P4: MEDIN DAC Provenance tracking teleconference
Teleconference held 4th September 2019
Attendees – Jens Rasmussen, Dan Lear, Clare Postlethwaite, Robin McCandliss, James Ayliffe, Oliver Williams
Introduction
As part of the MEDIN WS1 work plan, there is a task for the DACs to adopt a common approach to provenance tracking. A teleconference took place on 4th September 2019 as a brainstorming exercise to start the thinking on provenance tracking. This document captures the discussion that took place.
Definition of provenance
A general confusion prevails around provenance tracking – it means different things to different people. There is metadata lineage and there is technical implementation of tracking provenance (not a trivial task).
There is provenance of data up to the point where it goes into a DAC. Then a data set can be linked with other data sets to form a product. There are end users who want to see clear product provenance.
MEDIN is proposing to use W3C definition (see http://www.w3.org/TR/prov-overview/):
provenance is defined as a record that describes the people, institutions, entities, and activities involved in producing, influencing, or delivering a piece of data or a thing. In particular, the provenance of information is crucial in deciding whether information is to be trusted, how it should be integrated with other diverse information sources, and how to give credit to its originators when reusing it. In an open and inclusive environment such as the Web, where users find information that is often contradictory or questionable, provenance can help those users to make trust judgements.
Discussion points
In order to determine if it is feasible for DACs to have a standard approach to provenance tracking, we need first of all to establish how the DACs are recording provenance information (activities, people, processes that affect a dataset) for datasets and products. The next step would be to look for commonalities of approach, and then look at how we might standardise it. Some may have full gold standard with full provenance tracking using controlled vocabularies, others may not be able to verify an organisation or have no linkage to other data sets.
While it is recognised that forward provenance tracking (i.e. the onward tracking of data through products) is useful for users, at the moment we are confining this to looking at backward provenance tracking (i.e. up to the point where it goes into a DAC).
Dan Lear was part of an EU project (ENVRI+) that had a dedicated provenance work package. Part of that involved a review of the current state of provenance tracking and associated tools for environmental data. Dan has some useful documentation on the Reference Model and use cases. 
The Reference Model can be used to compare against the MEDIN metadata standard and identify fields of interest and whether any are missing that could be added. 
Then a template can be prepared for DACs to fill in to ascertain:
· How do you populate originator?
· Is it with a controlled vocabulary or free text?
· If it is with a controlled vocabulary, which one?
· Is there governance of the controlled vocabulary?
· Does it have PIDs?

Actions
· DL to circulate the provenance documentation from ENVR+ project. (DONE)
· CP to ask SG whether Gemini is doing anything around provenance.
· CP to pull out provenance model fields from Reference Model that map to the metadata standard and identify fields of interest.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]RM and CP to develop a template/questionnaire to collate information on how the populate provenance fields in the metadata standard. Send the questionnaire to this group for comment before sending it to the DACs.

