine and coastal zone environment.

· Coordinate the UK input to the development of international data commitments and drivers that may influence marine data management in the UK (e.g. INSPIRE, WISE, IOC and ICES Data Policies).

· Improving mechanisms to facilitate international data exchange (including contributing to global data bases).

· Develop and maintain new/existing MEDIN resources that support improved access to marine data (data catalogues and inventories, data products, services, guidelines and tools).

The MEDIN website is currently under construction, but a temporary link can be found at http://www.oceannet.org
Annex G1: A survey of suppliers of Marine Environmental Metadata – summary results

The MEDIN metadata supplier questionnaire was developed in Survey Monkey software and sent to 250 potential suppliers included on mailing lists supplied by Gaynor Evans of the MEDIN team. We attempted to target data managers in cases where the mailing lists included three or more members of the same organisation. We also excluded members of certain MEDIN sponsor organisations that were to be subject to telephone interview. About 50 of these emails were undeliverable. The survey was sent out using mail merge on 16th January 2009, with responses requested by 27rd January 2009. The deadline was extended and the survey was closed with 22 responses on 11th February. This represents a 10% response rate, about half of that for the user questionnaire. We anticipated a lower response rate for three reasons

1. The Supplier questionnaire was more specialised and probably not relevant to the majority of the recipients

2. The questionnaires may not have been passed on to the most appropriate person in the organisation.

3.  The survey took about three times as long as the user questionnaire to complete.

The answers to the questions are summarised below, using the same order as on the questionnaire. 

Does your organisation own datasets or other information resources that relate to the marine environment.  Include only those that:   either originate in your organisation or have been sponsored by your organisation or may potentially be used (possibly under licence) by people outside of your organisation
Yes 18

No 4  
Do you have a catalogue of the above resources?
Yes 9

No 13

Is the catalogue built to a specific standard?
Yes 4

Is the catalogue available over the internet?
Yes 5

Is the catalogue supplied to others?
Yes 4

How many information resources relating to the marine environment does your organisation own?
14 fewer than 50,  2 - 1000 , 3 -100
What is the scope of your information resources relating to the marine environment (tick all that are relevant)?
	Offshore (beyond 12 nautical miles from the coast)
	5

	Inshore (up to 12 nautical miles from the coast)
	14

	Intertidal
	14

	Coastal (above high water)
	7

	 Other
	3


What geographical extent do your resources cover?
	Part or whole of a sea area
	7

	Multiple sea areas
	2

	Whole of a Country (e.g. Wales)
	4

	Whole of the UK
	4

	Other (please specify)
	7


Which of the following types of data do you supply?
	Physical
	Hydrographic information
	5

	
	Sedimentary/earth science information
	4

	
	Oceanographic information
	3

	Biological
	Broad scale habitats
	10

	
	Fine scale habitats
	7

	
	Species information
	10

	Human influence
	Marine conservation zones
	3

	
	Human influences
	10

	
	Other (please specify)
	7
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Do you have metadata relating to planned or future surveys?
Yes 6

Are any of your datasets available from the following portals?
	UKDMOS
	1

	UKDEAL
	0

	MESH
	2

	NBN Gateway
	2

	BGS
	0

	UKHO
	1

	DASSH/MarLIN
	1

	MAGIC
	1

	ICES
	0

	Other (please specify)
	3


Do you make any of these resources available via a MEDIN Data Archiving Centre (DAC)?
Yes 1

Would it be useful to catalogue your resources using the MEDIN discovery portal (possibly in addition to your existing arrangements)?
Yes (for some or all of it) 11

Does it take you much additional work in transforming/cleaning data for existing portals - how would you like to see this process improved (made more efficient)?
A mixed set of responses. Few have experience of sending data to a marine data catalogue, and at least 3 respondees stressed the extra work that might be involved. 

Useful comments were:

· For older datasets collected prior to the introduction of responsible data management practices it can take a great deal of time. For more recent data management is much improved so prep time is much reduced. Transformation/cleaning time needs to be minimised.
· Our data is already available online and can be searched either with keywords or via a mapping interface. Future developments currently being reviewed are an improvement to offshore background mapping (currently only have an OS mapping background)
· We do not distribute 'data'.  Our core business is capturing data and processing it into products.  Our products are available for direct licensing and in some cases via our partners.
· Should be a requirement of data commissioned as a result of stipulation by competent authorities
· We haven't tried this yet, but our experience of supplying data to MESH and UKSeaMap was that it was very time consuming to format data and meta data to fit with their scheme.
· An easy to enter data form would be ideal
· No - most metadata is either generated via the contractor / survey company / developers or via GeoData and we have developed templates that speed this process. The data product specifications for some projects have allowed near automation of this entry.
Is there already a simple system for uploading your data with existing sites (if not have you any suggestions for one)?
Yes 3

No 5

Useful comments

· National organisation needs to organise client permission and obtain their data but, in practice, they may not have the data and access would be a complex interaction between ourselves and other organisations, which would take time and funding
· The RCAHMW with the four Welsh Archaeological Trusts, National Museum of Wales and National Library of Wales area partners in the Extended National Database (END) initiative whereby extracts from monuments and collections databases are exchanged on a quarterly basis.
· Within our organisation the upload of data is undertaken by Geographic Information Group staff and can take a fair bit of effort but this is largely a result of the data being in a poor state. For more recent dataset the system shouldn't be too bad.
· Online system for uploading and using prepared templates and for validation against standards is already available in our organisation. This is under semi-continuous development to improve the functionality. Other open source metadata entry systems available so see no need to develop new ones from scratch
How would you describe your information resources?  

7 mixed 2 mostly raw 4 mostly interpreted
Describe your approach to metadata (ie what type of metadata standard do you follow if any?).
Sample answers:

· ISO 19115 (two responses)

· Textual data is MIDAS Heritage compliant and spatial data is compliant to UKGEMINI
· Our products are registered on GI Gateway.
· We use a profile of ISO 19115. Currently it is not enconed in ISO 19139. For each resource owned by the CMRC there is a complete record in the FGDC standard
· UK Gemini  and FGDC and part of ISO   ISO is too complex for many users so use Uk or FGDC mostly.  FGDC is used primarily because the GIS community uses this most commonly and is supported by the ArcGIS tools - so easy to collect metadata - more important to have metadata than to worry precisely about which standard where the data are available through a bespoke portal (may differ in a national portal).
· All of the metadata that we require internally is stored in either our UNICORN database or the linked MESL database. We are also developing metadata forms with Arc GIS to accompany interpreted data sets.
What information on quality/suitability do you supply?
· Read me files with data supplied which explain how the data is collated and the sources used; the data sharing agreements that the RCAHMW participates in; licencing restrictions, and the appropriate copyright attributions which need to be made should the data be reproduced (e.g. Crown Copyright)
· Feature-level accuracy information.
· Metadata standards include quality level parameters (though not so good in UK Gemini).     Working on a metadata standards for data quality representation using existing ISO 19000 family standards - based on work with the spatial data quality of data within FAO (food security) but relevant to any application
· Our data are mostly raw biological data produced by our laboratory which participates in the NMBAQC scheme
How do you decide on the granularity of your data, ie whether to group or sub-divide the catalogue entries?
· The granularity may be decided by the specific uses to which the information is anticipated, so some spatial image data tends to be presented at the 1km grid cell size - that generates lots of records but makes supply more effective.
· Organised by client, survey and area
· Each catalogue entry represents one dataset. Each dataset covers as much as possible the island of Ireland
What issues have arisen in supplying and managing metadata?
· We can easily supply the discovery metadata (ISO19115) or the fu metadata (FGDC). Currently the MIDA catalogue is being integrated in a National distributed network using CSW. This means that each of our 19115 eleents has to be wrapped for the CSW prototcol, so it is quite labour intensive. We intend to transition to 19139 tags.   Management of the metadata is quite labour intensive. We intend to transition to the use of GeoNetwork as a management tool.
· Typically the understanding of the data providers of the value of metadata within the data life cycle - will tend to be of little value within the context of the survey company but valuable for store and dissemination.
· lack of awareness of our (limited) data
· Everyone that requests data requires slightly different metadata in a slightly different format and so this it is usually a very lengthy process getting this altogether. Some standardisation across organisations would be a great help.
· None - they are managed via the GI Gateway.
Do you have a backlog in cataloguing your metadata?
Yes 4

No 9

(One organisation stated that their backlog was huge – some organisations are dependent on other organisations supplying metadata and they cannot control the backlog).

Do you know who uses your metadata?
Yes 7

No 7

Monitoring is achieved through data licencing, web logging and by supplying metadata on demand with data products.

What do you know about the experiences of users of your metadata?
7 very little, 2 nothings, 2 more detailed.
How do you handle feedback from users?
· Via account managers, product managers and through our customer contact centre.
· Informal system through myself as operations manager
· Users are generally asking for specific datasets via email. We do our best to direct them to the appropriate source if the data does not exist in our portal

· Feedback forms available on the websites and these go to development manager and Data Officer for response and integration into the improvements log
· Respond to issues as they arise
· no set mechanism at present
Please add any further comments you have regarding the supply of data to the future discovery portal.
	· We hope that such a portal is open to model or hybrid (model-obs.) datasets.

	· In the future our metadata will be increasingly directed by INSPIRE.

	· Please make it simple or the uptake won't be large.

	· we wish to develop in this area and make our data available.


Annex G2: A survey of suppliers of Marine Environmental Metadata – copy of the email inviting participation

A survey of PROVIDERS of marine environmental data (as compared with USERS)

Please click on the link below to complete our survey which has been designed especially for PROVIDERS of marine environmental data. We would be grateful if your could complete this survey by 27 January 2009
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=3Awp4Stlufc2FhgBOGdzNA_3d_3d
Please note that this is a DIFFERENT questionnaire to the email circulated by JNCC last week and is aimed at a more select group of marine environmental data specialists.. If you do NOT have the role of marine data provider, please pass this on to colleagues who are better placed to answer these questions on behalf of your organisation. Our mailing lists are known to be out of date for some organisations and we do not always know the person(s) with the relevant assigned responsibility.

This survey should take less than thirty minutes to complete and the results from across the marine environmental community will help us to make sure that the subsequent build phase is properly scoped and delivers maximum return on the investment – the role of data providers is vital to the success of the portal. 

Further information on MEDIN and background to this survey.

The Marine Data and Information Network (MEDIN) was established in April 2008 “to improve access to and management of UK marine environmental data and information”  MEDIN is planning to build an internet “portal” enabling users to find out about the existence and availability of various marine environmental resources relating to the United Kingdom. The Joint Nature Conservation Committee Support Co (JNCC)  has been contracted by MEDIN to explore the user and data provider requirements and advise on the design of this “discovery function”.  We have developed two online surveys (one for data USERS, one for data PROVIDERS) to give you an opportunity to shape the design, functionality and content of this portal. In addition we will have more detailed discussions with some specialists in this field. We have already had an excellent response to our survey of MEDIN portal user requirements – thank you very much if you have already responded – and if you haven’t done so yet, you still have one week to send us your views. 

MEDIN will work to improve access to and management of UK marine environmental data and information. It aims to achieve this primarily through the development of a coordinated framework for managing marine data and information, meeting the following key objectives: 

· A single point of access to all relevant marine data and information.

· A robust network of definitive integrated Data Archiving Centres (DACs).

· The provision through the DAC network of  priority data sets to underpin UK and EU legislative and obligatory requirements, for monitoring and marine planning, in line with INSPIRE principles.

· Facilitation of full data flow to the DAC network for all government sponsored contracts in the marine and coastal zone environment.

· Coordinate the UK input to the development of international data commitments and drivers that may influence marine data management in the UK (e.g. INSPIRE, WISE, IOC and ICES Data Policies).

· Improving mechanisms to facilitate international data exchange (including contributing to global data bases).

· Develop and maintain new/existing MEDIN resources that support improved access to marine data (data catalogues and inventories, data products, services, guidelines and tools).

The MEDIN website is currently under construction, but a temporary link can be found at http://www.oceannet.org
Further information on the proposed portal:

The portal will provide a view of the MEDIN discovery catalogue. This catalogue will contain inter alia the following types of information:

· Title of the resource

· Abstract – brief description

· Topic category – broad themes from a standard list

· Keyword(s) – from a standard list

· Date of the resource

· Originator of the resource and responsible organisation

· Lineage

· Bounding box information (North and South latitudes, East and West longitudes)

· Extent (ie which sea area)

· Resource locator – web address for further details if available online.

· Data format

· Specification to which the data conforms

In some cases this search facility will redirect the user to a more specialised portal (eg marine monitoring projects on UKDMOS).

Annex H1: Discussions held with MEDIN “experts” – consultation process
In addition to the two questionnaire surveys documented above, we were keen to speak in more detail with representatives from MEDIN sponsor and partner organisations.

Gaynor Evans supplied a list of the following possible consultees:

1
Claire Brown
ABPmer

2
Steve Beggs
AFBI

3
Roy Lowry
BODC

4
James Dargie
CCW

5
Kevin O'Carroll
DBERR

6
Tabitha Dale
Defra

7
George Slesser
Fisheries Research Services

8
Chris Hill
                Geodata

9
Steve Wilkinson
JNCC

10
Jon Turton
Met Office 

11
Martyn Cox
Scottish Government

12
Mike Osborne
SeaZone

We managed to speak to 8 of the 12 people on the above list. We considered this to be a representative sample. 
Topics raised were as shown in Annex H2 below. 

We agreed that no comments would be directly attributed to an individual on the list above.

Annex H2: Discussions held with MEDIN “experts” – copy of the email inviting participation

BUILDING A PORTAL FOR DISCOVERING MARINE ENVIRONMENTAL DATA - we need your advice and opinions
Dear  xxxxxxxx

Most of you will already be familiar with Medin and be aware that it is aiming to build a portal for discovering marine metadata. (For those of you needing further background see below). The Joint Nature Conservation Committee Support Co (JNCC)  has been contracted by MEDIN to explore the user and data provider requirements and advise on the design of this “discovery function”.  We have assembled a small team within the Data Services team (Dave Chambers, Paul Robinson, Steve Wilkinson and Lynn Heeley) at JNCC to undertake this function.

You (together with 10 other expert advisers) have been identified by the MEDIN team as being able to provide specialist knowledge and input into this process, and give us feedback from across the whole spectrum of organisations with an interest in MEDIN objectives. We would like to interview you either by telephone, video conference or face to face if you prefer. We need to have concluded these interviews by Tuesday 10 February at the latest. 

Please respond to this email as soon as you can, preferably before Wednesday 21st January, indicating your preferred option for this interview, and any dates and times that are particularly suitable for you. If you are unable to spare any time over the next three weeks or can suggest someone else better placed to offer feedback – please let us know straight away. If you prefer to respond by email please send us any views linked to the questions below.

If it is a telephone call, we expect this to last 30 minutes, if it is a video/telephone conference (possibly involving more than one person from your organisation) this may be extended to one hour. 

A face to face meeting would be at a location that is most convenient to you, and would last about two hours. 

So that you are prepared for this interview we would like you to think about the following questions, ignoring those that don’t seem relevant to you. 

· Is it a good idea to attempt to build a single “discovery” portal for getting access to marine information?

· If so, what are the essential elements of this portal, and how would this benefit your organisation?

· What are the main barriers to success?

· How do we overcome these barriers?

· What do we need to do that we are not already doing, in order for this to be a success?

· Can we base the development of this portal on an existing portal?

· How should this portal inter-operate with existing portals and other metadata initiatives?

· How do we link from discovery to evaluation metadata?

· How do you see the role of MEDIN Data Archiving Centres in managing and collating metadata?

· What issues do you see in getting compliance with UK Gemini?

· What issues arise with the need for Inspire compliance?

· What approach should we adopt for standardised vocabularies?

· It has been claimed that a “well written abstract” is the single most important element of a discovery metadata catalogue. Do you agree, and if so what is needed to improve the quality of abstracts?

· Should the catalogue have a two tier approach with some resources being at a broad level and others more detailed eg individual surveys or sampling stations? 

· Where the portal catalogues detailed marine resources, how do we ensure that the “granularity” of the datasets is fit for purpose ie the subdivisions of the resources are neither too detailed or too coarse? Does this matter?

· If resources were restricted for portal development what would you concentrate on?

· How can MEDIN support the process of maintaining the portal once it has been developed? 

· Is it better to keep the discovery portal as simple as possible and concentrate resources on other aspects of marine data management – eg evaluation metadata, or improving the access to the data itself?

We don’t expect you to have fully formed views on all of these questions, and anticipate that you might not have strong opinions one way or another on some of these issues. Please do not feel that you need to spend much time consulting with colleagues in your organisation before the interview. We are aware that in many cases your opinions do not represent those of the organisation as a whole. 

Further information on MEDIN and background to this survey.

The Marine Data and Information Network (MEDIN) was established in April 2008 “to improve access to and management of UK marine environmental data and information”  MEDIN is planning to build an internet “portal” enabling users to find out about the existence and availability of various marine environmental resources relating to the United Kingdom. 

JNCC has recently issued two online surveys and is awaiting user responses:

1. Survey for data USERS 

2. Survey for data PROVIDERS 

The first (USER ) survey was issues on 9th January and has already elicited nearly 100 responses. The PROVIDERS survey was sent out on 16th January.

MEDIN will work to improve access to and management of UK marine environmental data and information. It aims to achieve this primarily through the development of a coordinated framework for managing marine data and information, meeting the following key objectives: 

· A single point of access to all relevant marine data and information.

· A robust network of definitive integrated Data Archiving Centres (DACs).

· The provision through the DAC network of  priority data sets to underpin UK and EU legislative and obligatory requirements, for monitoring and marine planning, in line with INSPIRE principles.

· Facilitation of full data flow to the DAC network for all government sponsored contracts in the marine and coastal zone environment.

· Coordinate the UK input to the development of international data commitments and drivers that may influence marine data management in the UK (e.g. INSPIRE, WISE, IOC and ICES Data Policies).

· Improving mechanisms to facilitate international data exchange (including contributing to global data bases).

· Develop and maintain new/existing MEDIN resources that support improved access to marine data (data catalogues and inventories, data products, services, guidelines and tools).

The MEDIN website is currently under construction, but a temporary link can be found at http://www.oceannet.org
Further information on the proposed portal:

The portal will provide a view of the MEDIN discovery catalogue. This catalogue will contain inter alia the following types of information:

· Title of the resource

· Abstract – brief description

· Topic category – broad themes from a standard list

· Keyword(s) – from a standard list

· Date of the resource

· Originator of the resource and responsible organisation

· Lineage

· Bounding box information (North and South latitudes, East and West longitudes)

· Extent (ie which sea area)

· Resource locator – web address for further details if available online.

· Data format

· Specification to which the data conforms

In some cases this search facility will redirect the user to a more specialised portal (eg marine monitoring projects on UKDMOS).

Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �1�: level of user interest in physical, biological and human activity themes
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Figure � SEQ Figure \* ARABIC �1� - thematic groups of suppliers of metadata responding to survey
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�Generally a very good review. My comments are largely related to details, many of which have been clarified in the last month in the standards WG.


�Should this be any data in a devolved admins waters or held by a devolved admin organisation (eg SEPA)


�What specifically is meant by current technology here? The use of NERC Data Grid, and/or the portal code developed and supplied by EDINA and installed at BODC? I would agree we don’t build on the EDINA code  - though it could be made available – but we shouldn’t dismiss the use of NERC data grid, though we should critically evaluate the benefits and drawbacks. DC


�Don’t understand this reference? I guess it means something specific as later in the Doc the use of keywords is recommended DC


�Don’t understand this reference? I guess it means something specific as later in the Doc the use of keywords is recommended DC


�I think this cost may be optimistic? DC


�Would be interesting to know if this is for data which they know where they can get hold of it already (EG. Irish Sea Coastal Observatory) or is it for discovering data sets. Just a thought 


�I see the point, but might be difficult to implement DC


�Not mutually incompatible - both options could be available.     DC


�I would see it rather that MEDIN is providing EOF with examples of how to approach the problem. I think we are ahead of the game in this respect. But the point is that MEDIN must link with ERFF. We do have to be careful though. EOF has very ambitious aims and limited resources, and we don’t wan t it become a drain on MEDIN resources and so slow down MEDIN development  DC


�Good point which we are addressing in the Standards WG


�Underway with DASSH


�Future of GIGAteway beyond a year is uncertain but certainly the point stands albeiet with whatever the successor is


�Should invite users to email in where they identify any key gaps in content.


�This is where the evaluation metadata will come in which is under definition.


�Note that the new MEDIN metadata standard has been designed to be compliant with what we knew of GEMINI 2 at the time. Rob Walker has just provided a comparison between Gemini 2.3 and the MEDIN std.


�Have you done this?


�Resource Type and Data Format largely cover this


�This is happening through the MEDIN standards working group. BODC have a role within SeaDataNet and Marine XML in terms of managing standardised hierarchical vocabularies, and are willing to manage additions to these vocabularies to include terms for themes not currently covered.


�Is the suggestion the portal should include metadata on research papers?


�Personnally I do not see portal to portal but from the MEDIN portal direct to the data holders.


� I don’t understand this point? Perhaps an example would help.


�I anticipate a transfer of the high level of metadata in UKDMOS to the MEDIN portal at regular intervals, but the potential to replicate does need to be managed which we can think more about once the use-case data flows have had more thought. I doubt the MEDIN portal will have the same functionality of UKDMOS as they do address slightly different needs.


�We need to check the ability of the MEDIN standard to meet these requirements: Does an appropriate field exist? Do we need a restricted list/controlled vocabulary


�I have done a quick check and it is fine but I will have another more thourugh look after you have your portal workshop in case anything crops up then.


�This will depend on how the system works


�Why non-hierarchical?


�At present we have agreed in standards WG to enter at a fairly detailed level – this vocab will map to all the others (Topic Category, INSPIRE theme, MEDIN high level search terms). Hence enter keyword once but then lots of other fields get fileld automatically. So it will be hierarchical.


�How would this work? Would we need a specific field to list e.g. high level programmes that individual data sets were collected for?


�This will in practical terms be limited by the information available in the metadata standard. There are fields, but I think they are currently free text rather than a controlled list. So the best a portal could currently do is list the content of these fields. 


�There is an ISO list for data access/licencing, 


�I am not sure about this two levels of filtering but depending on how it is implemented and technically works it could be OK. But preferable not to add another mouse click to get to the information the user wants.


�Should this be any data in a devolved admins waters or held by a devolved admin organisation (eg SEPA)


�DO we want a regional pull down list (i.e. a gazetteer)?


�Note? What?


�Are these in the MEDIN discovery standard?


�I’m not sure how we can define this


�What specifically is meant by current technology here? The use of NERC Data Grid, and/or the portal code developed and supplied by EDINA and installed at BODC? I would agree we don’t build on the EDINA code  - though it could be made available – but we shouldn’t dismiss the use of NERC data grid, though we should critically evaluate the benefits and drawbacks. DC


�See comment on Page 1 – need to specify what is meant by “current techniology”.


�In fact it cost less than £5000


�The code was developed by EDINA, but is available to subsequent developers. Agree it probably is not suited to further development.


BUT it is important to differentiate between NERC Data Grid, which harvest the metadata onto a central catalogue, which is accessible through their WSDL (forget what that stands for), and the portal application, developed by EDINA and installed at BODC, which sends queries to the NERC Data Grid catalogue, through the WSDL.


�Don’t understand the basis of this comment. I don’t think there is a very complex data model behind the portal? Essentially it’s a free text search


�Just so – more useful as an example of a good visual presentation?


�Need to be sure we develop something that can evolve and will not need redesigning from scratch to meet future requirements


�Not familiar with this term, could you provide a reference, or expand?


�This assumes on the level of distributed network we go for which I guess has yet to be decided?


�5000 seems a lot! Maybe we have different ideas about “granularity” for discovery metadata?


�I imagine you have JNCC experience to go by here, but this does seem optimistic based on our experience.


�Something missing here?


�What is the difference between derived and processed?


�This is a shame but perhaps it may be worth looking at the environmental data portal http://www.edp.nerc.ac.uk/dppp/pages/home.jsp


�Where are the results from this?


�I will double check this when back from leave but looks fine.


�CP2 regions are not worldwide and this review shows that users want access to view and search data worldwide. IHO has sea regions that give a full worldwide coverage.


�Of the 101 responses, what was the breakdown in the organisations who responded? E.g. What % came from public, from a CA or an EPA? This is essential to ensure that all needs are covered and that there is no bias in the results.


�I would argue that they are actually very different





