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Thanks to all for your help in planning our mobile microscope-cytometer workshop!

Attendees: Schmitz, Klimov, Sosik, Chavez, Scholin, Ryan, O’Reilly

Action items

Provide comparison of existing instruments to steering commitee - O’Reilly, Klimov
1. Detailed science use cases, specifying sampling requirements (depth, frequency, particle size, etc)
a. West Coast HABs - Ryan
a. Export - Chavez
a. Open ocean - ???
a. Template to insure consistency/comparability - O’Reilly, Klimov
1. Contact Kudela about steering committee - O’Reilly
1. Identify potential contributions of proposed developer attendees
1. Set up poll for next telecon (3 weeks is too late) - O’Reilly

Detailed notes

Today’s telecon goals - annotated. Please comment on errors and omissions. 

0. Finalize workshop date: week of 30 May through 3 June (duration TBD): This date is OK with steering committee. 

1. Workshop goals - e.g. discover specific science applications, available vehicle and instrument technologies, opportunities
Sosik: most science attendees are aware of specific use case details - don’t dwell on these at workshop. 
Scholin: Need specific use cases to set requirements for developers. 
Schmitz: Yes, science applications/requirements not yet obvious for JRF.
RESOLVED: Science steering committee members will generate use cases before the workshop.

2. How to structure discussion of applications versus technology
Consensus: minimize presentations, maximize discussions. Don’t ask developers to give presentations without awareness of science applications. 
Ryan: Tech developers should somehow summarize their instrument capabilities. 
O’Reilly, Klimov: Could provide instrument capability form to developers to fill out before workshop - then discuss at workshop in context of use cases. 
Scholin, Sosik: Want to identify specific problems that need to be solved. 
Sosik, Schmitz: Useful to present overview comparison of different tech - leverage Klimov-O’Reilly results for this. Provide online beforehand.
Sosik, Chavez: Would like to see tech expert overview of certain key technologies; microfluidics, informatics, onboard processing, cameras-microscopes, miniature/low-power electronics, battery technology - experts needn’t specialize in microscopy/cytometry. 

O’Reilly, Scholin: Several MBARI engineers can attend - Hobson and Zhang (AUVs), Roman and Maughan (onboard processing) 

3. Workshop duration, size, attendees 
a. Budget not to exceed $20K
b. Domestic travel <$1400, Europe ~$1800, Asia ~$2200, several local attendees

Current attendee list would cost about $20K. 
Consensus: Current list size (~25) is manageable size for workshop goal - don’t get much bigger though.
Sosik: Need to describe what is expected from each developer attendee. Don’t send developer invitations until this is done. 

Sosik, Scholin: preparation by all attendees ahead of workshop is critical. Need to identify limitations of current approaches in order to close gaps. 

Scientist homework: develop use cases, with details on particle size ranges, depths, endurance, etc. 

Developer homework: Identify instrument/tech capabilities, limits (size, power, counting rates, state-of-the-art, what’s on the horizon, etc) 

4. Workshop product - report, implementation, avenues, etc.
Not specifically discussed
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"The machine does not isolate us from the great mysteries of nature, 
but plunges us more deeply into them."

    - ANTOINE DE SAINT-EXUPERY
      "Wind, Sand, and Stars" (1939)

