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Enhancing the Arctic network on environmental monitoring of hazardous substances

Minutes of the meeting the 28th – 29th of November 2011
Participants: See attached list

1. Adopting the agenda: The agenda was adopted
2. Introduction

2.1 Background and SAON vision and policy: 

Jan René Larsen (AMAP) presented a brief overview to update the delegates on what SAON has declared.  

2.2 The approach to the task: 
Ola Glesne gave a short introduction to our general approach. We will start with the lesser challenges to see what already is in place and more or less agreed. Then proceed towards more difficult issues and end up with what is really difficult. 

For difficult items we will come back for a second meeting in 2012. Therefore we should identify what are the most important issues to work with towards the second meeting. We will follow up work between the meetings, for instance in smaller groups that meet by phone or by e-mail.

2.3 Experiences from AMAP assessments: What are the most important challenges? Simon Wilson (AMAP) presented information on past AMAP experiences. The Powepoint presentation is attached to the minutes. 
3. Sharing data

3.1 Sharing data in a practical way and making them available: 
Neil Holdsworth (ICES) and Kjetil Tørseth (NILU) introduced the systems in operation at the ICES (marine) and NILU (atmospheric) thematic data centres, respectively. The Powerpoints are attached to the minutes.
Agreed issues:

· The project work should focus on issues connected with data sharing and making (hazardous substance) data accessible. 

· The most effective way to do this is to use the existing AMAP databases for marine data at ICES and air data at NILU. Efforts ongoing in some countries (such as Sweden) to construct online national databases is important and these should be looked at in more detail in terms of interoperability and potential to connect them to the international data centres. 

· Each country indicated that it has data that can be shared.  Priority number one is air and marine data. 
· All countries present used the AMAP database for storing monitoring data, however not all available data are reported and efforts should be made to improve this. 
· In general, most countries report relevant atmospheric data to NILU under reporting systems associated with the AMAP, EMEP, OSPAR, HELCOM and GAW, etc. monitoring networks. Efforts could be made to improve reporting from Canada and the USA to NILU and to address missing data from Russia that has been made available to AMAP but is not yet in the NILU databases.
· Denmark has marine data from Greenland that are due to be reported to ICES and work is underway to facilitate this. Danish data from the North Sea and Baltic areas are reported to ICES under the OSPAR CEMP and HELCOM reporting systems.
· Russia, Sweden and Finland report marine data from the Baltic Sea to ICES however Russian Arctic data are not currently reported to ICES. Russian participants agreed to look into possibilities to implement a system for routine reporting of these data to ICES. 
· Norway collects marine data from the North Sea, Norwegian Sea and the Barents Sea; however currently only routinely reports a part of these data to ICES (i.e. data associated with OSPAR CEMP and AMAP trend monitoring stations). Marine data from several Norwegian institutes that monitor Arctic waters are not currently reported to ICES, although the institutes have committed to do so and in some cases are obligated to do so Norway agreed to follow-up on this in connection with AMAP efforts to facilitate data reporting to ICES.  

· Each country will make a plan of what data they can share. Sweden is doing this at the moment. We will check if we can use the Swedish template. 

· We will make clear which data are produced on an annual basis, and which data have other monitoring/analyses/reporting frequencies. 

· We should start with data series that are documented in the countries’ inventories of Arctic observing networks.  

· We will follow this up by phone meetings, so that it is finished before the next gathering of the group. 

· We will focus on long time sustained dataseries. 

· In addition we can do screening to check for new chemicals. Such data are important. If we find persistent, toxic new chemicals in the Arctic we can report the data to REACH. Such evidence is taken seriously, and the Nordic countries have managed to get chemicals restricted or banned this way.  

Issues to be solved:

· We have no AMAP database currently operational for hazardous substances in freshwater and terrestrial media, in part because these are often project/research based data sets that are more difficult to incorporate in national reporting systems. We will check if we can use CLRTAP systems for compiling lake data or e.g. EEA’s Reportnet systems for handling river data.  This has second priority to the air and marine data handling initiatives. 

· The Nordic countries have produced data series on metals in moss. Current status of management of these data should be looked at to see if this needs to be supported/improved. This is second priority 

· Sharing data from human monitoring remains a challenge due to confidentiality rules that make international reporting difficult. Efforts are underway in some ongoing initiatives (e.g. ArcRisk project) to address this and the results of this work should be kept under review. 
· User requirements should be better defined as a basis for improving data management systems.      

3.2 Identified (or established) metadata profiles

Agreed issues:

· All participants agreed that maintaining the NILU and ICES databases and improving reporting to these centres was a high priority: The main challenge is to enhance reporting of data. Administrators of these data centres are willing to engage with potential data originators to give advice and help motivate reporting.  

· Since all countries present used the databases at NILU and ICES, it should be relatively easy to share both data and necessary metadata.  

· We will have close contact with the SAON Task Polar Metadata Profile and Recommended Vocabularies. (This is the “data conversion project”).
Issues to be solved
· For other media: Which metadata do we need to report with the data? Where do the countries follow this well? Where do we not follow the specification? What is the reason for that?  

3.3 Principles of common standards

Agreed issues: 

· We will go through the data of hazardous substances to see which data is more or less standardized. Hopefully we can get advice from NILU and ICES on this for air and marine data. 
· For other media we should identify where lack of common standards is a problem, and look for possibilities to agree on a standard. This could be a proper standard like ISO, CEN or national standard, but may also be a manual or a guidline. 
· When this is said, there are also cases where it is difficult to standardize, for instance if two long term data series of good quality have followed different methods. In such a situation we should rather look for ways to make the data comparable and interoperable. More on this in 4.1 below. 

· Most labs are good. But we should to ensure that the labs are certified so that they comply with the standard. 

Issues to follow up:

· For hazardous substances contamination during sampling or chemical analyzes is a challenge, especially with some of the new, manmade chemicals. We should discuss how to cope with this in the second meeting.

3.4 Demonstration of an online map that can show where the data are available
Halldór Johannsson and Einar Andrésson from Arctic Portal in Iceland demonstrated the service they are building. The portal is map based. It will show where the samples are taken, the institution behind the data and the archive where the data are stored and managed. This will make it simpler to find the information. The portal will also have specific services and statistics programmes available for use.    

3.5 Good practises for coordinated data management 

Alexander Klepikov and Alexei Konoplev presented good practices for coordinated data management in Russia and cooperation in Arctic monitoring. The powerpoints are attached to the minutes. 

3.6 Updating new data each year 
It was agreed that annual data reporting is the most convenient and efficient solution for national data reporting, and that this should be adopted/instituted where possible regardless of whether a related AMAP-assessment process is ongoing. Monitoring that have longer time frequencies than one year, will be reported each time new data are available. We will also look into how we can make the reporting processes as smooth as possible.
4. Preparations for the next meeting: Introductory discussions

The following topics were discussed as a preparation for the next meeting.

4.1 Ways to make the data comparable and interoperable. 

Agreed issues

· Where data are not immediately comparable and interoperable we should first look for existing solutions already in use. This can for instance be manuals, delivery of raw data, characterization, intercomparison or show that another method is equivalent. 
· In worst case where data are not equivalent we can discuss if we could compare trends. 

Issues to be solved

· This is one of the main challenges to work with towards the second meeting. 

· We can seek advice from International Polar Year (good practice) and International Arctic Science Committee   

4.2 Good practices in cooperating monitoring activities in the future. 

We will follow this up in the second meeting. During the discussions we identified two issues to work on: 

· To see hazardous substances acorss the media 

· To see if we can have a cooperation between the different specimen banks. 

4.3 Use of information from existing observing networks that can give input to an evaluation of critical links, as well as a gap analysis  

Agreed issues:

· We will use the SAON National Inventory of Arctic Observing Networks and AMAP National Implementation Plan documents and update these. (Jan René has already sent us an e-mail on this.)  

· We will start with the information on hazardous substances in the inventories to make an evaluation of links and gaps, for further discussion during the second meeting  

· We will support ongoing efforts to map (SAON) monitoring networks to help identify gaps in the networks.

5. Summing up:

First priority:

1. Data sharing: Marine and air data.

2. Formulating user requirements as a basis for developing new data centre products and services

3. Supporting efforts to make data comparable

4. Identify important gaps in the monitoring of hazardous substances

5.  Arranging for reporting of national data to ICES and NILU that exist but that are currently not reported, in particular data from Greenland, Arctic data from Russia, and data from Norwegian institutes that collect but do not currently routinely report to ICES.     

Second priority:

6. Reporting of freshwater and terrestrial data (optional)

7. View hazardous substances across the media (optional)

8. Coordination between the specimen banks (optional)
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