Coastal Atlas Interoperability Roundtable Discussion

July 18, 2007

Each atlas has different classifications of data and information

Access through one point with the help of the ontologies

Query at low level points to specific atlases that have this info

Major issues include:

Population

Law of the sea

Coastal governance

Resilience

Keep in mind global level initiatives, and looking 5-10 years down the road

European marine atlas in the works

Coastal governance issues

Define the upper ontology in the face of particular queries – well-recognizable set

What are the core fundamental datasets that everyone has?

Initial Network = Linkage between Oregon Coastal Atlas and MIDA

Connection serves as node to reach out to other efforts

Define a framework, not the end game 

Set a time line for completion of a prototype

Comply with an interface defintion

Information content

Reference frame information and use cases

Link 2 efforts to be interoperable, create 

Mida.owl

OCA.owl 

Would have a super ontology that other efforts could link into

UK Digital, Belgiam Digial Atlas, European Ocean Atlas

Oregon connect to California or Washington

Model for what we can expand for other efforts

Talking about Resource Management

Communities

1.  Scientific 2.  Resources

Coastal Zone Issues

Population pressures

Coastal resilience 


Management 



These are issues are datasets are serving and performing

Goals:  

1.  Put together a ‘SuperOntology; that we agree upon, put together 2 owls

2.  Linc OCA.owl and MIDA.owl

· regional linkages

· resource management

· coastal governance

· coastal resilience

3.  Funding – propose ideas for proposal construction and funding sources

Questions:

· Why bring coastal atlases together?

· What atlas resources are available?

· What atlases can be made interoperable in the short, medium and long term?

· When might technology and levels of atlas development converge?

· What is the added value of the approach? Impact of atlas development?

· Why go for transatlantic co-operation?

· How and when might an upper level of ontology (mida.owl & oregon.owl)

· Who is the target user group? Env. Resource manager.

A. Governance structure…..”Owl keepers”

Owl interfaces plus registries (technical governance)

Content governance – what are the concepts that we want to test?

Decision making

Where to host outcomes?

Users group – what are the concepts we ant to address

Content gov – domain expertise

Coastal atlas movement – participation

Working group approach - 


1.  Need project management approach, need a couple of owl keepers (technology side)  can come to and present to group with structure for review, critique, comment and approval………decision making process to approve and implement

Architecture

· Commit operation resources at 2 places?

· 3rd place, such as MMI?

Tanya Haddad and Dawn Wright = Oregon Owl Keepers

Liz O Dea = Irish Owl Keeper
What is an Owl Keeper? – people to maintain the OWL interfaces & registries

· these folks need to programmers, tech-savvy content)
· Handle Owl Registries and Interfaces

· Programming/conceptual, proficient with technology (tech-savvy)

· Can participate in discussions at level of technology of Luis, conversant in language of tools

· Bridge gap between technical and working groups and users

· Knowledge of coastal atlas domain

· OWL knowledge and proficiency


2.  Need resources to serve web access

B.  Decision Making – Owl Working Group


Group structure

Suggested an email communication for collaborations.

Tools:  

Email

 ‘Track’ = combination of Wiki and Bugzilla (create tickets)
Wiki for contributions

Interrisk- good use case, North Atlantic
5-10 people most effective working size for a group 

Technical Group to evaluate usefulness of model proposed by working group

WORKING GROUPS
Owl Keepers
1.  Oregon: Tanya and Dawn

2.  Ireland: Liz O’Dea

Technical Group: construct and propose meaning and description of upper ontology

1. Yassine Lassoued
2.  Eoin O’Grady
3. Declan Dunne
4. Dru Clark

5.  Luis Bermudez

6.  Ned Dwyer

7. Iban Ameztoy

8. plus Owl Keepers

User group – define query, use cases and thematic categories, review and approve  (Think of Interrisk)

– review and approve, come up with thematic categories, queries, use cases (think of Interrisk); people who can just look at an interface and say honestly whether or not it works for them as a user.
1. all participants and Paul
· Coastal erosion vulnerability

· Seawalls

· Sediment budgets

· DEMs etc.

What is the vulnerability to coastal erosion? (in human/natural focus e.g. in light of increased storminess)

Funding Group:

1. John Helly

2. Dawn Wright

3. Tim Nyerges

4. Simon Claus

5. Marcia Berman

6. Greg Benoit

7. Ronan Uhel

8. Roy Lowry

9. Val Cummins

10. Lucy Scott

11. Stephanie Watson

Group Tasks- Workflow
Technical group proposes technology and upper ontology to User Group and then technical group constructs working framework.  Funding group contributes to create grant proposals and funding sources.  Owl keepers oversee interfaces and registries.
Use Case: Recreation, Conservation, Hazards/Natural Disaster


1.  Where/What are areas for recreation?


2.  Where what are areas for conservation?


3.  Where/What are the hazards along the coast?

Use Case:  (Consider using  Inspire – program, don’t reinvent the wheel)
Human vs.  Natural Impacts

Estuary vs.  Coastal
Hazards

· Coastal Erosion

· Tsunami

· Sea Level Rise

· Flood
(Issues relevant as a group)
· Water Quality: Pollution, Algal Blooms, Marine Debris, Oil Spills

· Landslide

· Oil Spills

· Earthquakes

· Severe Storms

Thematic Content for Use Cases:

1.  Coastal Erosion


Different coasts, different drivers.


Where are wetlands and beaches?

2. Quantify Benefit

3.  Prioritize use case based on focus, consider funding, eg/ NSF may have particular focus areas, Ireland may have others

Importance (priorities)

· Funding Considerations; Current Opportunities

· Some hazards not important

· Risk to life, property and natural resources

· Scales: spatial-temporal,  frequency and geographical distribution

· Scales: extent of damage

· User role – types of atlas users

· Property Owner

· Where are erosion hot spots?
· Where have sea walls been built (history)?

· Coastal access and public recreation are tied

· Regional Planner/Resource Manager : central role of use case

· Emergency Response Team

· Tidal Zones

· Development of a Use Case

· What questions are the atlases going to answer?

· What queries will users pose?  Need detail so technical group can design

Review:

C.  Content Governance

· Concept contribution resolution

· Vocabulary granularity

Small set of use cases, group discusses cases, small group comes with model, pass to community for review, approve version 1…..

Review areas in MIDA that are most queried


Recreational areas and conservation are most accessed in Irish Atlas
C.  Resources to serve web access

D.  Registry 


1.  How many


2.  Where


3.  Who is authorized to participate


4.  Memo 19135

