Meeting Notes:  Third Annual I&M “Meeting of the Networks”
[see website at http://science.nature.nps.gov/im/monitor/meetings/wdc_03/wdc.htm for final agenda and to download presentations]

Monday, August 18, 2003

FOCUS OF THE DAY: I&M Overview and Orientation
Steve Fancy’s Welcome and Introductions
Gary Davis Natural Resource Stewardship and the Natural Resource Challenge
Gary Williams I&M Program Goals, History and Framework
Steve Fancy Vital Signs Monitoring in the NPS
Ellen Porter Air Quality monitoring in the NPS
Peter Dratch BRMD Introduction and Update
Comment from audience: Attempt to improve GRPA – As you gain better information about what is going on in a park, it may seem like you are not making progress.  GPRA stands for Government Performance and Results Act.  This drives how money gets apportioned.  We want people to understand that the process may be slow, but that knowledge and understanding the problems/goals is part of making progress in the improvement (fulfilling the goals)
Lisa Norby GRD Technical Assistance and Guidance
Gary Rosenleib WRD Water Quality Monitoring
All the items addressed are listed relative to information needs on the I&M Monitoring Website.  This refers to the monitoring aspects of water quality and the STORET DB System.  

QUESTIONS:

Lane Cameron & Lisa Norby:  There is no funding coming from GRD for Baseline geology inventories. You will have to pay for it yourselves.

Steve Fancy:  Copies of the PowerPoint Presentations will be available on the monitoring website along with the guidance and past resentations.
Lane Cameron:  Everyone in the program is approachable and would be happy to talk to you about any questions you have.

Steve Fancy: Collaboration is the key here.
Gary Rosenleib:  On Groundwater…Because of the clean water act which doesn’t identify groundwater, you will have to work it out in the planning process.  We wouldn’t reject groundwater monitoring as part of your program if you identify it in your plan.
Lisa Nelson Inventory Overview
Certain aspects of the NatureBib Database will be Z39.50 compliant to allow the whole database to be searchable
Tim Connors Geologic Inventory
Mike Story Vegetation Mapping Program
Mark Wotawa Biological Inventories
AARWP = Annual Administrative Report and Work Plan
Steve Fancy: How many parks are in the NPS I&M Program? To keep it simple we are holding with 270 parks (the inventory goals may have a different number but for GPRA goals for monitoring we hold the baseline at 270 until all 32 networks are funded.  We recognize that additional parks have been added to the NPS since the 270 were identified, and that others have doubled in size etc.)

Lisa Nelson: If we need to get into the inventories the first place to get the information is through the FTP site.  Then the metadata sites, then check with the coordinator.

Lisa Nelson I&M Data Management Framework and Guidance 
Paul Geissler USGS and its role in the I&M Program 
Brian Cary:  Which protocols are you working on with prototypes and how do you decide what to monitor?  
Paul: We are working on the “what should be funded” method.  We work with the AARWP and prioritize.  We go over the drafts with our PI’s then it gets presented to NPS at IMAC in the fall and spring.

Kathy Tonnessen How I&M Can Work with CESU’s
The overhead increase to 17.5% is universal to keep with increased demand for more money in the contracts.  This affects a task order if you are allotting money over a 3 year period and there is an increase.

Steve Fancy Accountability 

Tuesday, August 19, 2003

FOCUS OF THE DAY: Vital Signs Monitoring

Steve Fancy, Marcus Koenen Welcome and Introductions
Gary Williams I&M Program Update

Where we are in Funding:

$11 M increase last year.  Fund +5 Nets total is 17 out of 32

130 FTE’s brought in last few years

$2.25 M into Veg Mapping bringing total to $4 M in veg mapping.

Geologic inventories ramped up 

NHD in water has been funded this year starting

Personnel Additions to the program:  John Gross, Chris Lea, Lee Smith

Still looking for Natural Resource Curator Position

Steve Fancy & John Gross Guidance on Developing a Network Monitoring Program

Mike Soukup Natural Resource Challenge


NPS is an agency awakening from a dream.  
The 21st century dream isn’t relative anymore because we can no longer expect Nature to take care of itself.  We have to actively manage these resources.  Issues cannot be won by resolve.  You have to have a good understanding of where you are doing.  You need a technical basis to stand up in court.  Everglades is an example.

A sign of the awakening is the NR Challenge.  We are bringing on new technical help (us) and bringing in new expertise.  We will be members of a “new agency” that will hopefully succeed.  The Monitoring Program is the heart of the natural resource challenge.  It will determine the success or failure of the challenge.  If we succeed it will be impressive as an example of what a small agency can do personally and politically.


This is an incredibly exciting challenge.  What are some measures of success to the program?  Do managers use the information and can they pick information from us in a way that can be usable in their decision making processes?  Management decisions must be made (if the science is not ready, it will not be considered in this process).  We should be building answers to questions – provide the framework for answering questions.  It is always easy to disassemble a program – much more difficult to assemble a program.

Will our information be used in Environmental compliance?  NEPA forces our hands in this (for the park service).  NEPA gives us power to make changes for the better in environmental policy.  The NP Advisory Board now presents a standing science committee.  Will produce a report saying that the NPS has no choice – it must master systems ecology.  That kind of thing is driving us as an agency.  


Our information will be used in planning National Parks.  Our information will get incorporated in interpretive programs.  The new emphasis must be on education and outreach to the public.  We need to be using our business for delivering an environmental message.  


Another indicator of success is building of institutional memory and knowledge.  We need to be building upon programs rather than starting over when we enter new positions.  We need to be keeping records of what worked AND what doesn’t work.  We need to build cadres of people who will stay around and build upon this institutional memory.  Build up more of an incentive program to keep people in place.  


We need to finish off the challenge.  We are almost 2/3 funded.  If we are successful in 04, we will be getting increases.  We are competing with fire and law enforcement.  Hopefully it will still be a $100 M program over a several year span and we will see progress in the coming years.
After the challenge…  How do we keep that institutional knowledge going?  That is our challenge for the future.
Presentation of Awards:

Data Manager: Margaret Beer

Overall Professional Excellence: Nora Murdock

Network Coordinator:  Marcus Koenen

Marcus Koenen Case Study: Vital Signs Monitoring in the National Capital Region Network.
Cathie Jean Case Study, Vital Signs Monitoring in the Greater Yellowstone Network 
Panel discussion – Phase I lessons learned
Teresa Leibfried, Bill Route, John Sinclair, Andy Hubbard

Q: Scoping.  How did you approach the issue of finding out what was important to the parks… Identifying vital signs?
Bill:  We had park by park scoping sessions. We invited all staff from the park to the session.  We did a little information session about the I&M program.  It showed that the park staff had interest in the program.  Then we had a brainstorming session.  The resource management people were mostly involved in this. It ranged from individual indicators, to large scale things like water monitoring.  The core staff selected 5 things that they thought that you could not walk away from and not monitor.  It was basically a scoring process.  They basically created a program in some senses by identifying issues and items within that issue.

Teresa:  We had three smaller workshops to involve groups of parks.  We focused on  4-5 parks at each meeting.  We had them rank their resource issues.  These were pulled from the resource management plans.  The first day we gave them an overview of the vital signs program.  We had each park resource manager tell us what their significant resources were.  Which were significant to RMP’s to GPRA’s?  We focused on the management issues on the second day.  We had NatureServe people there to identify some issues that the park people may not be aware of.  There were some gaps of understanding that had to be filled.  How did these issues relate to their natural resources?  We had some subject matter experts on hand to answer questions and give presentations.  Later we had a conceptual model workshop to further plan.

Andy:  There was an existing framework, SAPS (Southern Arizona Park System), in 10 of the parks who are really used to working together.  We weren’t getting all the necessary people who needed to be there to make good decisions.  We backed up, went to each park and spent a day there, and got a much better turnout – superintendents and resource managers.  We gave them some homework and set out to identify stressors.  It added quite a bit to have the framework and build upon it.  We evaluated basic datasets, discussed management goals and concerns on natural and cultural resources – basically a review of existing park monitoring programs.  We had some brainstorming on some parameters that would fit in with the current programs in place.  It was interesting to see what the management staff thought monitoring was.  Set up workgroups discussing possible existing material and whether the data ever analyzed.  The big group meeting was effective, but small groups create things, and big groups critique things.

John:  Started with one small group with resource managers and some USGS people to identify major natural resources that make up our parks.  We consolidated them into 8 groups – each becoming its own group with issues.  The smaller groups over three meetings were the basis of a conceptual model.  We brought that to the larger scoping workshop of about 132 people from various agencies that worked on the conceptual models.  We didn’t want to leave out anything in the processes.  The small workgroups built the conceptual model then brought it to a larger group to discuss it.  We are close geographically which is an advantage in the travel sense so they can all be in the same building at the same time.  It allowed the interaction of workgroups and their information to eliminate overlap on the topics.

Q: Conceptual Modeling
Bill:  Just finished – 6 models – haven’t used any of them yet, and have not subjected them to a vital signs workshop yet.  I think the diagrams are most helpful.  They give a visual presentation of how these things are connected.  We had one in house developer of these models, and then contracted out the other models.  We’ll get more specific models after analysis of the initials.

Teresa:  We joined with another network to contract a facilitator – a scientist who could conduct the meetings.  Got a model for aquatic and terrestrial and split to two main meetings.  It was hard to pull to one model.  The conceptual models have helped more in Phase II than in Phase I.  We joined up with MACA and it was easier to rank attributes in that sense, basing attributes on it’s relevance to a particular pathway (between 2-6 pathways). These were based on the park identified top 5 issues.

Andy:  Went to the literature.  Went to the SAPS groups initially and they hated it.  Our technical meeting board found it too messy and hard to follow.  It is hard to make one simple model, easier to make several smaller models.  Our people liked a simpler, text based proposal.  We are looking for something in between to demonstrate our models.  John Gross really helped out on site.  We will be revising our models and focusing on several smaller models.

John:  Our natural resource managers came up with 8 categories and from there we had the workgroups (mostly park resource managers, and academics) put together the textbook models.  It is basically an excel spreadsheet.  We started to put together the flowchart at about phase II.  I like the text based model a little better though the flowchart is easier to look at.  We then looked for overlap and at what could be grouped together.  This grouping would have been more difficult if we had had the charts only and not the text based systems.

Q: Data Management

Bill:  We are in Phase I.  We just hired our Data Miners – we have data technicians.  They just started cataloguing the data and they are getting all the datasets.  The idea was to have it done before you get into all the protocols, but it takes lots of time to collect and catalog all this information.  Having good people in these positions is really essential.  We had a data manager.  We put the cataloging under the inventory specialist.  It was more of a practical decision based on staff.  In our network, the data manager is responsible on the technical aspect of how that data comes together and makes sure those things are done consistently.  

Teresa:  We hired two term data managers, dividing the parks into smaller groups.  Hiring terms is a little challenging because they are always looking for permanent jobs.  We are working on the inventory data and combinations that include field work.  They are collecting water samples, usually involving one full day of field work per month.  Hopefully this will keep them on board.  Mainly we are working on the inventory side of things.  We try to populate the inventory databases by contacting the program managers and making sure that our information will link up.

Andy:  We are doing data mining and some protocol development through CESU with local university.  We are doing park based scoping to catalog and uncover the existing old park data.  We are finding that our GIS stuff is pretty bad, and we have a program going to get the grey literature entered.  We are moving into a joint project with the Sonoran Institute to get some students to work with us on computer data issues.  The only problem with this is you have to watch out because students don’t always have the expertise to analyze the data.

John:  We tackle projects as a group.  This is how we headed into data mining.  We looked at old RMP’s and existing information.  We asked, “What information do you have that we might be missing, and how can we get it?”  We did questionnaires for the superintendents and resource managers about existing information.  This is getting to the institutional knowledge.  We will have to replace Christina Wright (our current data manager), and we will be focusing on what her duties were and how to fill those shoes.  

Q:  Advice to new Network Coordinators

Andy:  Small Groups are better…

Bill:  Hire data miners early

John:  Facilitation can really be key, and can help you out down the road.  Even a small group can get off track, and may need someone to keep them on task.  A workshop or class on facilitation would help a coordinator.

Teresa & Bill:  Do not underestimate your administrative workload.  A good admin person can really be gold.  It is hard to beg your host park for admin support.  Try to work out a deal with someone to get support if you can.  

Lane Cameron:  You reach a point in your conceptual model development where enough is enough, and you have to stop developing and begin implementing.

Jayne Belnap:   Being confronted with endless lists of indicators is hard… I encourage you to sit down with some experts and identify a FEW key indicators, and use them as your springboard list.  As a scientist, you don’t know the level of detail that is requested in a large list like that.  Get feedback, interest and buy-in to the process

Steve Fancy:  Develop a straw man with a small group then go from there.

Craig Palmer:  Rather than starting with conceptual models we started with the resource questions.  

Bob Woodman:  This is an NPS program and it must meet the needs of the park and service, particularly the needs of the units.  You can’t monitor everything.  You have to start out somewhere at the beginning of a list.  It is a good idea to start with the things that the parks have identified that they need.  

Andrea Woodward:  Use monitoring questions developed by experts at the scoping meetings rather than broad topic areas which sort of focused in on what we wanted to know.  Then when we related those to conceptual models, we could reflect on the models as teaching tools.  You can put information down in a concise way to explain to others what you are doing.

Q:  How are you staffing for water quality?  

John:  We hired a hydrology person (GS9 term, then extended another year) who leads the water quality group. We hired staff from the money that was given to us from WRD.  We used year end money to supplement equipment and such.  In the future we will probably supplement this person and the water program with I&M funds.  

Andy:  We have water resources that will come up in Phase II, but will not be able to hire much help.  We worked out a deal to get a regional hydrologist stationed with us in turn for space.  We provide her office and admin support and we get 30% time from her.  This barter works great.  Also partnerships have worked.

Teresa:  To do our plan, we backfilled a GS12 hydrologist.  On a long term basis we are sharing a position with other networks which works well.  

Bill:  We got two universities online with us and they are reviewing our water quality data and monitoring project, and are providing critical analysis of our program.  

We are also using web-posted data from a university that is taking comprehensive water sampling (in area not just in parks).  We are not paying for positions exactly, but are paying for travel to compensate some additional support.

Panel discussion – Phase II lessons learned
Robert Emmott, Mark Miller, Andrea Woodward, Brian Witcher

Q:  What did you learn from all this?

Mark:  I would focus my process down much more. Two rounds of Delphi survey, combined with some literature review gave us 312 candidate vital signs.  From this we used a finalized group of 13 evaluation criteria that we sent out that allowed us to cut the number in half.   We had a meeting, employing an Access database ranked system, and then we went through and tweaked the numbers with the objective of cutting the list considerably.  The meeting resulted in leaving the entire 106 remaining candidates.  We had a huge range of issues with too much to deal with using Delphi in this fashion.  In the end it was the SGSAT method (single guy/gal sitting around a table).

Andrea:  Each of the parks gave a list of monitoring questions that we checked to make sure they were not research questions.  We made a list of hierarchy criteria and resource management issues, asked questions about the monitoring issues: how urgent is it, is it in public interest, etc.  We wanted to have a ranked list (by priority) of all the things that we wanted to know about each park.  We recognized the goals we had and then developed ways to implement those goals, and then establish objectives for that program to implement the goals.  We had park people (not subject experts) rank the questions.  In cases of contradictory ratings (high/low) we met with the reviewers to clarify.  This gave a sense of subjectivity to a predominantly objective process.  You also had interactive response and discussion.  For phase II we tried to compile all the issues into one master list and papers.

Brian:  We have made massive progress.  We tried little groups, big groups and all in between.  We borrowed from successful networks and made them our own. We tried to go through with a method and track the things we have done.  Park people came up with their own ideas, and basically voted on ranking the indicators. We had scientists rank them based on their specialty.  We had a ColdFusion web-based ranking system.  It was the best way to hit 150 people.  It only took about 3 weeks to set it up and I had no prior experience in this programming.  Brad Welsh analyzed the data for statistical purposes.  Then we presented this to the parks, the specialists, and the steering committee (also the Board of Directors). We asked, “Does it meet the needs of the park and make everyone happy?”

Robert:  In Phase I we did work closely with Teresa Leibfreid.  Originally, we used a database, and did not have any conceptual models, and then we started developing about 15 conceptual model diagrams, which show stressors and responders.  We also did text descriptions of each of the models.  We picked out some of the key elements of the conceptual models, met with park people and key experts, and ranked the elements.  We got invaluable comments from a workshop.  Recently, we asked the parks to prioritize a list of monitoring questions. The next step is to use these prioritized lists to fill any gaps that may have fallen through the cracks during the process.  

Q: How did you reconcile the lists of priority indicators for each specific park, with the list of indicators that many parks had in common? 

Andrea:  We looked at the top 10 issues for each park then we had the combined list where we weighted the questions, but the parks didn’t want to give up management issues in favor of ecological issues.  We basically have many different types of parks:  cultural vs. natural, mountainous vs. coastal island, large vs. small.  We ended up generating 2 lists:  issues that affect many parks and issues that affect only one park.  

Problems were that some parks lumped issues that other parks split, lists for each park reflected who attended the vital signs meetings, and regardless of size and type each park gets weighted evenly. 

Mark:  We have a list for each park and the network has an aggregate list across all parks.  In looking for commonalities, you find fundamental ecosystem things.  What are the key ecosystems characteristics that you want to identify and look for?  Some vital signs are nested within ecosystem characteristics that are common across the network.  

Q&A

(Lane Cameron & Steve Fancy) MS Access Attribute Prioritization Database
Each network keeps improving upon the access database that Steve Fancy put together.  Every time it just gets better, and has new ideas.  There is no plan to have some kind of synthesis because it is encouraged to keep improving the online template.  Contact Brent Frakes for a current useful and user-friendly version.
(Kathy Tonneson, Mark Miller & Steve Fancy) Protocol Development

We had a pretty broad definition of vital signs, so there is relatively little work to be done on detailed protocol development.  Many of the vital signs can be monitored in an integrated sampling protocol.  We can look at some signs simultaneously, several vital signs with one protocol.  We will work on related integrated protocols.  

It is all about using personnel to their fullest.  Most of the cost of a monitoring program will be in personnel costs, and if you can use people efficiently by having them do related studies at the same time, you can implement more of the things on the list.  Certain projects go well together because the same person can do them, even though they are not  close on your prioritized list (indicator #1 and indicator #53 may go well together because the same person can do them, or they are sampled in the same stream segment).  


Your end list is a tool, not a final answer.  One of the reasons that we left our list so long is to integrate more data collections.  One way to handle this is to combine your vital signs into protocols.  There are additional efficiencies that can be achieved by grouping your vital signs.  

Carrie Phillips: You can collect the data but you have to be willing to analyze and report on it.  It is more work to make the data meaningful to other people.

Matt Patterson: We dedicated part of the workshops to asking what kind of monitoring has been done in the past.  

Gary Davis:  Think about how you want to sell incremental increases.  Create a need that you can fill when you are setting your priorities.  Think about marketability and keeping your stockholders happy.

John Gross Monitoring Land Use Change
About using quickbird and commercial products: It is like ICONUS.  The kind of data that is available from Remote sensing equipment is really good quality and that is available to us thought a contract with the DOD.

Penny Latham Invasive Species
Penny:  This is a good time to develop national protocols and trying to predict what we want to do as a group would be good. We have the SGSAT model and we need to have discussions to discuss effective control methods.  Are the EPMT’s using effective controls?  I believe the EPMT’s are using some method to measure their efficacy.  We really need a framework.  Is the control effort working? – This may be in the realm of the EPMT’s.  

Lane Cameron: You really need to get into a better method of sampling that is representative of what is happening elsewhere in the park.

Matt Patterson:  It’s tricky to study something when you are trying to kill it at the same time: Sampling without Replacement.  We established a partnership with a university in the Southeast Caribbean unit to have a person there to kill invasive plants.  Keeps the information being fed into the GIS layers and the veg maps to keep the information current.

- At the DM meeting in the spring a national approach to this was suggested – there is a cultural resistance here in the NPS.  Can we change that culture, and establish a national protocol and workgroup for this issue?

- Isn’t the APCAM program a servicewide standard?  This is just one step further.  This may be more easily done with some plants in a standardized protocol.

Steve Fancy:  There is certain core information that you collect everywhere, and there is other site-specific data that will be collected.  The core information gives ground for protocol standards.

Mark Wotawa:  Are we addressing just invasive plants or animals too?

Jayne Belnap:  Just because there is a national standard, does not mean you have to measure exactly the same way.  You just need a standardized result.  

Lisa Nelson:  APCAM is not designed for monitoring.  It is designed for project tracking.  They used database template for their design, they use the same taxonomic format that we have in NPSpecies.  They are ripe for integration

Mark Wotawa:  Re: the Heinz Group.  The APCAM/EPMT suite is looking to integrate with us and we can take that opportunity.

Lisa Garrett: We can use the EPMT’s for multiple research needs in the realm of exotics.  A good starting place may be just guidelines for starting.  Mesh with vegetation monitoring.

Steve Fancy’s Poll on Invasive Species Options:
Steve asked the group to vote on one of three options:

Option 1: Park service needs to take this topic of invasive species and coordination and developing national standards very seriously; get on it, develop standards, put time money and experts on this issue (about 3/7)

Option 2: May not need national standards, but we should get organized and flesh out some issues, discuss common ground, work with other agencies (about 3/7).
Option 3: This should be handled at the network level and let them address it at that level.  No need for and standardization (about 1/7).
Bruce Bingham:  There may be a misconception that other agencies have made leaps and bounds in this area.  When you start looking at the Forest Service, that kind of standardization is not there.  We are making progress in establishing protocols for standardization.  Bigger progress is in regional scale monitoring. It may not be worth the investment because you can’t get people to adhere to the national standards if you can’t get buy in at the ground level.

Steve Fancy:  Get together interested networks.  OR get interested networks to pony up cash for research on this.  Larger efforts should be focused on interagency information and involvement.  It is a major issue that often must be adderssed at the landscape level, and we need to work together on this.

Abby Miller:  There is FICMINU (Stands for something): a national invasive species effort.  There should be some information exchange.

John Gross:  Virtually all the western agencies have bought in with the integrated databases.  There is this very substantial national effort to establish database standards.  

Andy Hubbard:  Local efforts may not be expressed nationally.  We can look at a level of integration.  

-Look for already established standards when establishing ones of our own.

-How do you make inferences across your parks with regards to distribution of species? One objective is to eliminate it.  The other is to understand it.  

Penny:  What more do we want to know besides these minimum standards, and what kind of data do we need, how will we analyze it, and what will we do with it?

Announcements:

Data Manager Position Chihuahua Desert Network

Data Manager Position Arctic network

Data Manager Position National capital region Network

Wednesday, August 20, 2003

FOCUS: Inventories (morning session)

Lisa Nelson Overview and Status of the 12 Core Inventories 
Mike Story Update on the Vegetation Mapping Program
As vegetation changes these maps need to be updated regularly.  This will use an accuracy assessment – when gross errors occur, we do an assessment and there is an editing process.  It may be worth it to know that there is some data rather than using outdated material – even if it is inaccurate at first.  

We get feedback from the parks – the more people we have in the field to address problems, the better our data will be.  We will get a better idea on the level of detail that can be achieved.  

Frequency of mapping is dependent on the issues of your parks.  This is a monitoring issue beyond the inventory. 

Gary Davis and Mike Story:  About submerged land vegetation and equivalent veg maps to your inv. - NatureServe and FGDC were working on marine vegetation mapping and cataloging.  

Kristina Heister: Can you give examples of the types of assistance that you have gotten from the field that have determined funding?

Mike:  Parks with proposals and those that have money and people.  We will help as best we can.

Gary Rosenleib Level 1 Water Quality Inventory Update
The data provided on disks can also be obtained from the ftp site.

Wetlands mapping as being funded by the I&M program?  This came up about 4-5 years ago.  There was a source of funding, but we decided not to do this.  The long range strategy is to include inventoried beyond the 12 baseline in the future.

Pete Biggam Soil Mapping Update
Jayne Belknap and Tim Connors:  Ideas on Geologic scoping sessions:

For scoping meetings, consider someone who is not park staff in attendance.  

Surficial geology maps.  These are extraordinary resources for measuring vegetation and predictions.  Mapping is improving and now has better focus on the surficial.

Surficial and soil – it’s dynamic, but once vegetation and other factors impact surficial geology, it becomes soil.  Soil is just a thin smear on surficial geology.

As far as coastal geology and marine geological mapping, we are working on that.  Rebecca Beavers is working with Padre Island NS as a target park to integrate 3 inventories to produce a useful product.

Please submit technical requests for the Geologic Resources Inventory

Abby Miller:  How would we use the PMIS money?

Tim Connors:  The by product in some cases may be geologic mapping, so using these funds just to get going may be helpful.

Panel Discussion – Institutional Memory and Integrating Inventories

Pete Biggam, Tim Connors, Beth Johnson, Daniel Sarr, Mike Story

Q: Institutional Memory - What steps have you taken? How do we make sure that all this inv. information we are collecting, and all the information that already exists and is collected by others, is available and organized over the long term?

Beth:  We are taking baby steps.  Now we have to figure out how to handle the data that we have collected.  It is important to populate the national databases. Maintenance and archiving of the data then becomes someone else’s problem.  
-  Don’t make the mistake of thinking that a University Professor or people who have an access database will return data in the correct format.  Develop a precise list of deliverables.  Be detailed on your list of specifications, but not too technical, they need to know that they can ask for assistance.  
-  Use cooperators to develop the metadata because our data managers don’t want to do it for all the data that is coming in.  You have to look at the data to make sure that it is accurate with your records.  Make sure that there are not datum shifts that cause gross errors.  

-  We are designating a repository with a curator.

-  Vegetation Mapping – I have veg mapping going on in many parks; we have a lot of photos.  I was worried what was going to happen with all of this photo information.  We contracted with a university as a clearinghouse to catalog, and store this information.  

Kristina Heister:  It is important that you and your cooperator have an understanding up front.  You cannot get the money back.  Most CESU’s have a cover page – you have to specify what the payment schedule it.  So don’t pay it before the product is delivered.  

-  Get to know your cooperators.  The biggest barrier is probably turnover of personnel.  Great data management needs to be there.  

-  Fear of Data Management is another obstacle – training and education is critical. Open the training to the cooperators.  Lack of staff time is an issue 

-  Make sure you reserve a meaningful amount of money to get the product you want.

Q: What barriers do you see to the long term maintenance?

Beth:  Time and money – document EVERYTHING.  Document the process, the meetings in the parks, the data.  Make the data usable to the parks; they will see the value in that.  With Veg mapping we had NatureServe put on a training session, to show how to do it, and what you can use it for in your parks.  Data synthesis projects help.  

Pete:  All these inventories have different products.  We are developing archival standards – this works well on our end (WASO).  The question is if we start to serve up this information how do we insure that it can get delivered and used the same way?  Also, how to integrate datasets (Soil, geology, and veg)?

Dan:  We are in the 4th year of our inventory (money is still an obstacle in our network).  Basic data mining: it’s clear that people want to be out there finding data not just data mining.  Inventorying is more than just doing another survey.  The scoping sessions get people thinking about that.  You have to “spread the gospel of data management”: nag the PI’s into understanding that it is important.  Meet with the PI’s & Field Technicians.  Training is essential. 30-40% of the budget should go to data management.  

-  Redundancy is why the national programs are so useful; it gives security.  Modular structure of the data; we have some core environmental data, and we customize our database with questions.

Kristina Heister:  Most of the large parks are the last to be funded for veg mapping and other inventories.  How can we move parks like that up on the list?  I have to go into my VS monitoring without my inventories complete enough to design a good monitoring program.  What is the funding sequence to accomplish the inventories? 

Mike:  Some parks are using the initial monitoring funds to push the inventories along.  Some use funds from cooperators.  Integrated inventories: there are a lot of similarities for the way we roll out projects.  You will probably not just use these datasets by themselves.  Are there economies to be had with rolling out multiple inventories at once?

Dan:  We want to have joint scoping sessions for multiple inventories.  Some topics get left out even thought they are important but because they occur in only one park.

Beth:  For the NER we involved parks. We used fee demo money – use different sources of funding to get these things done.  

Kristina Heister:  We may not be able to map all at once… may be by quadrangle.

Q:  How can inventory programs coordinate planning and funding to better meet needs of the networks?

Pete:  We need clarification from above.  I can’t go from park to park; they would rather us develop a long range plan (5-6 years) for a network.  It may be more useful not to do parks on a priority by priority level…or perhaps we should rethink the priorities.  It gets a bit political, but we can adapt to do that.

Tim:  I think that we should do all the inventories in one park, and then move on.  Learn from that experience: usability, deliverables, who uses this data, and how can you better manage your resources.

Mike:  The strategy behind the prioritized lists was to make sure that all parks could get some information early on.  

Gary Williams:  Park by park strategy is really inefficient.  Also, some inventories need to be completed before others (like Base Carto).  It is complicated strategy, but is the best in the long run.  

Mike:  It might be worth picking a few parks for discussion and see whether we are on the right track or not.  No one park has all the baseline inventories.

Q:  Are there more specific ideas that can be facilitated to allow these inventories to be coordinated /combined?  Is there an effort to identify common parameters?

Pete:  Some of the high quality imagery that is being done with for veg mapping we would love to use for soils and vice versa.  Coordination could also validate some of the information.  We need to develop some kind of integration of our inventories and data collection.  

Tim:  We need to go to a website (like GRI) to be able to access this institutional knowledge.  It is not good to be relying on the inv. coordinators for the information and their analysis.  

Mike:  I think there is a lot to be gained by staging these inventories together or one after another.  This may vary between parks depending on resources and staff.  It has not been tried, but could work well.  

Kristina Heister:  Combine scoping sessions, or get together at a program level, and identify commonalities.  Then you can point out which aspects can be used for multi-inventories.  Are there any examples in the NPS where we are integrating these 3 inventories?

Tim:  PAIS is an example – dynamic geology, coastline, veg problems, soils information. We are using LIDAR to produce a lot of these datasets.

Q&A

Mark Wotawa & Lisa Nelson:  There is a database to track the status of  each inventory, which is also used for GPRA reporting. AAWRP Steve’s database has a Biological Inv. tracking component that will be web-enabled and coming in the fall. 

John Gross & Gary Rosenleib:  Are we sampling water outside of park boundaries?  For our inventories we have a default area to go at least a certain amount upstream of a park or area.  We do capture data outside park boundaries.  For the inv. we are really looking at data inside the park.  Extra-park stations can be useful.  Some issues are access, private lands and such.

Mark Wotawa:  Institutional Knowledge – database management and implementation is an important thing – housing and distribution of data.  What should the roles be Nationally, Regionally, Network?  

Mike Story:  My reaction is to do that at various levels: NPS, USGS, park level, etc; you have backup that way.  We have not worked out how to update those products.  
Tim Connors:  We need one stop shopping… Keep information at a central location there is periodic update, a contact and ease of use and access.
Steve Fancy: The internet is key.  You can have information stored on multiple databases at multiple locations, but available through searching the internet.
Craig Palmer:  Parks are on a planning cycle and in preparation for RMPs.  This information would be useful to them in the planning process.  How do we go about transferring to the park level the ability to use these tools?  
Tim Connors:  The Data Management training sessions, and technical assistance requests are good ways.  Identify that as a need in your scoping session as well.  Call me I will always meet with you to discuss geologic data.

Mike Story & Pete Biggam:  In order to be effective for RMP’s we have to know in advance (years in some cases).  A debriefing session to teach people how to use the data makes people understand what they are getting, how to use it, and how to improve updates. We need to find ways to synthesize this data from multi-inventories for planning use, increased coordination and education.
Mike Story:  Maybe we need to reevaluate how we are doing our inventories and be more cost effective.  We are working on it and making advances for mapping multiple parks at a time.  

Wednesday, August 20, 2003

FOCUS: Data Management (Afternoon session)

Lisa Nelson Data Management Strategies and Application Update
-The annotated metadata record is a separate effort.  This is related to the Database template use and adding a button that allows customization. 

-Explain the IT issues in a bit more common speech and detail.  

George Dickison: Waiver authority has been given to the regional offices for the field. 

Lane Cameron:  Laptops have not yet been approved, and have to go through the waiver process.

-Send experiences and needs to Lisa so she can assess the situation for future reporting (how have these mandates impacted us)

-Issues with VPNs: They are a great solution in some respects however they are difficult to get issued and to keep running once there.  The administrative side is the challenge.

Workgroup Progress Reports:

Lisa Nelson – Data Management Plans:

We are not as far as we had hoped, but are trying to make progress in the coming weeks.

Brian Witcher – Contracting Specifications:

We have some basic specs.  We have concerns on the products we get back and the data quality received from contractors.  This will give us specific deliverables (what we want) and will have specific specs on contracting issues and items dealing with QAQC.  We want to have a boilerplate contracting form.

Brent Frakes – Data Manager’s Desk Reference:

We have been developing this (initially a DM handbook 2 yrs ago).  Eventually it will be about all aspects of data management: QAQC, archiving, and organization.  Please check it out on the web and offer any feedback to Brent or Lisa.

Mark Wotawa – NPSpecies Needs Assessment  :

As of June we had all the goals to meet Biological Inventories.  But we want to funnel data from any source into the NPS database.  Where should we go in the future to make it better and useful?  Address the abundance and residence fields to make them more useful to people.  We are putting together a team to serve on a solicitation committee to get feedback from the field.  We are trying to hold a workshop in March, following the model for the RPRS needs assessment meeting held last December.  That will hopefully provide documented direction of were we are headed.

Lisa Nelson – Database Template:

We have new staff in Fort Collins and we will be moving ahead. This is really useful because it allows you to transfer a lot of information easily. The protocol template site has ideas to follow as well.

Lisa Nelson I&M Web Presence
Lisa needs to know from the Networks what kind of extranet services that you need so we can provide the appropriate assistance in this arena.  

Lisa Nelson Database Demonstrations and other databases of note:

Matt Peterson – Virtual Herbarium: scanned the sheets, entered all the information into a secure searchable database.  We can upload this information to NPSpecies.  It is a nice way to use herbarium sheets without having to access the actual specimens. 

Wildlife Conservation Society DB – Grassland Bird DB Template: Is available for viewing & has multiple protocols. Problems have been with asking cooperators to input their data into our database as well as NPSpecies.

ARMI Protocol – USGS in San Diego – talk to Lane Cameron about this.  It is a state wide (going region) SQL server database.   

Lane Cameron: Data collected from cooperators should never be entered raw into our servicewide systems – we need to check the data. This is a QAQC issue that should be a requirement on the data that in entered from the cooperators.

Kristina Heister:  There are QAQC Plans.

Craig Palmer & Mark Wotawa: We have a database where you don’t need to know NPSpecies to use and it will upload. One issue is to make sure that your DB Templates have the correct TSN numbers to upload correctly to NPSpecies.  TSNs are the key to NPSpecies roll up.  Help is available.

Lisa Nelson Data Quality Issues
Information supplied to us from an outside source (cooperators) is openly subject to Director’s Order 11B. Industry groups challenging EPA was the impetus for this. We have good processes in place to protect us, but need to cautious just the same.  Given the 3rd party implications, get examples centralized so we can begin better implementation.  

Lane Cameron:  If we have hot topics, this is where we will be hit hardest.

Kristina Heister: A value of this is that it is law and can be taken to the Board of Directors and used for motivation – leverage to get data management done in parks. 

Lisa Nelson Other Useful Applications
George Dickison Tools for Data Management
Bill Route & George Dickison: If someone is just learning the process they should not wait until December for the new versions to come out? The concepts transcend the version updated.  Theoretically it will be seamless to enter Theme Manager to GIS with just a few touch ups like legends.

Brian Witcher:  We put Theme Manager in all our parks so their directory structure is excellent and integrated. Anyone can enter and find information.  Then there is a little DDF that shows everything you have for GIS Coverage.  It is great for cleaning up your stuff.

George Dickison: You cannot get a printout of the directory structure on the web

-Theme Manager handles multiple UTM zones.  

-One person can update the theme lists for the online network capability.  You can update through the network.  It is great money/time saver.

Panel Discussion Data Management Planning

Brian Witcher, Brent Frakes, Craig Palmer, Bob Truitt

Q: Use of the templates.

Brent:  The template is great, intuitive, you get used to it quickly, and it is very powerful and useful.

Brian:  We call our peers for help.  If I develop outside of the template then I can’t call for help because I will be set up differently.  We copy each other because it’s fast, cheap and time saving.  Plus the WASO-Fort Collins group supports it giving you a resource of many experienced people to draw on. 

Craig:  In working with park scientists, you have trouble with individual databases because of lack of understanding on what the fields are.  We try to get at least someone in each park to be trained and using Database Template.  It takes about 2 weeks to put together a nice database once you get a good revised sheet.

Bob:  Knowing what kind of products they want out of it really helps.

Q: Data mining

Brian:  We have a list of FAQs and Frequently Completed Tasks that act as guidelines for the 4 data miners (hire seasonals, CESUs, and contractors).  They can look to see what has been done in terms of calling repositories.  Using local names (developed a list of common local names) is better then the park names because the local names may have been around longer than the establishment of the park.  Local names may change depending on how far back you go.  Starting a library for each of the parks was really great.  

Brent:  Digitize park records and get put online (encrypted for sensitive docs).  This standardizes storage techniques, is searchable and usable. There is a word database to search documents.   

Bob:  Voucher mining for inv. process: ask for everything then filter through it yourself.  Document the process: who you called, what you got, how often you have to check back.

Craig:  Document datasets and get them in Dataset Catalog.  Get documentation on each of the fields in the databases.  Because of turnover, our datasets are very much at risk of data entropy.  We have to make efforts to preserve the biological data legacy in the parks.  We are losing it with people moving and inadequate documentation.  

Issues and War Stories:
Bob:  Metadata – there are a lot of great tools out there to help you with this.  Be patient with programs.  

Brent:  Within a network there is a lot of administrative work that goes on.  As data managers it is imperative to track the flow of information in the network.  Document who talks to whom and what was said.  It is simple to set up, and get everyone using it.  You want to minimize your level of duplication. Document phone calls and anything that will help you out, especially with contractors.  Identify critical things that have to be recorded and make sure those are tracked.  It is more work up front, but in the long run is less work than being burned.  

Q&A

We are exempt from certain types of FOIA.  How are you addressing these FOIA issues?

Lane Cameron:  The issues may differ by state.

Lisa Nelson: Guidance will be forthcoming from a committee.

For FOIA, if you acquire information under contract, it is like a software license, you are not allowed to release that information.  

Bob Truitt:  On documentation – I document everything.  I keep running documents on every conversation that I have to keep good memory and coverage.

Brian Witcher:  In tracking budget reports and projects that we were funding, we had a monetary side and a deliverables side.  Tracking this in DB format is a great tool.  Shows what you have, what you need, what you have spent, what you anticipate spending totally, and can be used by everyone.

Kristina Heister:  Sending out information and development of websites is a great job for CESU’s to do.
Thursday, August 21, 2003

FOCUS OF THE DAY: Integration, Natural History Collections

Mark Wotawa Biological Inventories Overview and Update
The text and examples shown in the PowerPoint presentation are mock-up examples and are not actual entries.  Please disregard any inconsistencies in the data.  

Abby Miller:  In response to the comments on ANCS+ and the changes that will be coming soon:  Do you have any basis from Ann Hitchcock on this information?

Mark Wotawa: I am basing this on the system lifecycle information.  I spoke with Ann.  We need to make an investment of resources to get it done.  The advice I have been given on this is to continue working with your cultural resource people and proceed with duplicate data entry.  There are tools that can help currently.  We at the WASO level will try to help you as best we can.  Right now, getting this out is my highest priority.

-  There are issues that you are adding 4 years into the program that we (in the field) should have known years ago.

Mark Wotawa:  Use it as a learning tool.  Some products were not around then, and we have made products.  The main thing here is that we are getting to the final reports.  

Steve Fancy:  On the 3 goals: I have a different understanding.  If you complete the first 2 goals for biological inventories, the information will provide a basis for designing a monitoring program.
Mark Wotawa: A lot of people want to do inventories and get distribution maps to monitor individual aspects of target species; others want to measure biodiversity.

Dan Sarr: documenting the 90% is goal 1, distribution and abundance is goal 2, the things that we do are bricks in the foundation that we are building upon and are a practical process.  This is also very intimidating to find out where are we going and what our motivation is.

Steve Fancy: We should be the masters of inventory and long term monitoring of biodiversity.  In the short term, however, I don’t see biodiversity as a great thing to monitor because we are still completing inventories, cleaning up data, and trying to build reliable, documented databases that will allow us to track biodiversity over the long term.
Matt Patterson & Mark Wotawa: Regarding historical records – if it’s gone and you are confident that it’s gone, it gets entered as historical documentation.  This will not show up on a species list that you hand to someone.

Regarding Marine Invertebrates – there is more work to doing it and with the QAQC aspects.  We have not been accepting them, but the DB can handle it if you feel it is a high priority. Approximately 2 years before we are ready to handle them (but not going to give a set date)…I would like to see the QA on the vertebrates and vascular plants.  

Dave Graber & Mark Wotawa: For legal aspects relating to the release of the species lists, we will have to agree upon and make public the parameters regarding status (present and probably present).  This is where the QAQC procedure comes in.  It ensures the documented best possible information and it to the best of knowledge.  

Mark Wotawa: We need a rule system to change nativity.  We have definitions in the coding and in the guidelines.  You have to learn the definitions to get that information down, and you can always add information in the comments.  At any given time you will not know every species in a park – it is based on a combination of confidence and voucher occurrence in the park.  The voucher information is in there, but you have to have someone interpret that information and fill out status.  We are hoping that these baseline inventories are set so that we can get the best information and ensure high confidence.  We want all that documentation to support the raw data.  You can use these interpretations to determine future points of study (such as looking for all unconfirmed). Future verification may be needed to keep updating the information.  

Mark Wotawa: I do not recommend waiting until a cross walk is set up between ANCS+ and NPSpecies to get the plant list information into ANCS+.  It is policy to enter to ANCS, so you have to get the info there.  ANCS is policy, NPSpecies is programmatic.  I anticipate the integration issue to get solved.  It is a major issue to me and a high priority that I hope to see progress on soon.  

Joe Devivo: We have a workaround with a database that is on the FTP site now.  It integrates all the fields that are needed for each system, and can be easily sent to either.

Keith Langdon:  The monitoring program is not going to solve all our problems of timely information, usable, interpretation, and compliance.  We have to accomplish things with our monitoring program that will identify major issues for the critical future preservation of these natural resources.  

Diane Sanzone: Taxonomy is not a static science.  How do we deal with the problems of the taxonomy changing faster than the lists are being compiled and updated?  

Mark Wotawa: Taxonomy is changing with the technology.  The old days of data tags physically changed in a collection are gone.  We populate with electronic databases.  ITIS is developing a classification system that will track the changes based on the literature.  You punch in the label with a code.  It provides a cross-walk with the original name and the updated name.  You make one change, and it all gets updated.  We have a local class system beyond ITIS to address these issues and it allows you to choose.  

Mark Wotawa: Cautions that we have on large scale biodiversity outlook: What are the inconsistencies in how people are putting in their data and classifications?  We cannot make across the board assessments when people interpret the data and enter it differently. This will be addressed in the needs assessment.

Is there any way for us to fund inventories for new park acquisitions? 

Gary Williams: We will work with you to the extent that we can.  We still have commitments to the ongoing projects.  The key question is “How much money is left?” The answer is “Not much…”  

Mark Wotawa:  For biological inventories and meeting the 3 goals – how many folks still have gaps when the current funding is used up?  Who needs inventory money for plants: invertebrates, abundance and distribution maps? (Lots by show of hands)  As the funding for bio inventories shifts to other inventories, will there be money going for future bio inv. projects?  

Gary Williams: Most of these funds will be shifted, there may be some funds left, but we have issues to consider before we get there.  We cannot continue to put $6 million into bio inventories after the completion date.  The answer is maybe.  

Gary Williams Comments on Archiving and Repository

-  The program will generate a number of products. How do we make sure that these products are available for future use and updates?

-  The Cultural Resources system has handled this up to this point – this is more of a system of property management tool than a data management tool.

-  We are looking for solutions –including a curatorial position

Lisa Nelson for Julie Fleming Archiving and Repository Service
Dave Graber: This is a dollar waiting on a dime.  CR has held our ability to archive hostage for years.  We need to change policy if necessary.  To treat biological specimens the same way as archeological specimens is ludicrous (Applause!) We want to see Abby go mano-e-mano with Ann Hitchcock.

Gary Williams:  We have been trying to get compromise in the past.  (To Abby) We may have to elevate this issue to a higher priority.

Abby Miller:  If it were just Ann it would not be a problem, but we need to be cautious of the lawyers and the doors that can be opened by changing law in these cases.  If we allow one, we will have to allow all.  We all have the same objective we just have to figure out how to get there.  

Peter Dratch:  We need to continue to have input from the office of the solicitor.  

Gary Williams Travel Update for Next Year 

We were required to reduce our travel by 17.5%.  Those restrictions are likely to continue into next year and possibly get worse.  NPS is likely to get $9 M cut from travel next year. We will not cut your base funding. You need to work with your regional offices to work out your travel cuts.  If you are scheduled to get $300k, you will get the full $300K.  

-  WASO will transfer the full funds, but you will have to reduce your own travel budget.

-  How long can WASO absorb these cuts?  I am hoping that they will level off sometime.  But at some point they will become critical.  

Abby Miller:  we have written to the comptroller for an exemption for all I&M travel, EMPT’s and programs that by nature have travel involved.  I have no idea if it will be acted upon.  Please do what you can to travel cheaply, find cheap cities.  As budget ceilings for the hill get cut then we get cut and cut and cut.  I don’t see this coming to an end really soon, and we will continue to try to get exemptions.

-  Travel reductions will be based on AFS 

-  An additional cut entails a cut on top of the cut that has already been made.  

Steve Fancy Accountability: Financial and Programmatic
-  New format for a programmatic report highlighting accomplishments – demonstrate progress at a critical period. 

-  It is a judgment call, but you should provide a clear understanding of where is the money coming from and where is it going.  You can organize your funding sources at your discretion.

-  External reviewers are not in your network.  They may be NPS, university, or USGS - someone not directly involved in writing the report.

-  We do not have to have the external peer review completed before you hand it in to WASO.  Each region has different rules.  

-  Who has the final say on approving the full monitoring plans? Steve Fancy is responsible for signing off on that.
Craig Palmer & Steve Fancy:  Monitoring plans for other agencies have become literature for other aspects. Can that happen here?  Steve will address some later, involving technical series, and that topic is open for discussion.  Now we post them on websites as opposed to a paper tracking system and numbering.  

Steve Fancy: These are working documents that will change over time as you are working in the field.  There will be changes in funding scenarios, and other adjustments that will improve the documents over time.

Kristina Heister:  In ‘02 our network was able to effectively double our inv. money by using NRPP money.  We used our inv. plan to justify the need for money.

Lane Cameron: There is reluctance for the networks to submit requests because there is competition with the parks on that.  

Kristina Heister:  When the SCC call comes up we sit down as a network, and try to fill the spots that have not been filled by other requests.  The PMIS request comes from the park level to fill gaps.

-  If we are going to “graded” on this report.  This gives a false impression of the actual money spent.

Abby Miller:  We are just coming out with the ‘02 congressional request.  The I&M report was a really important section of our PART (prog. analysis and review tool) analysis. The highlights for the public are really important to this process.  They are in press releases and all kinds of stuff.  It really helps us get funding.  We talk about leveraging.  For every dollar we bring in, we pull more to get it done.  

Joe Devivo:  It may be good to include CESU money and the leveraging that they bring with the reduced overhead.

Steve Fancy Outline for a Network Vital Signs Monitoring Program (Phase III) 
-  It takes a lot of time and money to develop a protocol.  Some of this you will contract out, which in some cases, will handle the peer review.  It may be years before you begin the actual monitoring in the field.  I see a whole range of outcomes here.  We want to make sure we go a good job of testing before we implement the actual monitoring.  

-  When a network turns in this phase 3 report we are not going to peer review the whole package including all of the protocols.  We assume that the existing protocols have already been peer reviewed and are ready to go.  We don’t have the staff and expertise to do that in Fort Collins alone.

-  Be cautions using protocols from other agencies, and examine them critically before implementing someone else’s protocol because adjustments may be needed.
-  You have to think long term.  Some times we will realize that we cannot detect the level of change that we need, and we either have to modify or discontinue that part of the project or the protocol.

Craig Palmer: You need to have a chapter for quality assurance.  Audit forms for the crews: a list of errors that you expect to see.  In the absence of a structured quality assurance form, you leave yourself open for problems. In the QA work that I have been doing it has become clear to me that there are no real good processes for making sure that the data meets the quality that we need. You end up struggling to interpret the data over time.  I am concerned that we are not having a structured approach for QA in monitoring.  It comes from how we are operating on a daily basis.  

Steve Fancy:  There are a lot of checks that you need to do in this process. There is also a trade off between doing a few things really well, doing a medium amount of things moderately well, or trying to monitor lots of things and doing them poorly.  

Lisa Thomas: There should be someone to track the technical reports and catalog the publications and make them available as documents.  There is no editor or coordinator to track these reports. This is part of a needs analysis, and there is no good outlet for publishing these kinds of reports.
ACTION: THIS ITEM NEEDS TO BE ADDRESSED IN THE NEAR FUTURE

Paul Geissler USGS and its role in the I&M Program
-  In many ways, the USGS is the institutional memory for the NPS

-  PI’s need to know early so that they can plan before they get the funds. We are going to have to go to the informal procedures.  I am requesting that proposals be turned in before November 15.  

-  How can we best coordinate and get around the communication barrier that occurred with the split of the agencies? At a peer to peer level (predominantly with those who used to work with the park service), communication is pretty good, but the regional level responses are the obstacle.

-  The call for the POBS goes out in late fall.

Paul Conzelmann: CESUs are going up but USGS is staying at 15%.  

John Gross:  What kinds of things can NPS do for the USGS so that this is not a one sided issue and contract?  What kinds of activities do we currently do that inhibit this relationship?  

Paul Geissler:  We need to publish papers and provide technical assistance.  It provides the credibility that you need.   I think that a lot of it is trying to foster that communication.  We need to know your needs.  

-  NPS is a prime opportunity for a scientist.  Posting your research needs on a website is really helpful for us.  It gains interest and attention.  ROMO has been really helpful in fostering a good scientific relationship.  

-  In the RPRS you can put down what you need researched, and PI’s can get to that information.

Steve Fancy:  Career advancement can be through publications, but there are 9-Factor positions that are not publish or perish.  Have USGS hire some 9-Factor positions that can work on some design projects.  Use some of the money (total pot is $1.2M) to fund technical positions instead?  

A third option is to use some of the funding to work on issues such as land use change that will benefit many parks.
It is hard to get long term studies going.  A 4-Factor person would have a hard time writing the kind of paperwork that is needed to continue this kind of research.  Keep the technical assistance work going.

Presentations from the Breakout Sessions:
Topics from the Network Coordinators:

· Need for a bulletin board (email, list server, lotus notes, or medium provided by Lisa)

· Discussion groups dealing with coordination and planning 

· Coordination of inventories and evaluate that and priority issues

· Regional basis to look at where the parks were listed and perhaps reevaluate the lists for a more functional list

· Opportunities for professional development for Network Coordinators

· The data managers have a meeting, then the network coordinators have theirs

· Avoid redundancy with the dual meeting

· Interactions and side bars were important.

· Timing of the meeting should be changed to meet a better schedule with the deadlines – Nov through Feb

· USGS and their involvement and how we use them and what we can do to encourage that involvement.

Lisa Nelson: Bringing the network coordinators together with the data managers is extremely valuable.  

Dan Sarr:  Concurrent sessions may provide some freedom and eliminate redundancy.  Perhaps combine meetings for cost and time efficiency.

Topics from the Data Managers:

· Official list of what data managers really do


Budget – little front ends to track purchases travel and all other expenses.  



There are 3 people who will be setting them up.


ANCS+ concurrent data entry with NPSpecies



Workgroup so that the rest of us can use it

· Data manager’s webpage

· DM Desk Reference

· Will be updating

· Versioning problems just like WASO

· Who do we support to get the job done?

· We support many versions

· Data Mining

· 2/3 types of data mining that we discussed

· Example work plans for Data Mining

· This will be posted for examples to others

· At the National level there is Data Mining going on and we need to look at that webpage first to find out who to call and when

· Contracts 

· The more you interact with the contractors the better your product is

· Training opportunities for COTR

· Data managers really get burned by bad contracting issues because we are responsible for deliverables

· Metadata

· MWR – Peter Budde – a style sheet

· ArcCatalog ArcMMS

· Meetings

· In light of travel restrictions we are looking for cheap locations

· The coordinators need to get together more often than we do… you decide 

· Should we include meeting expenses in the AAWRP?  Something that is a continuing debate.

Topics from the Rest of the Group:

· Remote Sensing

· What is the resolution that we need vs. the capability of the tool to meet that need?

· The established workgroup could actually do some of this organization

· Instead of doing a national standard, perhaps break our by biome

· Hiring an expert for advice to the networks

· This contractor could be a coordinator for the NPS and with other entities

· Invasive Species

· One person should organize all the network information & coordination of the 32 network efforts.  Perhaps posting the protocols, methodology, etc. so that the new programs that come online don’t have to start at square one

· Link with EPMTs disturbance issues - have a coordinator with  BRMD

· How can we move from standardization of current protocols to evaluating where new locations for spread could be?  

· Don’t wait until it’s too late.

· 5out of 6 areas have been addressed and are making progress in the field of invasive species

· We need a strategy
· Summarize some of the existing protocols and tell us which ones you recommend and why?  (for invasive species)
· Next year Meeting

· How can we improve this meeting

· Issues to address?  Getting down to the nuts and bolts of things rather than the processes

· Travel Restrictions – could have other options

· Have the meetings every other year and supplement with regional meetings in between

· Wait to hold the meeting until Feb. after the Phase 3 reports are due – more info to talk about (some opposition)

· Ask MTAG to review the evaluation sheets that come from here and find other good ideas for meetings

· Portrayal of Results of Monitoring

· Visions of Data Presentation

· How do we evaluate and present things in a more interpretive context

· Thinking creatively

· Edward Tufte’s book on taking the message to the public as opposed to the way that we are used to looking at data

