Evaluation of EX0903 Visiting Scientists / mapping team

Appendix D

Dr. Jim Gardner Cruise Assessment:
EX 0903 05-26 May, 2009
By and large, I feel things went very well in the lab.  The Survey Techs are getting more comfortable about tweaking the MBES, but I would continue to encourage them to take the system out of Auto and force Very Deep as soon as they see loss of bottom detection in deeps deeper than 3000 m.  And encourage them not to be timid about using the "force depth" when the MBES loses bottom detection.  Of course, that means the Survey Techs have to be aware of water depth.  Another thing to stress when collecting MBES data is to watch the sound speed like a hawk.  Don't be afraid of making another XBT cast.

The biggest problem, if you want to call it a problem, is that there seems to be a philosophical, or perhaps it's a cultural, disconnect between the bridge and the lab.  The bridge tends to treat mapping like a hydrographic survey; i.e., requiring getting coordinates for lines to be run  hours before the end of the present line (often 12 or even 24 hr in the future), forgetting to call the lab before they change course or are on course, for example.  Unfortunately, mapping, especially mapping for exploration, can't easily do things like that all the time.  Mapping often means changing your mind about where to go, sometimes hourly.  This all may be a function of getting used to mapping and even getting used to the DP system, but I feel this philosophy of hydrography on the bridge-mapping in the lab has to quickly evolve into mapping on the bridge and mapping in the lab. And that means the lab should be making the calls, not the bridge, for when to change course and when to start a line. I would train the Survey Techs to tell the bridge when a line has ended, when to start each turn and when to start each line.  Having the Simrad Planning module working between the lab and bridge (and Helmsman display) will certainly help this process.  I suggest you put pressure on Konsgberg to fix this.

A suggestion about the MBES logbook.  I suggest the watchstander/Survey Tech keeps the event log on an Excel spreadsheet online (forget the paper stuff).  Have them write JD, time, event and notes.  Get them in the habit of making notations when anything other than routine logging is going on.

A suggestion about data products.  Most people, including scientists, want the girded products.  Very few will ask for the raw data.  If the raw data are archived at NGDC, then just forward inquiries for raw data to NGDC.  But for the grids, I suggest you create grids at the appropriate scale and then generate them in three formats; ArcGIS, ASCIIxyz and IVS3D.sd.  This allows the widest audience to view the data you've collected and processed.  You can see how I've done this on my law of the sea website at 

http://ccom.unh.edu/law_of_the_sea.html.

Metadata is the one thing missing for what I've seen so far.  Jump on metadata quickly or it will eat you alive.  Being a Federal agency, you must comply with the FGDC metadata standard.  Settle quickly on a FGDC format that fits the multibeam, Knudsen and XBT/CTD data and then stick with that format.  Don't fall prey to changing metadata formats; that will only cause major headaches in the future.  Establish the metadata format that fits, and then don't change it.  Have a NOAA programmer (perhaps one from NGDC-Boulder) write up a script to read the raw.all, SEG-Y, etc. files to extract the unique information for each file and boiler-plate the rest.  Don't wait until the end of a cruise to generate the metadata---do it as soon as the completed file is written to disk.
Input from our fellow scientist:

Christopher Paul

Overall I was very impressed with the way that cruise was run. The watches went very smoothly and I never felt uncomfortable or concerned about what responsibilities I was left in charge of. There was some confusion at the beginning about watch hand-off briefings and what information was necessary to impart from one shift to the next, but this was quickly and efficiently resolved once I voiced some concern over it. 

This high level of openness and responsiveness from the cruise personnel was very gratifying, exemplary of a very professionally run organization. 

The only real complaint I would lodge would be in regards to the convoluted nature of network file management. In the case of processing an XBT cast for use as a sound velocity profile for the multibeam system, for example, it is necessary to switch to four different computers (wetlab, ctd, mbproc1, multibeam) and move files to and from as many network locations. Learning to navigate this labyrinth efficiently took me the better part of the cruise to accomplish. 
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