August 31, 2004


Natural Resource Database Template User Requirements Survey

NPS Inventory and Monitoring Program

Response deadline: Close of Business, September 7, 2004

The I&M team working on the NRDT database revision needs input from the user community to consider in the revised structure.  Please respond to the questions and rankings below.  A free-form Additional Comments section is included at the end.  Responses should be as concise as possible and should utilize bullets for main topics or ideas.  Please return the survey by e-mail to: Joe_Gregson@nps.gov, Chris_Dietrich@partner.nps.gov, and Lisa_L_Nelson@partner.nps.gov. 

1. Primary Keys
· Phase 2 of the NRDT utilizes information-rich primary keys in the Locations and Events tables consisting of a concatenation of project codes, dates, etc.  This allows for local creation of primary keys that should be unique among databases.  How would you rank the effectiveness of this form of primary key for implementing the NRDT table relationships?
Response (1 is least effective, 5 is most effective):


1      2      3      4      5
· One alternative to the current information-rich primary keys is to utilize Globally Unique Identifiers (GUIDs) that are 128 bit alphanumeric strings.  GUIDs can be generated as primary keys (in a manner similar to auto numbers) in distributed databases, such as the NRDT, with almost nil chances of duplication among the distributed applications.  GUIDs probably could be implemented into the current NRDT structure with only minor effort.  How would you rank the idea of restructuring NRDT primary keys to system-generated GUIDs?
Response (1 is do not concur, 5 is fully concur): 


1      2      3      4      5

· Primary keys utilizing auto numbers provide effective primary keys for single or master databases, but are not effective for distributed systems because of repetition of key values among individual databases.  Another alternative for a NRDT primary key would be to concatenate locally generated auto numbers with program/project/park codes, etc. to create a more global primary key.  Do you think this form of primary key would be more effective than those above?
Response (1 is much less effective, 5 is much more effective):

1      2      3      4      5

If you have other ideas or comments about primary keys for the NRDT, list them here:
2. Basic Database Structure

· In Phase 2 of the NRDT, the Locations and Events tables were designed to be stand alone tables with separate primary keys.  Early comments from users indicated that one-to-one, one-to-many, many-to-one, and many-to-many relationships must be accommodated between the tables to support existing I&M and park projects.  The many-to-many relationship requires a cross reference/linking table uniquely matching the primary keys of both Locations and Events.  To simplify application programming, a compromise was made to place both primary keys in the table with field data.  This gave an added benefit of allowing field data to be mapped directly in a GIS without first traversing the cross reference/linking or Events tables.  How would you rank the effectiveness of this approach?

Response (1 is least effective, 5 is most effective):


1      2      3      4      5

· The current effort will review other NRDT database structures that have been utilized.  Please rank the ideas listed below (1 is least favored, 5 is most favored).
Stay with the Phase 2 structure (both foreign keys in data table): 

1      2      3      4      5
Add the cross reference/linking table explicitly to the structure: 

1      2      3      4      5
Include the Location_ID as a foreign key within the Events table: 
1      2      3      4      5
Consider other structures or linking strategies (list below):

1      2      3      4      5
Other database structure ideas (please include an entity/relationship diagram from MS Access):

3. GIS Integration
· There has been much discussion of the role that GIS does and should play in the NRDT.  Please rank the ideas listed below (1 is least important, 5 is most important).

How important is the linkage of NRDT with GIS? 


1      2      3      4      5
Is a separate (but interoperable) NRDT geodatabase design needed? 
1      2      3      4      5
Should a geodatabase design be the current primary goal? 

1      2      3      4      5
Should a geodatabase design be the future primary goal? 

1      2      3      4      5
· The Locations table allows minimal geospatial data to be stored in the NRDT database.  These data are often replicated in a GIS data layer.  One pro argument for maintaining the Locations table is that it allows the NRDT to stand alone without a GIS and allows for minimal metadata about the location to be included.  Conversely, a con argument is that the replicated data causes additional data management concerns with synchronization and unused data tables.  How would you rank the effectiveness of the current Locations table?

Response (1 is least effective, 5 is most effective):


1      2      3      4      5

The Locations table should be retained (1 is to eliminate, 5 is to retain):
1      2      3      4      5

4. Data Transfer/Export Standard and NRDT Data Standardization
· A case has been made that the NRDT relational database structure is less important than the ability to export/transfer the data in a standard format such as delimited, tagged, or structured ASCII text (e.g., in XML).  This would maximize the ability to share and roll-up the data and allow for a greater variety of local database structures.  Alternately, a data transfer standard would greatly enhance any standard database design by standardizing the column/field level definitions and requirements.  Applications would be much easier to develop and generalize if standard tables and columns were defined for the database and sample data.  Please rank the ideas listed below (1 is least important, 5 is most important).

How important is a data transfer standard (ASCII, XML) for 
your projects?







1      2      3      4      5
How important are standard columns/definitions in the NRDT general 
field data tables (e.g., TSN, Metadata_ID, etc.)?



1      2      3      4      5
How important are standard columns/definitions in the  protocol 
specific field data tables (e.g., birds, herps, etc.)



1      2      3      4      5
How important are standard columns/definitions in the sampling scheme
specific field data tables (one event/many sites, one site/many visits)?
1      2      3      4      5
Please list any suggestions or concerns that you have about data transfer and data standards below:
5. Tools and Applications

· The current effort will produce a revised standard for the backend structure of the NRDT, but the purpose of the back end is to facilitate tools and applications that support the related field work, data management, and resulting information and reports.  User input on the functional requirements of the front end is important.  Please rank the functions listed below (1 is least important, 5 is most important).
Automated protocol addition tools (e.g., to link data tables, 
build standard forms, reports, etc.) 




1      2      3      4      5

Automated primary key generators (e.g., current method or GUID) 
1      2      3      4      5

Taxonomic tools (e.g., NPSpecies pick list, ITIS look-up, 
automated generation of Dataset Catalog record, etc.)


1      2      3      4      5

· What pilot/example NRDT protocol-specific database applications would be most useful, please rank below in ascending priority order (1 is highest priority, 2 is next, etc.):
General Inventory or Monitoring Sampling/Protocols

_____
Amphibians 

_____
Aquatic Invertebrates

_____
Birds

_____
Fish

_____
Forest

_____
Mammals

_____
Reptiles

_____
Vegetation
_____
Weather

Other Inventories or Monitoring Protocols (please specify and rank with others to the left)

_____
__________________________________

_____
__________________________________

_____
__________________________________

_____
__________________________________

_____
__________________________________

_____
__________________________________

_____
__________________________________

_____
__________________________________

_____
__________________________________

· For general roll-up of local NRDT databases, would standard web applications be important for the highest priority inventories or monitoring protocols?  
Response (1 is least important, 5 is most important):


1      2      3      4      5

· If standard web applications could be developed for roll-up of NRDT data, what level of aggregation would you rank as the highest priority?  Please rank the ideas listed below (1 is least important, 5 is most important).

Network-level roll-up of NRDT databases: 



1      2      3      4      5
Region-level roll-up of NRDT databases: 



1      2      3      4      5
National-level roll-up of NRDT databases: 



1      2      3      4      5
Please list any suggestions or concerns that you have about NRDT web applications and data roll-up:

6. Mandate for a NRDT Standard

· In your experience, would a clear mandate from the National I&M Program that requires Networks and cooperators to use the revised NRDT standard be helpful for your program?

Response (1 is least helpful, 5 is most helpful):


1      2      3      4      5

7.  Additional Comments and Suggestions.  Be sure to be as concise as possible and try to address only the most significant topics related to the NRDT.

Thank you for participating in this survey.  Your input and assistance will help produce the most useful Natural Resource Database Template products and enhance its long-term utility.
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