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PNAMP Web Portals Workshop - Enhancing Information Discovery, Delivery and Flow
October 28, 2009

9:00 a.m. - 4:30 p.m.

Jean Vollum Natural Capital Center, Portland, OR

PNAMP hosted a workshop to gather technical experts, existing and planned portal administrators, and others who may have feedback on the many considerations for web portal development and use by aquatic monitoring data practitioners and managers.  We asked portal administrators to provide some information in advance to help guide the development of the workshop.  A questionnaire was circulated before the workshop; you can see responses from the survey here.  At the workshop, we heard presentations that related to the different stages of developing a workshop (see links to presentations below) and the audience was invited to question these presenters during a panel discussion (see full notes in the panel discussion section below).  The participants spent part of their day brainstorming barriers and opportunities related to web portals - what works, what doesn’t, what can we move forward with, what are some solutions to the barriers presented? Some familiar themes emerged, as well as new ideas for solutions. You can find a diagram of participant input in the separate “Work Wall Diagram” file.  In addition, you can find specific notes on the wall and notes from the group discussion of the wall in the “Wall Notes” section below.  
These notes include specific ideas for action items that we can move forward with – thanks for everyone’s input!  

Short summary of key findings (please see detailed notes for more information):

Tasks/topics that were identified as most critical/highest priority to address:
· Metadata
· Improved feedback between portals and decision/policy (including clarifying priorities of what data needs to be collected)

· Changing views on data (should be shared, not considered ‘territory’)
· Funding issues (lack of, data sharing requirements written into contracts)

· Data flow 

· Regional guidelines for exchange of information

· Shared vision

· Using Open Geospatial Consortium Standards
Workshop participants also suggested some tasks that could be tackled immediately: (you can find more details in the Wall Notes section):

· Continue collaboration and foster “guild of practitioners” to be an informal resource for each other
· Support each other’s work by reviewing colleagues’ portals:  One idea for an immediate task we could take to help each other is to informally review each other’s portals.  Participants agreed to review three portals from the list gathered from the pre-workshop survey and provide feedback to the portal administrator.  PNAMP has set up a page on its Wiki site to capture the feedback.  Please visit http://wiki.cbr.washington.edu/pnamp/index.php/Portal_Review for more information.
· Use PNAMP Wiki and PNAMP website for dynamic information sharing (link to PNAMP wiki); this can be developed as desired to support collaboration
· Choose another task from ideas generated at the workshop to focus collaboration (PNAMP can facilitate)
· Develop shared vision to better  guide and focus bigger picture and long term goals 
· Develop test cases for sharing data - identify partners and test linkages (this has already started -  for example, PSMFC and Sitka Technology Group)

· Issues surrounding data flow

· Issues related to metadata

The PNAMP Coordination team and workshop planning team members will help by facilitating follow-up and future dialog with the group.  We need your contributions for these efforts to be successful, so please consider helping and informing colleagues as well.  The PNAMP Coordination team will also bring results of this workshop and future efforts to the PNAMP Steering Committee and the Data Management Leadership Team to inform them of progress and to get feedback.
Many thanks go out to the planning team who helped make this workshop happen - Jen Carlino (USGS), Henry Franzoni (CRITFC), Van Hare (PSMFC), Susannah Iltis (UW - Columbia Basin Research, DART), Cathy Kellon (Ecotrust), Binh Quan (CBFWA), Chris Van Holmes (UW - Columbia Basin Research, DART), Peter Westhagen (UW - Columbia Basin Research, DART), Sean Quigley (USGS), Jen Bayer (USGS), Shane StClair (Axiom Consulting & Design), Analisa Gunnell (Ecotrust), Dean Walton (U of O), Jim Strittholt (Conservation Biology Institute), Tom Carlson (USGS), Lief Horwitz (USGS)

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Detailed Notes:

Presentations:

· Keynote Speaker (Dean Walton, University of Oregon)

· Portal Primer (Sean Quigley, PNAMP/U.S. Geological Survey)

· Project Initiation and Planning (Shane StClair, Axiom Consulting & Design)

· Project Execution and Delivery (Chris Van Holmes, University of Washington)
· Project Maintenance and Collaboration (Henry Franzoni, Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission)
· Future Vision of Portal Development (Jim Strittholt, Conservation Biology Institute)
 

Panel Discussion:

Panelists:  Dean Walton (DW), Jim Strittholt (JS), Sean Quigley (SQ), Chris Van Holmes (CVH), Henry Franzoni (HF), Shane StClair (SS)
Panel Questions:
· How do you develop and maintain personal relationships?
· CVH: Call, email, face-to-face meetings – frequently

· CVH: Feedback about data quality is an opportunity to establish personal relationships

· How much time is spent on quality assurance?

· CVH: Biggest time commitment is gathering information from data sources and reporting feedback when there are issues

· CVH: Users – very important part, look over information in the system and give feedback to system administrator

· Not everyone wants spatial data.  Data Basin (DB) requires metadata – is this an obstacle for people who want to share just tabular data?  How will DB interact with other portals?
· JS:  Data Basin is a spatial data sharing site, but have talked with institutions who mainly collect tabular data and are building a function to help these people host that data.

· Some people feel that a barrier to data sharing is the rating system on datasets in Data Basin.  How does the data collector feel about his?  Do you track amount of usage?
· JS:  Rating system helps sort out what is good data (quality). Asks questions like was it peer reviewed, does it meet international standards?  Data Basin also gives the community the opportunity to rate things.  Every dataset and map has ‘usage’ button and it gives stats on how much that information has been used.
· Have there been any encounters with people reluctant to share data?

· JS:  This issue should be addressed in business model – get groups that will adopt early and do proof of concept, get buy-in.

· HF:  Need to influence contracts that data collectors are funded by – make data sharing a requirement.  Aggregate the data at a larger scale, find happy medium between details entity doesn’t want to share and the larger aggregate.  Wait until data has been analyzed before sharing.

· CVH:  DART focuses on public domain datasets.  Focus is on aggregate data, analyses, and summaries – things that happened in the recent past (hours ago, yesterday).

· SS: Vast quantities of public data that haven’t been tapped – need QA/QC.  Focus on these before we worry too much about data people don’t want to share.

· Are there policies about where a dataset comes from for Data Basin?

· JS:  Need to document who uploaded the data and originator of data.  Originator can request that data be taken off site.  Users can report misuse.
· What is the resistance or driver needed to bring your portal up first?

· SQ:  Part of purpose for this meeting today is to discuss where we can collaborate or build off lessons learned of others.

· JS:  Data Basin is global in extent.  Not limited geographically.  A regional portal would become a project in DB – bring in partners, etc.

· HF:  Resistance – the more data is copied and removed from the data producer, the less likely scientists feel comfortable using it. Resistance – one point of sharing data for each agency is to reduce legwork for analysts.  They don’t want to give up this advantage to standardized data for a regional portal (i.e., doing legwork for someone else that might not fit your needs).

· CVH:  DART provides analysis tools.  So, while users might be better off going straight to primary providers, this site offers a bit more.

· SS:  Geographic limitations in most portals are administrative and not technical.  We have the technical capability to present broader geographic areas, but need to focus on regional goals and needs.
Wall Notes (see “Work Wall Diagram” for the diagram of the wall notes (link):

Participants were asked to identify priorities and sequencing of ideas by color dots.  The reference to color in parentheses below refers to the general trend of the participants’ assessment of prioritization/sequencing of ideas. If there is no color mentioned, there was not a strong trend (see diagram .pdf file for details).
· Green = stuff we can work on without delay (immediate action items)

· Red = stuff we should/need to wait on

· Yellow= stuff that is highest priority; most critical; biggest bang

Opportunities (presented in order of highest priority):

· Regional guidelines/standard operating procedures for exchange of information (yellow)

· Draft policy/decision paper

· Develop sharing agreement (data sharing between portals)

· Environmental degradation/overuse (yellow)

· Open geospatial consortium standards - recommend/use (yellow)

· Write data sharing into contracts (green/yellow)

· Clear guidance from funders (yellow) - data openness

· Use BiOp reporting needs to establish data sharing priorities

· Data stewards

· Web Services

· Data sharing via web (red/yellow/green)

· Standards for exposing web services (yellow)

· Write and publish API for services

· Draw from vast experience on web

· Could streamline and possibly decrease funding

· Small steps - develop demonstration project

· Implement software packages with web services built in

· Figure out part before technical issues come into play

· Don’t require full regional consensus - build a web service, grow point to point

· Develop standards and guidelines; Implement web standards

· Rapid iterative information

· Distributed agency managed data feeds (red)

· Develop connections between systems 

· Tailor web services to users

· Models for predicting benefit per action (red)

· Improved feedback between portals and decision/policy

· Raise the profile of the issue

· Frequent, meetings to review progress and enhance feedback

· Develop communication channels from managers to data and analysis

· Create simple, single purpose interactive displays that answer one question

· Identification of management needs and gaps

· User driven content and maintenance (red)

· Better understanding of existing portals and data sources (green)

· Continue information sharing through this ‘Portals’ group

· Review Wiki - participants agreed to visit 3 portals on list - test and provide feedback to site: http://wiki.cbr.washington.edu/pnamp/index.php/Portal_Review
· Interest in portals my stimulate interest in sharing data

· Connect new portals to existing portals (red)

· Spread the word; use social networking
· Open invitation to review Data Basin - contact Jim Strittholt (stritt@consbio.org) 

· Use existing resources to help move things forward

· Open source, geolocation, social media, technical expertise
· Links to articles about Portland and Vancouver, BC using open source: http://siliconflorist.com/2009/06/18/portland-mayor-sam-adams-portland-oregon-hub-open-source/
· http://siliconflorist.com/2009/09/30/portland-oregon-open-city-officially-embracing-open-data-open-source/
· http://www.cbc.ca/technology/story/2009/05/22/tech-vancouver-open-source-standards-software-city.html
· http://www.straight.com/article-220944/city-vancouver-set-back-open-source-open-standards-open-data
· Increased availability of satellite and remote sensing data

· Google API

· Use Google Earth, PDAs to make things simple for low end user

· SQL and GIS resources on the internet

· Support existing systems such as Fish and Wildlife agency systems

· Emerging technologies

· Implement accessibility standards

· Portal hierarchy - spatial/data types

Barriers (presented in order of highest to lowest impact):

· Lack of shared vision (yellow/green)

· Competition

· Need to determine what group wants - think about why we want to share data; what information helps managers make decisions?

· Portals serving different users for different things

· Possible solutions for this barrier:

· Identify common goals 


· Sharing certain types of data for a specific geographical area

· Host a series of meetings to develop a group vision

· Define ideal data sharing situation and work toward that

· Collect and summarize an inventory of use cases per information system
· Develop Data exchange network - communities coming together to define data exchange formats so portals can have standard by which they receive data, data providers know how to publish data on web service (open network)

· Identify user assessment for individual portals and user assessment for shared vision

· Data Flow (green)

· Data hoarding

· Data not machine accessible

· Internal data inconsistencies

· Lack of precise/consistent data definitions

· Possible solutions for this barrier:

· Make  data collection and development efforts a priority

· Support development of agency data systems that can post to the internet 

· Hire programmers to maintain and adapt sites 

· Develop/participate in exchange network or other flow system

· Find/develop software solutions/standards for describing data

· Create opportunities for sharing information - lesson learned, address specific issues

· Address concerns about releasing sensitive data, first use of data - highlight what happens when people don’t get data directly (misinformation)

· Create standards - document and share protocols for data flow

· Learn more about distributed data sources where individual data providers can maintain control

· Funding (Yellow)

· Lack of long term funding for upkeep

· Start-up funding

· Uncertain funding

· Staff reductions

· Lack of monetary support to develop data systems standards

· Legacy data not available

· Possible solutions for this barrier:

· Share resources or funding (collaborate)

· Create a funding strategy that involves multiple funding sources (based on impacted audience)

· Funders should require that data be provided in contract - add funds to cover cost of organizing and publishing data

· Hold people accountable for meeting requirements

· Too much data (Red)

· Fractionalization of too much info - each new web portal may solve a localized problem, but adds to barrier

· Data storage issues - need dedicated, permanent storage options

· Duplication of efforts versus specialized needs

· Lack of shared Taxonomies

· Possible solutions to this barrier:

· PNAMP Monitoring Glossary with crosswalk

· Common output or reporting language

· Prioritization (Yellow)

· Lack of clear priorities of what data needs to be shared

· Lack of direction

· Lack of staff availability

· Not communicating future needs and as a result having to rush solutions when presented with challenges

· Support (Yes we can!)

· Diverse user groups, needs, and abilities

· Possible solutions to address barrier:

· Review agency mandates and infer their information needs

· Federal agencies (NOAA, BPA) should formally publish their data needs so field agencies can react and begin any needed sampling and work to organize and provide the needed data

· Issues with Agencies/Data collectors (Red)

· Biologists unwilling to share data; data is hard to find

· Lack of agency capacity

· Unwillingness to play nice 

· Information territoriality versus democratization

· Concern that sharing data gives adversaries another weapon to use to gain an advantage - fear of data misuse

· Fear of loss of control

· Lack of effective business model

· Seeing data as territory - founders syndrome

· Organizational cultures

· Data are not available to all portals (not posted online)

· Possible solutions to address barrier:

· Need to develop data sharing policy

· Collaborative body should host a workshop with top agency people to develop a regional data sharing policy

· Need to keep things simple

· Publish paper on mis-use or inability to defend use (Bosh v. Klamath)

· Develop data management tools for agencies with GIS capability

· Create trust in data product

· Provide tools needed by 1st degree source

· Give proper credit

· Write collective paper discussing successes/strengths of sharing versus hoarding data (benefits of ‘Data Sharing Era’)

· Technology/Software (Red)

· Lack of use of new technology

· Crucial data in only human readable formats 

· Reliance on proprietary software

· Possible solutions to address barrier:

· Need to provide access to new data entry technologies

· Easy to OCR data into machine readable data

· Favor OSS in future development

· Metadata (Green/Yellow)

· Lack of metadata

· Lack of stewards/specialists

· Lack of data collector follow through (not submitting metadata)

· Plethora of data shapes along with missing data definition

· Possible Solutions to address barrier:

· Post data and metadata as web services so it easily flows to portals

· Fund stewards - regionally or by organization

· Fund metadata creation/date rescue

· If you are using a data flow, then require metadata before data can be shared/uploaded; provide how to guidance

· Policy support - ensure that there is time for metadata creation written into every contract; require metadata as a condition of funding

· “Create Once” tools and solutions; easy to fill out forms provided to data collectors

· Require metadata for integration

· Consequences for those who do not report metadata

· Collaboration (Green)

· Undefined roles and responsibilities

· Perceived bias among groups

· Not enough remote access for meetings

· Portal proliferation = cross-posting, same data sets, etc. leads to confusion

· Possible Solutions to address barrier:  

· Publish portal and user needs to each portal to show common interests

· Guiding body should organize a series of workshops to examine specific data needs

· Facilitate interactions between data source agencies and data users; organize by data type

· Distribute information about what data sources/providers are available or coming soon
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