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During February WG4 was involved in various activities associated with model sharing mini-workshop.  Some of us (Herbert Sauro, Maciej Swat, Andrew McCulloch, James glazier) also worked on correcting a draft of the proposal for a series of workshops on model sharing.

James Glazier and Maciej Swat have met with Geoffrey Fox to discuss possible strategies leading to implementation of cell–level model sharing. Geoffrey has been working with various groups on designing data sharing protocols, system integration issues etc. He suggested that we should familiarize ourselves with Geography Markup Language (GML) and with how it was designed. It seems reasonable to assume that Open Geospatial Consortium (OGC) was designing GML to express geographical features they had to go through very similar thinking process that we are going through now. Thus from efficiency stand point we would be better off taking advantage of OGC experiences with GML. In essence GML expresses geographical entities as features and allows feature nesting (i.e. a feature may have sub-features and those can have sub-sub-features and so on). The choice of GML was not coincidental. Geographical problems are inherently multi-scale thus many of the solutions GML provides should be almost directly applicable to multi-scale cell level modeling. What is most important, however, is the fact that GML helped to deploy such successful products as Google Maps or GeoWeb.
As far as the model sharing workshop, Denise Kirschner in her e-mail suggested that we should clearly explain basic problems of model sharing and issues in scientific computing so that a broader community is fully aware of what WG4 is trying to accomplish. As we indicated it on several occasions, there is a significant gap between computing community and researchers who in principle should be using tools developed by computer scientists. A fragment of Denise’s e-mail summarizes this issue very well:
“I think it is important to discuss very basic issues at first because most

of the individuals I think don't have a clear cut understanding of how

this all works or what the motiviations and goals are and then going over

the tools would be helpful.”

Since most of us were busy working on proposal for series of model sharing workshops  and on preparation for the mini-workshop we decided not to schedule another conference call. In February , communicating by e-mail worked very well.
