To:   
IVS WG-4

From: 
John Gipson

Date:
September 12, 2008

Re:
Status of working group and first steps.

Thank you for replying to my emails. I have read them all.  This email is meant to be the first of a series of weekly emails summarizing where we are, and what needs to be done. 

Current Members.  Below is the current list of members.  Colin Lonsdale is now the Haystack director, and doesn’t have the time to devote to this.  Leonid Petrov and Volker Tesmer have both left VLBI.  Good luck to both. Volker expressed the desire to remain on the mailing list.   I still have not heard from Roger Cappalo. 
	Chair
	John Gipson
	

	Analysis Coordinator
	Axel Nothnagel

	Haystack/Correlator Representatives
	Roger Cappalo

	
	

	GSFC/Calc/Solve 
	David Gordon 

	JPL/Modest
	Chris Jacobs 

	Occam 
	Oleg Titov

	
	Johannes Boehm

	Main Astronomical Observatory/Steelbreeze
	Sergei Bolotin

	Observatorie de Paris/PIVEX
	Anne-Marie Gontier  

	NICT
	Thomas Hobiger, Hiroshi Takiguchi


Telecons

Most  people expressed a preference for monthly telecons, more frequently as needed. It will be difficult to schedule in our colleagues in the far East (Japan, Australia).   
Working Meetings

The response to a meeting at the AGU was more limited.   Dr. Ichikawa  from Japan, who is not in the working group, but has an interest in this subject, would like to attend a WG meeting if we had one.    He would prefer a splinter meeting during AGU week, as opposed to before or after. Anne-Marie wasn’t planning on attending, but might make an effort if we had a working meeting.  Those were the only people who indicated that they might attend.  Based on this I don’t think it is worthwhile at this time to schedule a Working Group meeting in San Francisco.  Of course this might change. 
Many people indicated that they could participate in a working meeting at Bordeaux.  I will try to finalize a time for this by the end of September. 

Action Items/Miscellaneous

1. Teamspeak.  The VLBI2010 group has been using Teamspeak quite successfully.   To use Teamspeak you need to download a client that runs on you PC. Using a headset and a microphone you can then communicate with the others.  I think that we should be able to use Haystack’s Teamspeak server.  Would anyone have problems with using Teamspeak?  
2. First Telecon.  Does next Friday 19th work for the first telecon?  If so, how about 13:00 UT which is 9 EST. 
3. Geodetic VLBI software.  Currently I know about  Calc/solve, Occam,  Steelbreeze.  Johannes Boehm says they are going to develop something in Matlab.  Are there other analysis programs that I am missing?

4. Data currently used in analysis.  

a. Could  the users of each of the analysis packages make a list of what data in the databases they currently use.

b. Is there data that you would like to use that is not currently available in the database format. (Johannes mentioned some.) 

5. File formats.  I have talked to someone who works with space data. (spdf.gsfc.nasa.gov). They store all of their data in CDF.  His claim was that all of the file formats had similar features: CDF, netCDF, HDF.   Their web-site also has routines that will convert from one to the other.  He suggested looking at HDF5, which is new.  


a. Does anyone have any thoughts on this?  

b. Several people had experience with netCDF.  Does anyway have strong preferences for something else?
c. Do we have any special considerations? 
6. Chris Jacobs expressed concern about spending a lot of time on an elaborate new structure, and said that he could by with just an ASCII database.   

a. The widely used data formats (netCDF/Fits/HDF) have many tools that can read them.  There are tools that can dump them to ASCII format directly. 

b. IDL, matlab, etc all can read these files directly.

7. Same data format.  To the extent possible, I think that all of our data should use the same format. This means you don’t have to develop different tools to open and use them. For example, things like cable cal and met data should be convert to the common format. 

8. Separation of data types.  Anne Marie Gontier  and Tomas Hobiger both mention the importance of separating different kinds of data, specifically, the observables should be treated differently.  I agree.   I still think it is useful to have other data available, e.g., pressure loading corrections, or Vienna Mapping function data.  There are two reasons for this. 

a. This would prevent people from having to re-derive this.

b. It would allow other groups to verify results, for example, that the VMF improves repeatability.

c. It may enable people to catch mistakes.

I have spent some more time thinking about how the data format should look in the abstract. I hope to draft a memo about this early next for circulation.  However, I did not want to delay getting this weekly summary out. 

Comments from Emails.

Thanks for all of your comments. I am extracting what I think are important points.  This is more to just to make sure I have captured what different people said. 
Chris Jacobs indicated that the goals are worthwhile, but his time is limited.   Chris would like to see:   

1) Combine S and X databases into one database

2) Add some ancillary information such as scan lengths, missing channel list, detection SNR. This type of information lets one make custom determinations of quality codes which suit one's own needs.

The next step would be to have a fancier database but without all the CALC/SOLVE specific stuff. In the 1980s I tried to modify the database reader code and it was such a pain I gave up. Things like real*6 variable and tons of model related information which got in the way.

Another pet peeve is the sub-ambiguities and baseline clocks. I'd much prefer to see effort invested to correct these at the source than to spend resources on a fancy database with lots of bells and whistles.

A simple ASCII database would be best for our needs. Storage is really cheap.

The limited resource is analyst time. So simple is better.

Johannes Boehm:

In Vienna, we are planning to create a Matlab-equivalent of our Occam version because of many reasons. Actually, we are not going to translate it line by line, but we will of course use the advantages of Matlab to make it more compact, flexible, and VLBI2010-ready. In this respect, the discussion about a new database format comes at an opportune time.

I am often handling datasets from numerical weather models, and these are often provided in netcdf (or GRIB) format. Also, I am often dealing with external data like atmosphere loading grids, slant delays etc.

Axel Nothnagel would like to see:
Yes, the virtual observatory in general, in contrast to a purely file oriented structure

Oleg Titov  says “More information about different softwares might be useful. We have a plenty of them now.”
Anne-Marie Gontier  would like to see us prioritize what we want to do.  She  also rightly points out that we need to interact with the IVS Data Center, so we will need to pull in appropriate people.  Other comments:

I also have somewhere lists of calc/solve "lcode" (that we really do not need, that we need and that I have no clear response about their utility) that could be helpful one time in the process.

A clear separation have to be made between raw VLBI data which rarely changes

and data more related to analyses and subject to modification.

Thomas Hobiger:

We think that the attached document summarizes the working tasks of the WG quite well. Although it might be too specific we have one comment on the current proposal:

According to table 4 "Geophysical models / effects" are expected to become part of the VLBI "database", but I (Thomas Hobiger) am of the opinion that such data should not be part of the DB. I think that IVS components should only provide data which are purely related to VLBI measurements rather than providing geophysical models which are likely to be outdated in the close future. Moreover, if such data are left out from the DB a discussion can be avoided on "what is the best model?". 

E.g. think of GPS and RINEX. Nobody from the IGS community provides you with loading models, etc. I think it should be left to the user to apply consistent (i.e. following conventions created by IERS, IVS, ...) models rather than making them part of the VLBI DB.

