MBARI Data Users Committee (M-DUC) Meeting

1 July 2003

Attending:


Dave Caress, Rich Schramm, John Graybeal, Kris Walz, Kim Reisenbichler, Gernot Friederich, Mike Burczynski, Mike McCann

Agenda:

1. Recasting data policy documents to be current and self-consistent.

a. Hasn’t happened yet. For Caress, Graybeal, Schramm and Connor to do.

2. Need for joint review of mooring core data with MUC

a. Caress attended MUC meeting this morning. It was noted that the list of core and non-core mooring sensors in MDUC documents from 1999 is out of date (see 1). We will schedule a joint MUC/MDUC meeting to review the mooring sensors and potentially recommend changes in what are core. Tentatively expect meeting in mid to late August.

3. Status of VARS Public Query

a. Very soon to roll out for friendly beta testers.

4. ROV Oxygen data issues

a. It’s been determined that a previously used doc/dt correction is problematic. Rich Schramm will be removing this correction from the post-processing of the ROV CTD datastream. Rich will not touch the realtime code until some other event requires work on the code. This correction is not currently applied to CTD cast data. Tau will be set to zero on Ventana which will effectively zero doc/dt.

b. The missing wt (temperature) correction affects the oxygen data by 0.3 ml/l at the surface. Rich will not immediately correct the realtime code, but will add this correction to the post processing software. If we change oxygen sensors later this year (as expected) the wt correction will disappear.

c. IAG will reprocess the Gulf of California Expedition data after the above modifications are made. We do not plan to reprocess ROV oxygen data collected previous to the GOC expedition.

5. Review of Management response to Core CTD abstract

a. Management Response:

200103 Core CTD Data - MDUC 

(copy: Grech, Etchemendy, Gashler)

Rating: Likely to be approved 

Management Team Feedback: 


* Please review whether AUV CTD data should be considered a Core data stream


* Management needs to see and evaluate the cost benefits of undertaking Zephyr modification that are needed to support a CTD winch before any such work is started. 
b. AUV CTD data not routine and therefore not ready for core status. Maybe next year.

c. No response needed for second point.

d. It may be appropriate to propose reviewing the ROV CTD related software base – this would be an additional IAG task in this project.

e. Ongoing effort this year to evaluate Aanderaa Optrode relative to SeaBird 13 as possible future oxygen sensor on ROVs.

6. Review of Management response to Core Nav abstract

a. Management Response:

200105 Core Navigation Data - MDUC 

(copy: McEwan, McCann)

Rating: Likely to be approved

Management Team Feedback:


*
Encouraged to see efforts toward standardization and documentation. 


*
Are there any synergies between McEwen's AUV nav project, McCann's automatic QC proposals and this proposal? 


*
In the proposal please identify who is going to be responsible for each specific task identified and ensure that the resources requested are adequate.


*
Also in the proposal, please indicate the progress to date (and anticipated status by the end of 2003) on the tasks outlined in the 2003 proposal (Thales/Pelagos consultation/modifications to Winfrog, restoring DVL/data manager software on navproc, characterization/calibration of DVL's USBL vehicle gyros, modification/testing of realtime nav systems, development of new post processing algorithms)

b. There is no apparent overlap between McEwen’s AUV nav project and the Core ROV and ship’s nav project.

c. There is no short-term synergy between the ongoing core nav project and McCann’s automated data QC proposal because McCann’s proposal is for an exploratory project. However, in the long term Mike’s proposed work may very well yield benefits to archived navigation. The core nav project is more closely related to the IAG data stream support abstract.

d. MDUC would like to add to this proposal effort to migrate away from Trimble GPS for archived ship navigation on the Western Flyer (and maybe the Pt. Lobos too).

7. Review of Management response to Video Annotation abstract

a. Management Response:

500055 ROV Video Outline Annotation - MDUC 

(copy Haddock, K Schlining)

Rating: Likely to be approved

Management Team Feedback:


*
Combine the "Video Annotation Quality Monitoring Program" project with this project and investigate whether Haddock is prepared to serve as Science Champion for this MDUC data. 

b. OK.

c. MDUC will talk with Haddock and Barry regarding data champion responsibilities. The data champion could also be Rob Sherlock.

8. Review of Management response to Core Mooring data

a. Management Response:

200109 Core Mooring Data _ MDUC 

(copy: McCann)

Rating: Likely to be approved

Management Team Feedback:


*
What is the connection between this project and the

Automated Data Quality Control project (McCann)?  Will this other

project provide a useful capability for the MDUC to monitor the quality of the data streams?

b. There is no short-term synergy between the ongoing core mooring project and McCann’s automated data QC proposal because McCann’s proposal is for an exploratory project. However, in the long term Mike’s proposed work may very well yield benefits to archived mooring data. The core mooring project is more closely related to the IAG data stream support abstract.

9. Some discussion regarding data streams that may be considered for core in the future:

a. AUV CTD

b. AUV navigation

c. Coolpix images

d. Expedition Database (precruise & postcruise entries)

10. MDUC thanks Kris Walz for her service to the committee. ITD will be recommending a new representative to Marcia.

