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Committee members in attendance: Phil Mundy (Chair, NOAA/NMFA/AFSC), Peter Olsson (AEFF/State Climatologist), Scott Pegau (OSRI), Warren Horowitz for Dee Williams(MMS), Tom Heinrichs (GINA), Igor Katrayev (NPRB), Angel Corona (NWS), Allison Gaylord (BASC/Nuna Technologies).  By phone: Steve Lewis (NOAA).  Also in attendance: Cathy Coon (MMS), Molly McCammon (AOOS), Rob Cermak (AOOS/UAF), Mark Johnson (AOOS/UAF), Tom Van Pelt (NPRB), Carl Schoch (AOOS), Darcy Dugan (AOOS).
The February portion of the meeting was convened at 9 am.  Introductions were followed by the adoption of the agenda. Phil Mundy opened the meeting by stating that the Chair’s two primary objectives were to 1) understand the status of the AOSS data management system, and 2)  to develop information on DMAC for the AOOS Board. 
AOOS and IOOS funding update by Molly McCammon, AOOS Executive Director.  McCammon provided a brief overview of the IOOS and AOOS funding horizon.  The earmarks the regional ocean observing systems had been receiving were terminated in exchange for a line item in the federal budget.  This is more sustainable but has resulted in a lower funding level for AOOS.  Two earmarks for ocean observing did make it into this year’s budget -- $3 million for the Alliance for Coastal Technology and $4 million for a modeling test bed in the southern US.  Passage of the national Integrated Coastal Ocean Observing System Act of 2009 did not result in increased funding in the administration budget for FY 10, but will hopefully result in more Congressional attention this year.
Funding for the 11 IOOS regions has been stable at $20 million, divided among the regions on a competitive basis.  The regional funding level will be announced around February 12th, and AOOS will likely receive $1 million, potentially a little more.  AOOS will also receive $400,000 as its regular administrative grant.  In the proposal schedule, AOOS is in the 2nd year of 3 year funding cycle.  The proposal was written for more funding than will actually be distributed so AOOS will be developing a “de-scoped” version by mid March selecting where the available money should be spent.  There is another RFP in June for FY 11-15 which will combine the administrative and observing system grants into one funding vehicle.  Proposals are due in the fall, and we’ll be doing extensive work preparing for that.
AOOS DMAC Update by Mark Johnson.
· The DMAC found consensus during the following presentation that the AOOS data management team needs ongoing advice in setting priorities.
As AOOS DMAC’s funding source is NOAA IOOS, Johnson presented quotes from the 2007 NOAA Integrated Ocean Observing System (IOOS) Program Strategic Plan report that list the three main goals include:

1: Improve access to high-quality, integrated data.
2: Enhance data products and decision-support tools.
3: Support NOAA and regional ocean observation capability.
Johnson also cited the 2009 INTEGRATED OCEAN OBSERVING SYSTEM, Data Management and Communications, Concept of Operations, VERSION 1.5, January 2009 that identified IOOS DMAC goals as well as a list of users. The group suggested this list is not prioritized.

Staff support has been lower than recommended since the start of the program.  The January 2007 AOOS DMAC plan called for 6 FTE employees at a pre-operational level and 8 FTE employees at an operational level.  AOOS DMAC has been ramping up from 2 FTE in 2005 to 3.2 FTE in 2009 using AOOS funds, supplemented with additional funds from NPRB and other projects bringing the current total to 5.53 FTE.    The staff is stretched very thin.  Tasks include data management, web development, and IT.  Johnson says it takes about 1.5 FTE for sustainability and maintenance and .5 FTE for IT, a total of 2 FTE to maintain the system. Additional staff is needed to ingest data, update the website, and create new information products which determine our ability to meet user needs.

Johnson represented the AOOS data flow with the following graphic:
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Rob Cermak noted that deciding which tasks AOOS Data Management should address is difficult and time consuming because requests often come from a broad range of users. The largest portion of his time goes towards programming and documentation.  These are needed to bring data into the data warehouse and meet IOOS metadata standards.  Cermak also ends up needing to contact PI’s to understand non-standardized data sets.  (Sometimes the metadata have missing fields).  Right now, AOOS accepts data from providers in their native format and AOOS writes code to ingest them into the data warehouse shown above.  AOOS uses the FGDC standards for metadata.  
It was confirmed that although some data sets are “pushed” to AOOS, most of the rest of the data sets being assimilated by AOOS are “pulled” from other sources.  When asked if there was a tool to help guide people on how to send data to the AOOS system, Cermak said no.  However, guidance for PIs to help them get data to AOOS for  the PWS Field Experiment, for example, are provided on our web site, and the DM staff works directly with data suppliers to help them get the data on-line.  Metadata is essential in data discovery and often has errors when submitted.  Standard verification tools have problems, because they may determine the metadata is accurate enough according to some national standards, but not to ingest into the national IOOS system.

Johnson and Cermak acknowledged there is no prioritized list of users that AOOS or IOOS has developed. Mark Johnson provided the following comment: This comment on tracking was not correct. We track and can make available the kinds of users that use our site. This list has been shown to the board at the AOOS Board meetings on at least two occasions. When our “my AOOS” login system is installed we will track individual users.
· The DMAC is in consensus that AOOS data management should not do routine quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) on the incoming data.

Angel Corona asked who decided which data is good data and which is not good.  He noted that at the National Weather Service, bad data is worse than no data.  The data team responded that AOOS does not make judgments on data; they simply flag the metadata record.  The group discussed that researchers and scientists will likely spend the time to track down the metadata, but operational users or members of the public will not.  This could result in people using mixed quality data.  
There was consensus that AOOS does not and should not do routine quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) on the incoming data. This is too large a job for AOOS resources.  If a standard procedure is given to them to QA/QC a certain dataset, they will write code to do it but AOOS doesn’t establish its own QA/QC guidelines.  It is the responsibility of the original organization that provides the data.  Members had concerns that this made it unclear which data has been QA/QC’d.   McCammon thought that any datasets produced internally by AOOS should be QA/QC’d.  Warren Horowitz noted that real time data is not automatically QA/QC’d.  Metadata can indicate if data has been QA/QC’d, but again, most users do not look at the metadata.  The NWS has a disclaimer on all of its data, saying take it, use at own risk.  Its data is QA/QC’d after the fact by National Climatic Data Center, which is the access point for all historical NWS data.
Allison Gaylord mentioned she couldn’t find herMMS sea ice mapping project in the AOOS Alaska Marine Information System (AMIS) database and wondered if AMIS harvested metadata from the GINA catalog Cermak said it’s a decision to decide what the database should contain.  A large number of data requests stream in regularly, and there is not an established mechanism to prioritize the requests and they need one.  Johnson said a personal priority for him was IMS CTD data, but he was soliciting input on how to set priorities.  Gaylord noted that there are a number of datasets with FGDC metadata and that such metadata would be “low hanging fruit” to ingest.

Questions: What parts of AMIS have been completed?  Is AMIS built and functioning and staff can now focus on maintenance?  AMIS is supposed to be the human interface to a data warehouse.  Does AMIS help us get where we need to go?  At what level do we want to serve users?  What is the entry point?  

Johnson noted that presently there are three ways most people find web sites: (1) send them a link via email; (2) give verbal instructions on navigation to people already familiar with a site;  and (3) Google the appropriate text.

Johnson expressed willingness to reconfigure the site based on a prioritized list of users  Right now AMIS has subsumed the current website and has become the primary user interface.  There was a discussion about how to streamline the site and make it more user friendly and intuitive. Johnson said he had made the judgment call that access to physical oceanographic data was the top priority in order to assess climate change and improve forecast models for NOAA use. Only then would products for other users be developed.

McCammon noted the first priority for AOOS has always been real-time data, of which there is not a lot of in Alaska. The next priority is Prince William Sound data since that is the AOOS demonstration project.  The third priority is to distribute routinely collected data.  This committee had worked to identity lead agencies whose data AOOS wanted most, and work towards interoperability with those agencies.  These were primarily NPRB, NOAA, USGS, MMS, and NSF as a starting point.  All these groups are coordinating on a national level but it hasn’t all trickled down.

There was a short discussion on the relationship of AOOS and GINA and McCammon suggested that a formal MOU is needed.  Tom Heinrichs thought there was very little overlap between GINA and AOOS.  GINA focuses on different – more operational - users (fire fighters, AK Volcano Observatory).  Both AOOS and GINA provide real time and historic data. GINA provides satellite imagery, flat files and real time feeds for NWS.  Johnson said AOOS is focusing now on legacy and historical data sets, not real time because we already acquire most of what we believe is available.  AOOS is one of the largest consumers of GINA web maps.  Cermak mentioned he is trying to get AOOS web services to the standard of GINA.

Warren Horowitz agreed 2/8/2010 to send language on a comment he made on this topic for addition to the minutes. He provided this language:  

Horowitz said that for the winter months it would nice to see which observation systems are available on the ice and possibly data feeds from tagged marine mammals (walrus, bowhead whales, and polar bears). He thinks this real time information would attract many people's interest. This is something that you won't normally see on the east coast.

Horowitz also observed that a greater effort could be made to support real time data collection. For example, this summer MMS collected surface current measurements from shore based systems off of the Chukchi Sea coast and will be expanding that same effort this coming summer in the Chukchi Sea. MMS also deployed a meteorological buoy in the Beaufort Sea which for a period of time collected real time meteorological data almost 80 Km off the coast. There were other similar buoys in the offshore during the 2009 open water season.   MMS plans to also deploy AUV’s this summer in the Chukchi which have the capability to supply real time oceanographic data. Other important real time data collection efforts would be from ice breakers that cross the Bering Sea and Arctic. Horowitz asked if it would be possible to hook up to their ship tracks and data collection efforts. There are many ice breakers (Japanese, Chinese, Russian, Canadian, American, Norwegian, Korean etc....) out in Alaska and Arctic waters, but most people are unaware of their activities.  These countries are conducting significant scientific research.

Horowitz also noted that it would be extremely helpful, but at the same time a very difficult task, if AOOS could locate the instruments that are presently deployed in our oceans. At a minimum, this would provide a sense of the scope of data collection. It won't help real time data collection, but it would be extremely helpful for all of the researchers who are planning to conduct research and deploy equipment in the Arctic. This is a major issue in the Arctic right now.
Scott Pegau asked when feedback is provided, how is it implemented.  He noted that he had submitted feedback and the website had been modified exactly opposite to his preferences.  Should there be a place on the website to provide immediate feedback?   AOOS is a user-driven system – it is fundamental to the organization, and needs to be responsive to user needs. 
Allison Gaylord commented that she thought the data site had “too much detail”, that it appeared to be primarily built for scientists, and was too difficult to navigate for regular users.  

The AOOS DMAC discussed the need for helping the AOOS data managers prioritize their efforts. AOOS's mission includes a broad range of potential data products and activities. Given finite resources, some priority setting is needed. There was general consensus within the DMAC that:

- The overall priority needs to be set by the AOOS Board. There will be trade-offs between the various potential data streams (e.g. real-time vs research data). The Board needs to set the priority.

- The AOOS Board would benefit from advice of a Science/User Advisory group. These experts would perform the background research and report to the Board in order to help inform the Board's decision making and priority setting.

- The AOOS data managers would benefit from the advice of a Science/User Advisory group. Once the direction and overall priorities are set by the Board, the advisory group could help with the specific prioritization of the data sets to be ingested and served. This advisory group could also advise on data interfaces, both web interfaces and web services data interfaces from their perspective as users.

- The DMAC committee did not feel that they were the right group to advise regarding data priorities and that the Board may not have sufficient time or expertise to analyze the options. 

· The DMAC recommended the Science/User Advisory group as a means to bridge the information gap between AOOS Board and the AOOS data management team to provide clear and timely communication of data management policies and priorities.
Follow-up items from Nov 2008 Meeting:

1) Data Access Disclaimer language.  AOOS needs disclaimer language but it has not yet been implemented, and the language can’t be borrowed from other OOS regions because they are too different.  There was discussion that the disclaimer should say the data has not been QA/QC’d and that all forecasts are experimental.   Steve Lewis mentioned posting the disclaimer for a time on the homepage and leave it at that.  Gaylord mentioned using it as a footer on the data pages.  McCammon is interested in getting help writing the disclaimer and Olsson and Gaylord agreed.  There is liability language in the IOOS legislation that could be included.

2) Metadata for the 1-km and “Down to 50” bathymetry datasets.  Lewis has completed these datasets in the FGDC format, and is ready to provide them to AOOS.  The bathymetry used to extend west to Japan and north to the North Pole, but it was cut to the Alaska EEZ because there was concern from the Navy about providing the information outside the EEZ to the public.  The committee discussed whether this bathymetry is a product AOOS should take on. Who should be the keeper of bathymetry in the state?  It takes constant maintenance to harvest the data and keep it up to date.  Johnson and Seth Danielson have completed digitizing a bathymetry dataset which AOOS hosts and shares with GINA.  AOOS provides it and many bathymetry data sets online via Mapserver and could include a disclaimer that the data should not be used for navigation.  (They are for models and information products.  There are a lot of legal issues associated with bathymetry created by the potential for use in navigation.

3) Internal and External Review of the AOOS Data System.  These reviews were postponed to after the Prince William Sound Field Experiment, and both internal and external review are on the work plan for this year.  They will involve talking to people who have been using the system. The matter of reviewing the status of the AOOS data management system sparked a thorough discussion about the system’s users.
· The DMAC sees as vitally important the need to identify the Data System’s user groups in order to understand why they need data and how they access it.  

Right now the main users of the AOOS data system appear to be scientists.  One approach to determining who the users are could be sending them a survey (such as the PI’s from BSIERP).  Gaylord recommended a group called Goldstream Group (Angela Larson) which does surveys of this nature. . Carl Schoch said that  AOOS is not excluding any user community therefore everyone is potentially a user of the AOOS database. He noted that user or stakeholder workshops are often not satisfying because not all the representative stakeholders show up for the meetings.  The AOOS web site should be tailored for a general user.  The homepage should start with fewer and more basic options, and then allow more sophisticated users to reach the data they need by way of search tools. Pegau felt that we should focus more on the target audience and ask them “can you use this system?” instead of the past or current audience.  Mundy said the primary group of users is the employees of the board members, and the constituencies they serve.
McCammon said the response from users at all the various workshops we’ve held want two things: (1) more observations; and (2) information and data on the local or regional level in packaged form.  Users have expressed the need for synthesized information, not just data.  They also want to be able to look at a map and easily find out what is currently going on in their ocean. . Johnson noted that AOOS supported about a dozen workshops since 2004, as reported on the website. A review by the AOOS office of the Workshop Reports could provide a synthesis to Data Management identifying potential AOOS user groups, points of contact, desired information products, and whether a user group is able to provide funding for product development and sustainability.
Tom Heinrich mentioned that the scientists’ needs vs. community needs are really different.  If there are finite resources, we should choose one.  Horowitz felt that local people want real time data.  Pegau made the following prioritization: (1) Real time data streams; (2) products with real time data; (3) only after that, should the team work on historical data.  It would be a full time job to find out where the instruments are and maintain the real time data streams in the system.  Warren Horowitz felt that if a system could be developed so that if something goes in the water, the agency can know how to package the information and send it to AOOS without causing the staff to do a lot of work on the receiving end.  If we have the fundamental infrastructure and information, it’s a matter of packaging.

· Due to the diversity of opinions expressed on who the users are and what they need, the DMAC recommends that the identification of AOOS’ target user communities be a top priority for the Executive Director, as assisted by the DMAC Advisory panel.  
Federal-State Data Integration Working Group:

Cathy Coon, Allison Gaylord, Darcy Dugan and Rob Cermak are participating in the technical committee of the Federal-State Data Integration Working Group.  McCammon serves on the policy committee.  This initiative was an outgrowth of the Federal-State Climate Change Executive Round table, which prioritized data integration.  The first step has been to harmonize all the various project tracking systems so that they “cross-walk” to one common standard. The group has adopted a standard record format for agencies to report activities that is FGDC compatible.  The next step is to establish links from the PTS to archived data.  Links from PTS to archived data are a priority for NSF.

Arctic Web:

A Norwegian group held a workshop in Anchorage during the Alaska Marine Science Symposium about a project funded by the Norwegian government and oil companies.  The data system integrates all the land management, oil industry infrastructure, and other public data into 1 GIS system.  It does not include Raster data or focus on real time data, and it may not include full industry data? It cost about $2 million to build.  The presentation was attended by a number of the DMAC members: Gaylord, Coon, Lewis, Heinrich, Horowitz. McCammon and Dugan also attended.   Gaylord mentioned a subscription service for Oil & Gas infrastructure and lease sale data compiled by Mapmakers Alaska (http://www.mapalaska.com/) based out of Palmer.  The current annual subscription fee is $17,000 for data in GIS and CAD format along with cartographic products supplied in Adobe PDF format.  Such data would be really useful for marine planning efforts if it were available as web services in system similar to ArcticWeb.   

(Post-lunch discussion)

The committee reviewed the website after lunch.  The discussion was launched with “who are the users”.  McCammon identified research community, industry, conservation, coastal managers, shippers, search and rescue, and the fishing community.  These were seen by the committee as the “theoretical users” since there is no confirmation of who the actual users are.

Notes about the website:

· The AOOS homepage and the DMAC main page are not synchronized.  One is maintained in Anchorage and the other in Fairbanks.  These should be identical, and the DMAC main page should link back to the AOOS homepage when you click “home”.  The sites need to be better harmonized.
· The entire website needs to be configured to smoothly handle Internet Explorer.  Gaylord mentioned that, based on Google Analytics, most users come to the ARMAP and BAID websites with Explorer.

· Some of the categories of “Latest Data” were last updated on August 12th.   Pegau mentioned that most people ask about weather data but do not find the sight helpful.

· Alaska MapServer – jumps back and forth from the selected region to the statewide map during the query when using Internet Explorer 8. The AOOS DM team is aware, as is the IT industry, of cross-browser compatibility issues of IE8. Mapserver menus work in Firefox.

· You can’t rely on people providing feedback when something doesn’t work because most people will leave the website and not visit it again.  

· PWS data sets are on the research page, not on mapserver.  It takes time to get to them.

· There are a lot of dead ends and unpopulated fields in AMIS

· The MapServer application lacks broad appeal.  It’s built for scientists.  The acronyms for sensors and data types are lost on the general public.  With the popularity of Google Maps, users now expect intuitive web 2.0 interfaces that allow users to simply click on the map to get information.    

· The work flow for AMIS is confusing and the allocation of screen real estate for queries, results and the map viewer is not effective.  Selection boxes that extend beyond Alaska are confusing and appear as artifacts.  

· The DMAC identified a number of “Open Questions” that need to be addressed in the course of data management system development.

Open Question: Should the data team spend time reconfiguring sites to work better for slow bandwidth connections?  Cordova is at 21k/second (everything goes through a satellite.  Someone mentioned maybe have at least one product good for slow bandwidth. The majority of the state geographically has limited or slow internet, but most of the population lives in better wired communities. 
There was discussion about whether there should be fewer options when you open the “access data” page – Johnson suggested perhaps a set of three or so questions like on car insurance websites.  The first question could be “Do you want real time or historic data?” He suggested again turning everything off and seeing who screams.  Pegau replied that most people would just turn the site off and never return.
It was noted that AMIS doesn’t include real time data in its query.  This is really important information to be able to search for and one of the committee members thought it should be included.  Johnson noted that searching for projects is different than searching for data.  He said it is more researcher oriented, Maybe the tool should be stripped to the project part and do the data warehouse separately?
Open Question: Is the idea of AMIS good and do we just need to modify the user interface and navigation or should the entire product be sidelined?

Johnson said the retrofit to AMIS could be harvested from the existing AMIS based on input from BSIERP PI’s and any other group wanting input.  McCammon thought there should be a process for getting a wider view of data user needs, and not just from scientists. Gaylord said the issue was usability, and users needed to be more involved in design.
Open Question:  Should AMIS be pulled off the web until it is finished, or should we replace it with a basic version, or should we keep the existing version and mark it as “prototype”? 
Right now data in the AOOS data warehouse sits on two servers in Fairbanks.  Periodically, if the servers are accumulating too much data, some of it gets moved over the Arctic Region Super Computer Center.  It does not point back to the original source.  The original objective was not to house data unless it wasn’t being housed elsewhere.  Cermak said they would ultimately like to purge the data from our system and be a completely distributed system. Otherwise, AOOS ends up with too much data to warehouse. If the data provider doesn’t conform to IOOS data protocols, AOOS must house the data.     AOOS has opened up the doors to get data and are now getting slammed with data.  Igor Katrayev noted that distributed systems can be slow and that’s often why clearing house/archive approaches have been used.
· The DMAC identified as critically important the issue of whether to enable user access to data via a centralized data archive (warehouse) held by AOOS, a distributed system where data are held by the originators, or by some combination of the two.  (Chair’s note: This issue was extensively considered during the development of IOOS.)
Tom Heinrichs noted that every data warehouse needs to have some kind of a catalog to query about what datasets are available.  Another committee member noted that perhaps AOOS should spend more time cataloging available data sets, and not cleaning them up to fit IOOS/GOOS ingestion. .  Gaylord suggested a focus on harvesting readily available metadata for marine data in existing archives to aid in data discovery (from GINA, NSIDC, AON, etc.) and not re-archiving.  This would be a function of catalog synchronization and support regional portal development.

At least two committee members noted that the lines and squares used in AMIS were difficult to query and use. . Johnson commented that this was part of the original work statement. Certainly the interface can be improved with user input.

Gaylord inquired about the use of a task tracking or work order system that would summarize effort of the AOOS staff.  Johnson mentioned that they were implementing a project management system that would create gantt charts.

Future AMIS plans: Johnson said now that AMIS is functional, we need user feedback to improve the next version.

Review of draft DMAC plan 
Most notes are included/implemented in attached spreadsheet, but with some here that generated much discussion.
Ingesting primary (non-metadata) data is the “archive or data warehouse model”.All data as well as its metadata that is ingested into the AOOS system is “fixed” so that it is accessible to both the national (IOOS) and global (GOOS) systems.  Data warehousing requires a significant amount of time.  There was a lot of discussion about whether or not this was a productive use of limited resources, and if data should be ingested, catalogued, and then noted that it was not adequate for transport through the entire system.  There was also discussion about who and using what criteria prioritizes data ingestion.  Johnson observed his view that scientists and the research community were the first priority 

· The DMAC finds that disclaimers about the quality of data should be provided.

Open Question: To what extent does AOOS guarantee or warrant the quality of the data in its archive (warehouse).  

To be truly interoperable among all the IOOS regions, one consistent standard for various Data Management components needs to be adopted (rather than a variety).

Response to requests for data is ad hoc. There is no systematic process, no hierarchy for requests, and the system for responding back to requesters is often not a high priority.  Johnson also said that he has directed his staff not to respond to requests from business or commercial companies when there are other priority tasks.  Horowitz noted that he has asked AOOS for meteorological data, and when he got no response to his request, got the data elsewhere, thus losing an AOOS customer.

AOOS needs to openly acknowledge that we are not – and do not have the resources – to do QA/QC of data.  We need good disclaimer language.

AOOS needs to openly acknowledge that we are not – and do not have the resources – to do QA/QC of data.  We need good disclaimer language.

AOOS is currently using IT security “best Practices.”  What happens if NOAA IT practices are forced on us?

Mundy noted that AOOS would not be able to serve the open access needs of a diversity of users and satisfy NOAA IT security requirements at the same time. As long as access to the AOOS system does not enable access to the NOAA system, it should not be necessary for AOOS to meet NOAA security standards.
Open Question: Should AOOS be holding any “embargoed” data and if there should be a policy addressing this issue.  (Chair’s note: the NPRB support of AMIS was predicated in part on the need to withhold data for a time certain to allow BSIERP principal investigators time to publish on it. “Embargoed” data is a “data escrow” where PI’s deposit data to guarantee NPRB that it will eventually be publically released.)
Johnson and Cermak said the AOOS DM team has created, upon request, many information products. The effort required to create these products is considerable and expends resources, highlighting the need to develop a science/user group to identify priority users and their needs.

Meeting temporarily adjourned until conference call

February 8, 2010

Meeting reconvened 12:00 pm Feb. 8 on conference call Chaired by Phil Mundy and with DMAC Members Tom Heinrichs, Scott Pegau, Angel Corona (for Jim Jones), Warren Horowitz (for Dee Williams), Peter Olsson, Igor Katryev, and Allison Gaylord present. Also on the call were Molly McCammon, Darcy Dugan, Mark Johnson and Carl Schoch.
Motion by Peter Olsson second by Tom Heinrichs to keep the minutes of the February 1 meeting open and to include today’s minutes as a continuation of that meeting, no objections.
Continuation of DMAC meeting was called to consider three documents; 1) edited draft minutes of Feb 1, 2) draft findings and conclusions, and 3) draft DMAC work plan. The three documents were distributed to committee by e-mail on 2/5 by Molly McCammon.

Discussion of Feb. 1 Meeting Minutes
Members and others present were asked to make corrections if the comments and other changes submitted for entry into the first draft minutes last week.  Two changes to the minutes of Feb. 1 were noted.  

Angel Corona noted correction on page 3, correct language is National Climatic Data Center.

Warren Horowitz agreed 2/8/2010 to send language on a comment he made on this topic for addition to the minutes.

Discussion of Findings and Conclusions

The draft document was discussed using the amendments proposed by Tom Heinrichs. The committee agreed on language that was recorded by Mundy and sent to ED for distribution as a penultimate consent draft. Members agreed to comment on draft language to ED, who would enter the changes and send out as consent draft to become final if no member objected.

Molly McCammon noted that the terms of reference for the DMAC needed to be reviewed in conjunction with consideration of formation of a Science/User Advisory group that was recommended by the DMAC.

Discussion of Draft Work Plan

Time did not permit further review of the draft work plan   

Warren Horowitz called for adjournment at 13:36 second by Allison Gaylord, no objections.  Meeting adjourned, minutes closed.
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