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Meeting Notes

Co-chairs: 
Gary Foley, Ellsworth LeDrew, Francesco Pignatelli, Thierry Ranchin
A/ The Evolution of Process within the UIC

At the Washington, D.C., meeting of the UIC in August of 2007, a new approach to meeting operations was explored. 

Prior to this there was emphasis on the development of the ‘Communities of Practice’ that would encompass a range of user’s interests and address the GEO Societal Benefit Areas.  Meetings were focused on process associated with the CoPs and ongoing reporting of progress.  Over time, here was some dissatisfaction expressed with the rate of progress and the organizational structure of the meetings.

Consequently, at the Washington meeting more time was provided for the UIC deliberations and the CoP’s were organized into theme groups held as concurrent sessions. Summary reports were delivered to the plenary.  This allowed more time for discussion of progress and achievements as well as plans for future development.  This shift in approach was well received.

We followed this concept in Toronto with a three-day meeting.  The second day was comprised of concurrent sessions with stated objectives and plenary assessments. Joint sessions on days one and three were devoted to significant issues of interest to all participants.

B/ Discussion of Process

There was a thread of ongoing discussion throughout the meeting about workplan development, identification of milestones, how to measure success, and need to integrate activities with other GEO committees.  In an off-line discussion with the Co-Chairs the management model of the ADC was discussed wherein the Co-Chairs assumed a ‘Sherpa’ role for individuals leading specific tasks. Each Sherpa would be in regular communication with the individual to ensure progress is on track and milestones would be attained for key meeting dates.  It was suggested that we needed concrete milestones to provide a measure of success and this Sherpa model would provide assistance meeting milestones. This not unlike the UIC model of each Co-Chair assuming an administrative linkage with each CoP.

The response of the Co-Chairs that participated was two-fold:

1/ It is recognized that there have been mis-steps in the some operations of the UIC, as may be expected in the start up of any multi-national enterprise of this scope.  However, this has been examined and the new direction of the UIC developed for the Washington meeting under the leadership of Dr. Gary Foley and pursued at the Toronto meeting has been well received.  The assessment is that we are on a productive trajectory.  We have a structure of leaders for the CoP’s and owners of the key UIC tasks that are making significant progress.  The Sherpa concept is not structurally different from the current practice of each Co-Chair of UIC working with the CoP leaders, although we acknowledge that this has not been as structured as the ACD implementation may be. Nevertheless, we need to assess the effectiveness of our current developments before we make major and immediate changes in operations.

2/ We also suspect that the impression that the UIC is not as successful or as productive as other committees, including the ADC, is based on a misunderstanding of how the users conduct their activities.  The users are a process driven group rather than an activity driven group.  The development of infrastructure such as software architecture, a major component of GEOSS, can be broken down into engineering activities and success measured by the attainment of stated activities.  This is a model of private enterprise production assessment. The ‘Uusers’, however are exploring applications of resources of various kinds.  In our case they are a mixture of engineers and scientists, as well as economists etc.  We are developing procedures for implementation of the infrastructure.  Given the global mandate of GEO, and the particular need to embrace user needs in developing economies, it is not possible to pre-define specific milestones, in many cases, for that implementation.  In our other activities, we have all been driven to define milestones as users for the purposes of funding reports.   The result is the creation of artificial statements for the purpose of reporting that, in the best case, may not be met and, in the worst case, skew the course of implementation from the eventual best practice.  GEO is a meeting of many types of minds and for a creative and effective outcome these minds must be allowed to work together while each acknowledging the different culture of the other.

The UIC Co-Chairs assert that we have developed an effective operational process that responds to the variety of approaches that the range of our membership employs by integrative nature of the ‘Community of Practice’.  We are working closely with the Architecture and Data Committee on collaborative activities and welcome opportunities to similarly interact with the Science and Technology Committee and Capacity Building Committee.

C/ Agenda Summary
For Day One the major issues were:

Outcomes of the Cape Town Plenary and Summit and Update on the current and possible future UIC Activities and Initiatives (Thierry Ranchin)

Update and Discussion of IGOS-P migration (Secretariat)

The User Requirements Process (Lawrence Friedl, Hans-Peter Plag)

 

Report on joint UIC/ADC Scenario Assessment of May 5 

GEO Committee Reports and Updates

Architecture and Data Committee

Capacity Building Committee

Science and Technology Committee

C4

Discussion of Evolving Collaboration between GEO Committees

For Day Two, three concurrent sessions were held around the following CoPs:


Air Quality and Health Community of Practice (TBD)


Biodiversity Community of Practice (Douglas Muchoney)


Coastal Ecosystems Community of Practice (TBD)


Energy Community of Practice (Ellsworth LeDrew)

Forest Community of Practice (Michael Brady)


Geohazard Community of Practice (TBD)


Water Cycle Community of Practice (TBD)


Water and Health Community of Practice (TBD)


Disasters Community of Practice (Seguin)

Plenary summations were provided.

Issues to be addressed were identification of new CoP’s, potential for merging CoP’s, IGOS-P Involvement, and Modifications to and new ideas for the next phase of the GEO work plan.

On Day Three, the focus of the entire group was on:

Report from the ADC on the GEOSS roadmap (Chu Ishida, JAXA)

Document on Data Sharing Principles.

UIC Web Site and Best Practices Wiki

Geo Webportal 


The IEEE Committee on Earth Observations Initiative on Water.

D/ Outcomes of the Seventh UIC Meeting:

• 
Reaffirm our goal to “•To engage users in the development and implementation of a sustained GEOSS that provides the data and information required within and among the nine societal benefit areas as specified by user groups on national, regional and global scales”.

•
The Major UIC Work Plan task, US-06-01, is proceeding on two fronts under the leadership of Dr. Lawrence Friedl and Dr. Hans-Peter Plag.  Reports were presented by each and are part of this record.        


The work of Dr. Friedl is based upon consultants acting as ‘Analysts’ for the Nine Societal Benefit Areas drawing upon an ‘Advisory Group’ comprised of members of the UIC and other specialists.  Despite commitment by the GEO Secretariate to hire an analyst, this has not been accomplished.  NASA has contracted for one analyst and will contract for another.  Additional analysts will be provided by the Canadian Forest Service and US EPA amongst other (?specify) to complete the work.  We will proceed without the GEO analyst.

The work of Dr. Plag has benefited from the work of the Air Quality Community of Practice Scenario Workshop held the day before the UIC meeting in Toronto.  This was a collaboration between the UIC and ADC as part of an ongoing program to provide User feedback for the GEO architecture.  Developments from this workshop will help modify his table structure which is part of  US-06-01

•
The UIC web site must be developed and include definition of the concept of the ‘Community of Practice’, titles and contact persons for each approved ‘Community of Practice’, and specification of the process of submission and adoption of new ‘Community of Practices’.

•
We will participate in the ‘Best Practices’ WIKI being developed by the ADC and solicit submissions by the User Community.  We should also consider the legal liabilities of the Best Practices

•
The ‘Data Sharing Principles’ Document was reviewed and there was considerable discussion.

Issues identified include:
· Liability on data and services

· Liability on Wiki Best Practices

· Protection of metadata

· Restrictions: prior arrangements

· How do you encourage compliance with principles

· PPP: want to engage commercial sector, register their data and services even though it is not free, open, possibly to standard. Private company metadata in the system

· There is a need for special arrangements on sensitive data

· Clear standards on data use classes: free / unrestricted, restricted…

· Not just data and metadata

•
Secretariat should invite IGOS-P Theme Leads to the C-4 meeting on September 25 in Boulder, as well as the ADC (22-23) and UIC (22-24).

•
The Secretariat should report to the UIC on the status of planning for the IGOS – P Science Conference to mark the significant 10-year contribution of IGOS – P and the transition to GEO Communities of Practice (or GEO Science Theme Teams) Time frame (TBC, Nov. 2008 – Feb. 2009).
•
Secretariat will make a call for registering components and services.
•
The GEO User Interface Committee recognizes the GEO Biodiversity Observation Network (GEO BON) Interim Governance Council as a GEO UIC Community of Practice.
•
We need to address the need for participation of developing countries in the UIC activities, with particular urgency with respect to the Communities of Practice.

•
The UIC is concerned about the continuity of personnel in the Secretariat and lack of communication with respect to personnel changes.

•
The UIC is very interested in the potential of the GEONETCast and wishes to explore ways to use it to the benefit of the CoP’s

•
The presentation on “GEOSS Roadmap”- GEOSS 10 year Implementation Plan targets, GEO Work Plan tasks and their linkages was well received.

•
The status of HE-07-01 is of concern, specifically that there was no point of contact and that it may be cancelled, as per most recent information. Jay Pearlman noted that IEEE has an interest in information system technology for Health and that organization would be interested to provide a point of contact and lead this task.

E/ Self Assessment

At the end of the three day sessions, a round table self assessment was made guided by the following two questions:

What do you think the highlight of the meeting was for you?
What do you think that we should do as a User Committee in addition to our current work plan?

F/ Breakout Sessions:
For the Breakout Sessions on the Communities of Practice and IGOS-P , presentations are available as appendices to this report.  Each was reviewed by the plenary.  The instructions for the Breakout Sessions included:

Provide a 10 minute overview of each CoP in the group

Consider the potential for other new CoPs and how to adopt them into the process

Are there suggestions for any realignment of CoPs?

Address IGOS-P transitions

Develop modifications and/or new ideas for the 2009-2011 work plan

Address the user information gathering process  (the US-06-01 9-step process) and identify who can be asked to join the advisory groups?

How can upcoming meetings be harvested as to who might attend the UIC meetings and what roles they might play (advisory? analyst?)

Consider 3 tiers of Earth observation projects:

1. New projects that engage, or are needed by, or identified by, developing countries

2. Existing projects needing help identifying, accessing, and applying earth observations

3. Existing or completed projects wanting international forum to present their applications (applications that others might emulate)
Presentations include:

Air Quality and Health 
Biodiversity and Human Health 

Forest Observations 
Disasters, Geohazards, Water Cycle and the Coastal Zone
Water, Health 
Energy

Agriculture, Biodiversity Network, Ecosystems with health focus

Appedix One: Agenda

Appendix Two: Participants

