DRAFT Minutes of the NPS Park Vital Signs Monitoring Meeting (8/27/02 version)

August 13-16, 2003, Denver, Colorado

Note: The people who attended this meeting were asked to provide electronic copies of their PowerPoint presentations and handouts prior to the meeting.  These have been posted on the Denver meeting web site at: http://www.nature.nps.gov/im/monitor/denver.htm and the presentations and handouts are not summarized in these minutes.  We used a tape recorder throughout the meeting and took notes during the opening remarks and various discussion sessions to capture the key aspects of the discussion, which are summarized below.  

Welcome and Opening Remarks
Steve Fancy, National Monitoring Coordinator

Welcome to the second annual “Meeting of the Networks”, to discuss the planning and design for long-term monitoring of natural resources in the National Park Service.  In the audience today we have approximately 130 people from 6 agencies and several universities, who are all actively involved in planning and designing integrated monitoring programs for the vital signs networks.

The new mantra is Science for Parks, Parks for Science.  We are seeing some tremendous changes in the natural resource program of the NPS right now.  I’ve talked with some of you that have been with the Park Service for many years who are still in a state of shock and disbelief at the amount of attention and interest, and new staffing and funding, for natural resource programs in the NPS.

Those of you, who like me, are relatively new to the Park Service – this is a great agency to work for; we have widespread support from the public, politicians, and the science community, and I’ve seen that even with the small amount of funding we have, this move by the NPS towards basing management decisions on good science, and making the scientific information widely available to others, is being a catalyst for lots of interagency cooperation and new partnerships with a number of different agencies and universities.

The Natural Resource Challenge is a great opportunity for building an integrated science and natural resource management program that makes sense.  We are moving away from the stovepipe model where each agency and program focuses only on their immediate goals.

The 21st century is the Information Age.  It is critical that we be able to share and compare data with many different audiences: managers, research scientists, other agencies, and the general public.  The staffing, funding, and expertise that we are able to bring to the table within the NPS are not adequate to do the job of planning, designing and implementing long-term monitoring.  Fortunately, there are a lot of smart and talented people from other agencies, universities, and other organizations who are ready and able to assist us, and these partnerships are critical to success in this day of limited budgets and personnel.

With this program, communication and collaboration are really important.  At this meeting, we encourage you to not just talk to the people you work with, but make an attempt to meet some new people, and share and compare.  Currently we have twelve funded networks.  At this meeting, we are going to look at what we have done, see where we have common ground, see what has worked well, and make some adjustments so that it will all work better.

Sara Wesser, I&M Coordinator Alaska Region
Welcome.  First part of this morning is to hear from the Washington Staff and hear from them what technical expertise they have to offer. Next we will see what Mike Soukup has to say.

Mike Soukup, Associate Director for Natural Resource Stewardship and Science
My sense of where we are headed is development of the full monitoring network; the strategy has been to fill this network out gradually.  The monitoring program is brought to you by the Natural Resource Challenge.  But the Organic Act did not foresee current challenges that face National Parks in the modern landscape.  I hope the fact that all of you here represent a cadre of scientifically oriented people will have a major impact on the Park Service.  We need more science for parks.  

The National Park Service has been largely a visitor service outfit.   We hear a lot about maintenance backlogs, visitor services, and things like that, and all of that is good.  It makes us very popular, but the American public really doesn’t understand what we don’t know, and what we don't know about is what is really happening to natural resources in parks.  Which is closely related to living up to the Organic Act.

 The Organic Act drives us to be a major player in biodiversity.  And so the message in the Natural Resource Challenge is that we have got to do a great job in an area that we haven't really considered.  One of the things we may not realize is that the monitoring program is a part of the “Performance Management System”.  This sounds like Washington-ese, and it is, but if you go back to the Organic Act, the idea is that we are preserving natural systems; how you do a performance management goal for that, nobody really knows.  The oddest part about that is that management systems coming down to us are actually playing in our favor.  Who would have thought that GPRA (Government Performance Results Act) would actually drive Park Service into a monitoring program? 

 From the monitoring program we will get at how well we are doing in managing and preserving park systems.  One of the early indicators, I think was a paper by Bill Newmark, a landscape ecologist looking at the role of protective areas in conservation; in an analysis of the great western parks his results suggested, I think that the National Park Service had lost something like 14 species of mammals. That really kind of hit the fan in Washington and people started looking askance at the National Park Service.  It really kind of cut to the quick because of what the Organic Act was telling us what to do.   It was an early indication that there might be a chink in our armor in terms of who we are.  If we're not protecting the resources in the parks, it is an indication we were not doing our job. Well, the Park Service cobbled together a response to that, and there were people running from doorway to doorway and huddling in meetings.  Finally we said that although the National Park Service appreciates your input, regrettably the study is flawed because the researcher used National Park Service data.  Hopefully this program will not only give us a better understanding, but be really up front about what's happening out there, and help tell us where we are and how we are doing.  

I was at a conference in Tucson and E.O. Wilson gave a talk and there was something like 4,000 people there. He mentioned the Newmark paper.  I think we ought to get that graph of species loss and look at it and figure out how to get on top of what probably is likely to be a very tough problem for our system especially small parks.  We will lose species especially from small parks.  We need indicators of how well parks work and how they are fareing as part of the landscape.


A couple things about the program that I would like you to think about.  One of the things I think is so important is our interest and ability to roll up data.  This is a perennial problem, I don’t mean for the Natural Resources Program, but for anybody in Washington. When you get a request from us for information it is really important.  There is a real sense in the field, I don't want to but I have to say this, that money comes from the tooth fairy and that the Washington office plays no significant roll in getting the funding. Having been in Washington for seven years, I can see that WASO is really the central nervous system of the Park Service, and if it doesn’t have information, doesn’t take it forward, the tooth fairy is lost, and the money dries up.  So when you get those requests for information, it is really important that you give them top priority, and get the information to Abby or me. 

 One of the fears that I have about the monitoring program is that it will collect an awful lot of data and not do much analysis.  I believe that this program, over time can be useful and that people will read the reports and will use the information.  And when we get requests from the President's office, he wants to know the state of the parks right now instantly.  Now those reports can be about maintenance and visitors or it can give system information. So when you set up your data collection efforts, put more and more thought into what it means, how it will be analyzed regularly, how it is going to add to building an understanding of what is going on in the parks.


I was tromping around in the backcountry of Acadia National Park with the resource manager when we came upon an elaborate set of exclosures.  They were set up to look at the changes in vegetation before and after fire.  So somebody had spent $30,000 or $40,000 in the 1950’s to set up these elaborate exclosures in a very nice experimental design. The Resource manager scratched his head in awe.  There was one white tail deer that had been able to hop over the fence and had eaten all the vegetation and starved to death and all that was left was this skeleton.  We went back to headquarters, and the monitoring manager opened up an old file cabinet and in the way back of the drawer found a monitoring protocol for the exclosures.  

The point of all this is that park natural resources monitoring and park understanding of ecosystem processes is not a continuous process, it goes in fits and starts. We start off, set up things and let them fall then start again. I have been in parks where people come up to me and say "I just got here from Hawaii, and it will take me a few years to understand this system", and I come back in a few years and they have moved.  In many cases there is no accumulation.  One of the advantages we have is that we are the Federal government; we are going to be here over time.  Year after year after year we must put in place models, more complex models, and synthesize new information; and if we build on them we could be the World's Champions at understanding what's going on in natural system dynamics.  So what I would like you to keep in mind is that let's build monitoring systems that are cumulative, that are integrative, that really provide a functional understanding of what is going on out there.  

I would like to end by saying something about what is happening after a year now.  The Natural resource Challenge is a $100 Million program; the fifth year is what we are shooting at now and we will probably have to go over into a sixth year.  But I think the key step is how do we go beyond information collecting, and how do we get to institutional memory that is strong, deep, and solid, so that in twenty or thirty years we could well be world leaders in ecosystem understanding. 

Gary Williams, Service Wilde I&M Program Leader
The next year is going to be really critical to not only the program, but also to natural resource management for the park service.  We are now in a really exciting time, in the sense that we now have support in Congress that is unprecedented.  This year the program budget for I&M is $21.7 million.  We are looking at maybe having another 7 million dollars for monitoring; that level of funding will allow us to fund another five networks.  The fire program has funding for vegetation mapping and vegetation monitoring.  So we're going to be building partnerships, which are going to be key at providing data to determine long-term trends. The other part of what I thought this morning is that we are headed into a very difficult time, and in many respects a very delicate time.  Along with all this success and support we are getting comes a lot of responsibility.  If we don’t get it right this time we may never get another opportunity.  So that's the challenge that we all face.  There are no cookbooks, we've all heard that.  Your challenge is to share what works and what does not work.  Need partnerships so that we can share that information with others.  And along with that we need to be able to answer the questions that come down from Washington.  This is a critical juncture that we are at.  Monitoring is not just about good science, it's about getting data that meets management needs.

Tuesday 7/13/02

Air Resources Division- Tonnie Maniero, Biologist, Air Quality Division

QUESTIONS:

-What sort of management actions could this information lead to?  If you have injury data, you could for example suggest to the state to not build a nearby plant that would exacerbate the air quality problem.  Impact data could be used in court.

-Can the approach we use limit/keep us from discovering the true effects?   Need to keep things inexpensive so we stick to things well known, but how much money do you spend on things we don’t know about?  You could submit research report to study or develop new techniques.

Geologic Resources Division-Bob Higgins, Branch Chief, WASO Geologic Resources Division
QUESTIONS: 

-How do you choose where to do scooping?  We are moving to use geoindicators to coincide with networks.  When we started we wanted a number of different examples of different ecosystems, and so we were scooping with regards to that. We are now trying to support vital signs networks, and will be scoping similarly.

-Could you talk about how are working on coastal lands?  We just got a coastal geomorphologist.  We are looking out beyond the coastline using LIDAR.  We have been looking at global warming and sea level rise and have some cooperative agreements with universities.  Rebecca Beavers is our coastal geologist.  We are starting our monitoring already, but don’t have the inventories from those areas.  We need to determine what is needed.  Currently, soil stops at water depth.  Vegetation stops at water line.  We need to develop an integrated product, and want to look at submerged areas.  Inventory is now under review.

Water Resources Division -Pete Penoyer, Hydrologist WASO, WRD

QUESTIONS: 

-Why is flow not recommended for marine systems? Because we needed to limit key parameters.  Tidal stage and direction of flow are measured.

-Did the group define questions that the parameters are to answer and did they develop a statistic?  No.  But the statistics collected were fundamental and collected by other agencies. Data was collected automatically.  Many measures have a regulatory nature.  Part B Guidance suggests creating specific questions.

-We have two parks that are being monitored by state 303D.  Should we include the State’s data in our reports even though we are not collecting it?  Yes.  Any data that is relevant we want.  State assessments will be important.

CESU’s How they work and how to work with them- Kathy Tonnessen, Rocky Mountain CESU Coordinator
QUESTIONS:

-What happens when we fail to receive product?  You should be negotiating with the NGO throughout the agreement.  You can stop funding projects at any moment.  Being on top of the problems before they become problems is the best way to prevent them.

-What would you recommend to the networks as a way to have statistical advise on a regular basis?  The statistical groups I mentioned are free to all parks. We hope to develop some good examples of some analysis as a template for other analysis.

-If you have two different universities can you have them write proposals and compete?  Yes.  Submit a call for pre-proposals.  Then assess groups.  There is no formal process.

Status and Preliminary results of Monitoring Design Efforts 

QUESTIONS for Steve Ralph, North Coast and Cascades Network:

-Why did you have several park level workshops rather than a single network level workshop?  I don’t know but it gets park level support.  The problem is that is leaves you a large number of questions to sort through.  On the other hand, it gives parks the ability to pull in park partners and get park support.  This is good especially for small parks.  We used individual park workshops to set up network level workshop. BUT some questions raised did not allow for the determination of a plan of attack.

Wednesday 7/14/02

Status and Preliminary results of Monitoring Design Efforts (Continued)

QUESTIONS for Maggie MacCluskie: 

-Is the stuff by West Inc. going to be written up in a way so that the other networks can use it?  Yes.  I don’t see why not.  

-What percentage of NPS lands does your network cover? 25%?  This statistical design will allow coverage of these huge areas.  

-Are you planning on doing this permanently?  I don’t know, but we will try to get trend analysis over time.  The wilderness people are concerned.  If you go to the same spot year after year you will disturb the area.  

Integrating Water Quality Monitoring and core vital signs- Gary Rosenlieb, WASO Water Quality Program Leader WRD
QUESTIONS:

-Don’t you do anything with 305 B?  I didn’t mention it, but it is in the report.

-Is there a plan to address TMDL waters in the guidance? We want NPS to be part of the process.

NatureServe and the Nature Conservancy Partnerships- Mary Klein, Vice President of the Natural Heritage Network, and Chris Pague for TNC

QUESTIONS:  

-How does your taxonomic system compare to ITIS?  We use the same exact master sources, (Kartez) but the system is more up to date than ITIS.  ITIS has more species groupings, but is a little out of date.

-When do you anticipate adding marine sources and marine vegetation mapping?  This year we hired a marine taxonomist. We are getting started.
-In your database do you split out genus, species and authority?  The new system separates the name from the entity, but the authority is linked to the name.

Panel Discussion: Challenges and solutions in implementing the program

Panel:

Marcus Koenen, National Capital Network

Maggie MacCluskie, Central Alaska Network

Steve Ralph, North Coast and Cascades Network.

Janet Eckhoff, Heartland Network

Teresa Leibfreid, Cumberland/Piedmont Network

Bryan Milstead, Northeast Coastal and Barrier Network

Angie Evenden, Northern Colorado Plateau Network

Question 1 What are some approaches to getting park participation and input?

Marcus Koenen, National Capital Network
When we saw that we would be having a lot of meetings we took a facilitation-training workshop.  Facilitation training makes meetings more efficient and then you are not asking for so much time.  It worked; we had a meeting to determine goals and objectives for the network with 20 people and it only took an hour and a half using a facilitation exercise.  We have a large staff and are not asking our parks for much because we know they are busy.  

Maggie MacCluskie, Central Alaska Network
 The framework for our network started with biological inventories.  The board of directors and resource chiefs decided that they didn't want to spend all their money on hiring a lot of people, so we took people from the staff in parks, and got them involved that way

Steve Ralph, North Coast and Cascades network.
We experimented at first.  Until recently we had a technical committee that helped with technical assistance and planning.  That didn't work because things got muddled.  Planning got confused with things that were technical in nature.  I think we could have learned from Marcus, and used facilitation.  The fall back option that we had was to limit membership on technical committee.  

Bryan Milstead, Northeast Costal and Barrier Network
We had initially good input from parks.  Now trying to develop a list of phone numbers.  The phone works best.  I almost never get answers from e-mails.  Teleconferencing works well for board meetings.  Now looking at ways to get people in the parks involved.  We are considering sharing seasonals.

Question 2 What do you have your data managers working on?

Janet Eckhoff, Heartland Network
-Monitoring plan

-write-up plan/current and historic GIS

-land use change program

-support for network staff

-ACCESS

-Build Databases

-go to park meetings

-do stuff for parks

Teresa Leibfreid, Cumberland/Piedmont Network
-Populate databases

-Receive data and put in NPSpecies

-Voucher collection

-Gather water quality samples

-Herpetological surveys look at template

-interface with cooperatives

-GIS theme manager population and backlog of metadata

-Accuracy assessment of vegetation maps

Angie Evenden, Northern Colorado Plateau Network
-Data mining  

-summarize using service wide databases and ACCESS and Excel

-standardize how databases used so there is consistency in data entry

-help with data management

-Inventory protocol development

-tech support to parks

-web page

-participate in interagency sharing groups

-database support to parks
Question 3 How are you approaching data mining?  Why?

· Angie Evenden- As an internal task. At first we partnered with parks and co funded biotechnicians this lagged.  We then hired our own biotechnicians.

· Markus Koenen- Our e-mails went unanswered- again we internally developed questions and went out and reviewed data over the DC Heritage.  Then we hired a biotech and data manager and put NPSpecies on park computers.

· Bryan Milstead- Why? Beth Johnson set it up before me. How? Research associates go through regional records in NPSpecies and correct; 2nd associate at parks is looking at monitoring data.  Research librarian is working with staff to populate bibliographies.  Finally Project leaders go through all available info. for parks and areas around parks.

Question 4- How is water quality monitoring really happening?

· Teresa Leibfreid - Our parks invested in a lab; data manager is in the field

· Maggie MacCluskie - We have groundwork laid with the park hydrologist.  We tied water quality to freshwater fish.

· Steve Ralph, North Coast and Cascades Network - We have 1 additional element to aquatic realm, but mostly we are taking previously collected water quality data and georeferencing it.

Question 5 How are we involving other park divisions?

Janet Eckhoff- We went to parks and presented to the whole park and asked them to interject with questions.  Every time I go to a park, I try to talk to everybody I see.  I want to go back each year and talk to everybody.

Surprise Questions

Question 1: What kinds of administrative challenges have you had?

Question 2: After all the presentations are there things you have done you wouldn’t or are there any ideas you got from the presentations?
· Janet Eckhoff - I would have hired a network coordinator sooner. I like the idea of facilitation training.

· Bryan Milstead- Everything is an administration challenge.  Why do we have nothing to do with air and water?  We want to look at the proposal process and get it ahead of time.

· Steve Ralph- Admin Challenges; the annual budget, and workshops were held and I didn’t attend them.  It is imperative that the roles people have in I&M are understood.

· Maggie MacCluskie - Admin challenges; balancing doing admin and getting at science.  I would like to get a GS 7 clerical position so that I have more time for science.

· Marcus Koenen - I have no admin challenges.  Should have tried to integrate more divisions in I&M process.

· Angie Evenden - I have no admin challenges the host park provides excellent services.  I have a large workload of agreements.  I wish we had waited on inventory and had integrated inventory and monitoring.

· Teresa Leibfreid - I would like to fund an administrative assistant.  I don’t feel like asking for a favor from the host park.  I wish I could look at my account balance.  Property management is also a problem.  Formal property and informal property- database system.  I think we need supervisory training for the network inventory coordinator.

Breakout Session 1 -
Notes From Blake Room Breakout

· From a previous dinner discussion:  Idea of matrixing across the networks with thematic commonality is really good

· Ex.  If coastal parks got together.  We need submersibles for some areas, and that will not happen on a park-by-park basis, but along the coast it might.

· Little things are important:

· Ex. little stuff like repeat photography are great for inexpensive monitoring.

· Not being able to access AFS3 is hard.  

· Want to be able to look at budget.  Just want viewing rights.  

· I am considering getting GS-7 assistant to look at and edit the account.   

· Would it be a quick enough turn around to have a regional person going through a national assistant?  

· Our budget can be accessed through an account manager in the park.  

· When the network is located on site that is not bad, but when there are problems and you need to edit, that is when you get into problems.  

· Is there any way to get the data from AFS3 and put it into ACCESS?

· What is the thought and direction for I&M?  I hear a lot about monitoring, but how can we incorporate invertebrates and non-charismatic fauna? 

· We can.  We have to get over the hurdle of saying we don’t have to but we can. 

·  The service wide inventories should be reconsidered, or you should use that as the first cut out of your money. 

· Problem with the park service is that we stick with what we are good with and say we’ll get to it in 5 years.  We need to address this now.  Inventory needs to be expanded to the remaining taxa out there, but its impossible to adequately inventory everything.  

· Daunting task, but the issue is the need for change and flexibility in the system.    

· Critical lesson for monitoring program is that we have to develop the flexibility in our program to deal with these changes.  

· NPSpecies doesn't have records of crustaceans.  We need lists.  Something to start. ITIS is not caught up to that.

· How many people saw the Memo from Mike with the question on the end; what other needs for level 1 inventories do you have?  

·  There has become an awareness of needs, but we need to do a needs assessment.  In some large parks vertebrates and vascular pants have not yet been addressed.

· Wasn’t that where we got the list of 12 inventories?  Yes, when we went to Congress we couldn’t sell the slimy stuff.  Congress understood charismatic fauna.  We need to revisit the less charismatic stuff. :Coral reefs, Pollinators, Lichens.

· You are on to something. People are more interested in disease- a way into insects.  A lot changes from year to year.  Going into this, we need to market monitoring and link it to current issues.

· Biodiversity inventories can be called a vital sign.  We should monitor biodiversity.  

· Didn’t some of the original language state that you have to design some short-term tactical and long-term monitoring?  Yes.  Couldn’t you do some short term like 8 year monitoring and pick it up later. 

· We could use the west nile virus to look at dipterins.  Using a group and hit several networks at once.

· Isn’t that beyond the scope of this program?  Yes.  We are now asked to do anything and everything i.e. Channel islands fox had to start a breeding program.  

· How do we create and sustain flexibility to do those kind of things?  (Tactical)

· Vital signs are used to indicate a need for an action.  You don’t take the money from monitoring.  Monitoring gives you the ammunition to go for the money.

· As far as inventory is concerned, there was comment after the presentation on NatureServe that because of the drought some species do not appear. I have had that happen.  How does that work in when you monitor?  (Too much variability)

· Try to roll over funds (CESU), or turn funds back into the program.  You can use them again next year.   

· Or we have tried to bring other programs forward.  SCS has gotten into trouble in forward funding.  

· By requesting projects and collecting funds for projects in 2003?  No. I just did the contracts and projects sooner.

· Another question people have is about the differences in funding for inventory and monitoring. 

· The 12 inventories are the most important and other stuff gets other funding for x years.  

· Funding should go to inventories not just monitoring.

· We need to quantify the needs of the parks and get that money for critical inventories.  Could provide buffer later to continue with monitoring.  

· Is there a way we could get something like a slush fund?  Something to corner some money so that when you get a chance you can make some good decisions?

· Reporting due dates/deadlines- 

· Phase I and Phase II short time difference what do we do with it?  What’s driving those deadlines?  Finishing Phase II in six months is hard.  

· Dates are based on Abby’s need to get reports to Congress. 

· BUT groups with Phase II due in October have a duel problem because technical people will be in the field; problem getting peer review. 

· Solutions:

· If you have made significant progress toward end product could there be due lenience?   

· If you don’t get it by the deadline, if they skip the review and are a month late, you have to go through the process again.  What if the network turned 4 of 6 or got 60% done?  That shows significant efforts toward the goal.  

· Phase I- you only have to have draft.  Its Phase II that’s hard.  No matter when the deadline is it will be too soon.  Perhaps we could get in a minimum report for Congress.

· What is critical for Phase I and Phase II.  Would that help?  It all has to do with accountability and trust.  Our problem here is that we want to overachieve.  We have to just be honest. 

Group's Summary (So far):

Matrixing Network

Little things are important

Admin-AFS3

Next round of inventories

Strategies to create and sustain flexibility

What do you do to create flexibility; e.g., droughts

Reporting Deadlines

More to Consider:

· Climatology has seemed to fall through the cracks because it has been addressed through the clean air act.

· Need increased resolution- microclimates database is being developed, and from the inventory perspective they have a climate model.  In addition we will go on to look at availability of climate data spatially.

· Emerging issue- Where are we focusing data management efforts?  Short term is concrete, but long-term schizophrenic.  Mike wants to roll-up data for Congress.  Steve wants quality data for parks.   Rich Gregory wants to roll-up data.  To what extent do we want to standardize (so we can roll-up) and what type of information are we going to want to roll up to Washington?  Need to embrace the future.  We have put a lot of effort into database tools, and some of that brainpower should be put into better systems for this monitoring data.  

· NEPA compliance: should each network do a programmatic EA/CAT-X?  Tried CAT-X hard. Ex. Permanent vs. not plots.  Still CAT-X but exceptions.

· What are our obligations on peer review?  FACA don’t want to get in trouble.  Need briefing

· Sensitive data- need policy/guidance on release of data.  Ex. Requests that want species data.  There is a D.O. on that in draft form or just out.  Need to light the fire under this.
Thursday 7/15/02
Breakout Group - Tabor Auditorium


Strengths of the program

· Well grounded in science

· Small parks are finally included

· Good guidance for planning and design will result in better program and promote consistency

· Lessons learned from prototypes helps guide the new approach

· Collaboration with peers

· Focus an accountability

· Positive, optimistic program; not just a lot of whining

Challenges/Hurdles/Problem Areas

· Statistical expertise and data analysis; going from data to information

· Data management requires a heavy-handed approach to insure consistency and data rollups; our design emphasizes flexibility and relevant data to parks; can’t have both, so have to decide what data are really critical for roll-ups.

· Year 2 spending problem; too much money for networks to spend effectively

· Communication of findings, hard to find I&M stuff on the NPS website

· Education and outreach-science communication

· Adequate QA/QC

Breakout Group – Blake room


What Works? What Doesn’t


These work:

· Matrix of networks with common interests e.g. coastal parks

· Sharing “little” things across networks

Things that need adjustment:

· Access to AFS-3 for network coordinators

· Next round of inventories need to include invertebrates, lichens, algae, fossils

· Reporting deadlines for phases I & II

· Mixed messages re: Data roll-up vs. local uses

· Sensitive data policy - hold or release?

Things to Explore

· How to create and sustain program flexibility and take advantage of opportunities

· How to be flexible with inventories and contracting to adapt to annual variations, e.g. droughts that suppress sprouting

· Appropriate meteorological monitoring funding air resources division

· NEPA compliance 

Breakout Group – Curtis room

Administrative challenges

· Budgeting 

· Hiring

· Supervision

· Office space

· Should look into getting training CNTR/Supervision/Superintendent

Other

· Advisory committee’s

· FACA

· Scientific input

· Adequate peer review (need peer review defined) and need good input as we go along

Steve’s Comments

· We currently have a GPRA goal that a certain # of parks will determine their vital signs

· The new goal will be that a certain % of parks have implemented vital signs monitoring 

· Have to remember that Phase I, II, and III are an iterative process.

Sound Monitoring- Bill Schmidt, NPS Sound Monitoring

QUESTIONS:

-What kind of formats would you like sound in?  Depends on what you are doing.  Save in original form.

-Are you managing the database in WASO? No contracting, want to hand off to field Ft. Collins.  It will remain a centralized national database.

-Do we have the technology to measure sounds on a coral reef?  Haven’t had that problem.  Can’t answer that.

Fire Program-Ed Delaney, National Interagency Fire Center
QUESTIONS:

 -For purchasing satellite imagery, are you focusing on parks with a fire program, what is the resolution, and the cost for satellite imagery? I don’t think I said that we are purchasing satellite imagery for the parks. Ultimately our best assessment tool is going to be kinds of satellite imagery, but that’s not for some time.  I think that Joe Gregson has access to LANDSAT data and we will be working through him.

-There are spikes of mercury and manganese and other metals in waterways after fires are you looking into aquatic effects? At this point no. We were moving into soils, but good point.  Keep in mind that I have only been in this division since Monday.  

-Strongest potential bond is fire event record. Is there some place that we can easily pull that out?  Not currently but hopefully in January there will be website.  Date, time, intensity, severity will be available.

Invasive Plants- Ron Hiebert, CESU Leader

QUESTIONS:

-What about animals?  For example fish can be invasive; look at the snakehead fish.  Lloyd Loope suggested we were being too narrow focusing on plants.  We are thinking about it and plants were a start.  The USGS has a database on aquatic species.  That’s our next step.  The FWS has good information on aquatic species as well.  With plants the primary issue is where are they.

-My concern has there been some discussion with integrating monitoring with actual control?  Is there something we can do such as cost sharing monitoring and control?  At our meeting, there was a real emphasis from managers on this, and on monitoring for the effectiveness of management e.g. what control measures do work.

-The emphasis on management objectives at your meeting was good, but protocol to address where might they be is being developed.  If you have those people at a conference, you might get at more protocol.  We need a close relationship with research to develop predictive models for invasive species.

-I like the emphasis on beyond the boundaries.  The USDA is into this heavily.  What kind of collaboration is going on with the USDA to develop protocols and tools?  There is some collaboration with USFS (Rita Beard) and BLM (Dan Celtser) on what is best to collect and how to map weed species.  

-Another important thing is the importance of negative data and how you represent it.  For example if you did look and found nothing or didn’t look at all.

-Team Leafy Spurge: Need to look at some of these other agencies and see what they’ve done.  They were looking at a landscape scale.

-Is there somebody we should have on our work group to work on weeds?  Is there some way we could stagger our workgroups to set up meetings to work on this?  I wouldn’t recommend any 1 person. (Chad Tosser of Team leafy spurge is now a NPS land manager). And perhaps we could link the EPMT’s and I&M groups.

-For parks with coastal and aquatic systems you may want to have a workshop for aquatic invasives, and three years ago the EPA had a conference on exotics. The ESA also has information about exotics on their website.  There is no EPMT for water plants.  We shouldn’t forget that.

Monitoring Biodiversity-Mark Wotawa, NPS Biological Inventory Coordinator 

QUESTIONS:
-How do you propose getting the certification done?  Are the networks to do this?  The networks will do this at a local level

-We are having experts look at the list to certify them how soon will it be available?  Next week.

Natural Resource Monitoring Using Remote Sensing- Mike Story, Remote Sensing Specialist, NPS I&M 

QUESTIONS:

-Where are we in terms of using Chlorophyll A and florescence in terms of getting at physiological stress?  It is usable on a global level, but I am not sure if that is usable on a park level.

-We are using ICONOS and it seems to have a lot of problems, but its cheap.

-Hyperspectral data; does this end at the waterline?  Yes typically, we have some examples of parks where it does not e.g. Acadia and Fire Island. The problem is that water eats up IR.

-How good are the platforms for looking at dust storms and desertification?  There are lots of examples of desertification.  Dust storms are trickier you would have to be at the right place at the right time because you are not able to change satellite orbits.  

-What about meteorological satellites can they pick dust storms up?  I don’t know.

-In looking at trends, you need comparable data, can you keep the same platform for say 50 years? What about the cost?  You may have to change platform, and cost is definitely an issue.

-LIDAR will become available from a partnership with the USGS.

ATM is changing to EARL and will allow ground and water when correct.

We are getting NASA to do this by ground verifying.

Breakout Session 2 -
Tabor Auditorium (National Reporting)

· Report Scale

· NPCA using an approach where indicators are ranked: e.g., 1 through 5 and then rolled up into a single index of condition.

· Problems with this approach scientifically, but managers at higher levels would like some index of condition that can be linked to budgets and performance.  

· We should look at this from the opposite direction.  In a landscape where we don’t know what the goal is maybe we should define a dysfunctional system.  And then come away from functionality

· Vital Signs vs GPRA.  

· Vital Signs looks to me like it will be a subset of GPRA.  All parks have to report on water quality.  The information we are getting from Vital Signs should be somehow rolled directly into the GPRA report.

· One of the problems is having a bunch of indicators, and we are hoping to roll up a bunch of vital signs, but it will take time to get there. 

· What we have to get to is what the public/Congress cares about, such as the probably of encountering a bear, grouper/snapper, scenic quality of the landscape; the kinds of things people relate to and we can derive what we are doing from them.

·   USFS brochure-

· Steve’s version of what a national report would look like is in the ballpark.  

·  I am not a fan of these reports but if you have a lot of interesting things, people will read them.

· There is concern with becoming network centric.  And the lowest common denominator is the park.  Park managers need to have their data/information.

· Roll-up

· Could we just have 32 network level reports and stick it into one thing- (Subsets).

· Networks are artificial.  Topic areas e.g. caves, corral reefs.

· Need to foster relationships among networks that have similarities.  

· There are themes that come up that need to be addressed.

· Even if there are themes we need to be careful in how we address them.

· Unless the study is designed nationally, useless to roll up.

· Unless there is a national design, you can only say what is going on where measured, but says nothing about what is going on throughout the region.

· NPS-wide statistics are going to have to come out of something like GPRA.  This program is designed for LOCAL information NOT broader regional needs.  Can’t make inferences.

· Through the GPRA process there will be only a small number of things reportable.  This can then be augmented by more interesting data that comes out of networks and parks.

· We put all this money into invasive species and need to monitor how well were doing need to roll up that.  GPRA goals.

· Other than that we don’t want to roll up anything.

· Coastal parks are starting to work together and get at stuff the same way.  Maybe those could be grouped.

· Water Quality- Can do trends and big GPRA goal still incorporating state assessments, but the idea of stratification works. 

· If we only report what parks want to report, we hopelessly bias our stuff.

· BUT we started that way when we started the program-bottom-up.

· Double edged sword- We want to show we protect.

· Reinforced the need to depend on GPRA for national roll-ups.

· Before you form work groups maybe you should focus on air quality and water quality and once parks identify vital signs then decide what needs to be rolled up.  

· GPRA goals should provide that.

· Don’t think we need to wait- need to explore and find ways to express universals

· Should we pursue ideas of workgroups?  

· Not everybody is happy with flexible design.  Some people want more top-down.  What about workshop like those the invasive species people have? We need to find common ways of doing things.

· Making the assumption that a national report means core variables.  Does it?

· GPRA could be common rollup and seeing if there are other things that happen in common- does require design.

· Need to foster interrelationships.

· Do we have other options other than themes/GPRA?

· Themes run the risk of forcing networks to rethink questions.  Should have done this already.

· We need to find common themes/habitat-issues of concern foster synergies

· Who determines themes?  We could throw up list and have people vote.

· Steve: need separate kinds of reports- National and target-specific; 3 levels: park, network, and national

· Cake design-narrow band of things universal to whole nation.

· Need to put a lot of thought into what is in the report.

· If its going to be an early warning system need a network specific report.  Then the managers can compare what is going on in their park to the region.  

· Park specificity should not be lost

· What is the time frame for national trends report?  Is there something where we (water resources) can see what the outcome is?

· Unknown.  As networks are planning things. And we may have to adjust things.

· NPCA and State of the parks- How are we going to be integrated in that?   Not being done for the park service, but still a report looking at status and trends of the parks.

·  Concerns over their reports.  We want data so that we have something behind us.  Theirs is squishy done for their purposes as an advocacy group.  

· Hoping for too much a lot of parks don’t have someone to meet with and a lot of the stuff they want is in depth ecological data that parks don’t have.

· They won’t do all the parks.

· Do we want something that’s glossy easy to read 10 pages? Would need to focus on issues in science and timing is everything, for example global climate change.  Might want to put a lot of time in design.

· We really don’t have status information for most of the networks right now.  We should have the prototype networks take the lead.  We have to decide how we are going to present our water quality information.

· Should also look at the different regions of the country.  There has been different things accomplished in different prototypes.

· We need to develop some sort of database e.g. are (ex. seabirds) better or worst, get a picture of what it is going to look like and then tweaking it so we have stuff to roll up. 

· Air resources has a detailed report.  Do we want that? No, one section well summarized.

· Two efforts.  We should look at what we want to roll up and inventories.  Need article on what we know about.  Later we can bring in trend.

· A workshop would be helpful.

· Species are going to be what people want to know about and if we display it so that it is comparable across the parks it could be more informative as far as centers for biodiversity

· As the Natural Resource Challenge comes to its end we should have a report with two depths.  One at the simple level and one beyond that.  We want to give a simple versions that shows we know a complicated version.

· In the early on phase we should focus on a system e.g. desert/seabirds

· Don’t want to just pick a lot of things we know about.

· Bar graphs make me nervous.  Should stratify in some way- of all parks that have x problem…  Two things that should be reported on 1. what is program contributing to knowledge and 2 what is the ecological status of the parks.

· Another thing that would be useful and persuasive is that ecological context.  Another thing we need to show is how our network is part of something bigger.

· We need to stay away from value decisions.  Get in too much trouble that way.  

· Is the year in review an appropriate report. Maybe a chapter in that?  Rather than having a separate short thing?  

· Status and trends plus where are we after 5 years.  Now more of an accountability thing vs a glitzy thing that shows where are we going.  

· Add in year in review and after 5 years have a stand-alone report. Jeff Selleck,   Have him focus on it.

· Who’s going to decide what is going into it?

· Poll:  National Level report needed- majority in favor


· Combine with Year in Review at first; focus on inventories early on; special report at the end of NRC funding is a good idea.

Breakout Group  - Data Management 

· After the Las Vegas meeting we need to do a better job on accountability and follow-up.

· Communication is #1 there is miscommunication on multiple levels e.g. roll of data manager needs a standardized facts sheets.  

· For our presence on the web we need a single coherent portal.  We need a single point person.

· We need a data management lead in Fort Collins.  This is the 3rd time through with recruiting maybe we need an acting person.  Work groups need a bigger knowledge base outside Fort Collins than inside; we need to farm out tasks.

· We need a specialized data manager training.

· We need standards so we can share data with neighbors and know what neighbors are doing.  

· We need a business needs approach for I&M management

Vital Signs Processes
· Northern Colorado review findings/results –small group rank and focus results no big wide brainstorming the challenge is the short time frame.  Can’t incorporate water quality in Delphi process.  Need to rank a small selection of vital signs.

· Oregon Pipe picked 12 habitats not based on ranking and in each there was a consistent set of measurements based on expert opinion.  From this they have a 12 year series of results which has not even picked up the most drastic event.  Some parameters did show some change.  

· That monitoring has been done for some time does not mean monitoring needs to continue.  We have problems with QAQC and results for extrapolation.  We now have the opportunity to develop correctly.

· Capital working group has developed a conceptual model and that received review at a workshop.  There was some resistance among group participants.  

· Cost used to rank, but you don’t know cost without study design.  We need to push for research to test and evaluate potential indicators.

· How can we build in flexibility to monitor unknown stressors in ecosystem?

· Are indicators indicative of ecosystem health?

· Eventually a small group needs to be selected as evaluators to reduce bias and record who they are.

· We need to move beyond species to guilds or habitat type

· Advantages and disadvantages of discipline groups- you lose ecosystem perspective.  We need to be sure we have an ecosystem basis. For an ecosystem perspective, we don't need individual indicators but a suite of indicators.  

· Monitoring questions are key we want parks to buy in and want connection to bioregions and global scale.  The challenge is to pick an indicator that will do both.

· Look at Steve’s papers on web 

National Report Work Group
· The consensus was that yes, we do need a national report on the status and trends of natural resource condition for the NPS, but that it needs to be short, simple, and in color.

· We need 3 levels of reports; park, network, and national - each with different levels of detail

· The national report does require coordinated design.  We need to identify common themes: coastal parks, deserts, etc.

· The GPRA goals for information collected nationwide is what needs to be reported at the national level.

· The first few years we should report with the Year-in-Review as an additional section.  Eventually we need to have a separate national report.

DISCUSSION

· One of the really valuable lessons is to have the personnel (especially the data manager) in place.

· There is another group of people looking at monitoring FERC

· Compliance/ CAT-X especially for long-term monitoring is an issue

· Analysis

· Training and recruitment needs

· Reporting to the general public and integrating with interpretation folks

· Everglades Story- System dying 70’s got best modelers in the world.  Had lots of monitoring data- was crap because it didn’t tell him anything about the system.  Need to keep in mind how the system works.

· ATBI-How might it work with networks

· We need to be good sales people and get parks excited.

Notes From Network Coordinators Meeting

Network Coordinators Meeting 7_16_02

What can We do to improve communication among us.

· How much interest is there in getting together among the region to talk about regional issues?  There is lots of redundancy across the networks.  e.g. a regional data management region.  Regions should have similar kinds of issues.  

· On that note we should get regional coordinators to talk amongst themselves to coordinate among regions.

· East coast networks fuse together.  We already share resources and have a good model for doing that.

· Could we come up with a Master calendar and post to Steve’s website and have the regional coordinators post to it?  

· Each region should have a regional web page off of Steve’s.

· How many people look at a web page day to day.- Would look at a calendar.

· Want to talk about unfunded networks.  Want data managers on unfunded networks.  BUT people want network coordinators to be their supervisor and to hire the data manager.  Data managers takes care of lots especially inventory.

· Are network coordinators happy with the authority they have to make decisions.  Need role clearly defined.  Benchmark PD will help.

· Taken further steps and drafted role for everybody- data manager, coordinator, board of directors.  Should be suggested to Steve for further discussion at subsequent meetings.

· Mentor programs for coordinators may be good/separate meeting for year 1 people.

· Meeting just for coordinators would be good.  Need to get down to some hard and fast stuff.  Some fundamental problems need to be discussed.

· How do we find the people who are doing the best monitoring to work with us?

· Need to include prototype park coordinators with the I&M coordinators.

Top Items:

Communication

Science and monitoring 

Staffing Calendar (see communication)

Separate meeting

 Coordinated meeting- Soon we will have case studies from this.  We need to bring more science into this meeting.

· Could people give papers, or have a posting to a website.  If it is something that could contribute to I&M.

· For example our group went to NPSpecies and looked at bats and there are 17 parks that are saying they have a species of bat in their park and they don't.  This should be contributed to the Networks.  Its an ITIS issue because they are so behind.

· For this meeting we want real live examples with nuts and bolts problems and decisions.  

· Cape Cod prototype is putting that kind of stuff on the web.  Instead of talking about all our processes, perhaps we could bring 1 example protocol.

· Might want to invite science advisors to the meeting.

· Would also be nice to have time for the regions to get together separately.  

· We need to define what this meeting is to be.

· We want a planning board with network coordinators on it.  We should let the regional coordinators know what we want and have them suggest it to the board.

· We need to have network coordinators on the planning board.

· We could have the science meeting in coordination with George Wright 

· Why don’t we ask to plan 1 day of this meeting (the yearly Vital Signs meeting)?

· Won’t have time at George Wright or the comfort level

· 2 ideas; 1. have coordinators have a session to exchange ideas and 2. have a session at George Wright

· NPS has a day at ESA where we could interface with the scientific community.

We don’t want a separate meeting.  Want a day for us at the national Vital Signs meeting and a day at ESA/George Wright

· Should still have a day for just us.  Talk about admin/contracting/how to creatively spend money

· Need more than 2 hours just to us, but no time for separate meeting.  Maybe we should have a day to us.

Action: 1-Ask Steve for 1 Day here and 2-ESA have someone organize it

· BUT when I go to ESA, I want to go to ESA-evening session

· Make sure these meetings are 2 to 3 weeks apart.

· May need to tack into George Wright- they are in the spring.

· Could do Conservation Biology

· Should not limit to 1 day at this meeting  and at this meeting have separate times for science and admin.

Summary:

Action Item: Want to be involved in planning the next annual meeting IMAC 2 to 3 people/ 1 coordinator for each region. Send to Steve and Regional Coordinators.

Marcus, Lane, Jo, Brian, Bill Route, Andy intermountain

Advocate 1 full day towards us

Need work groups to discuss communications/meetings/workgroups

Communication

Action Item: Calendar- Yahoo Tasked to Brian

· Things on calendar- Workshops /contacts/ voluntary population.  Set up and send password to coordinator

· Maybe the meetings on the calendar should be meetings where you could go or things that will affect the networks.

Maintain communication- internet forum/list serve/send e-mail to everybody

Group voted on e-mail 

List serve could be given to WASO and they could keep it up to date.

· Do we need to get everyone together before August?  

· Yes- Need to get together to work on stuff like stats.

· We should invest in distance learning.  Maybe we could teleconference this stuff. Need to get into video conferencing

Action: Teleconference every 3 months October/ November

· Is everybody familiar with Steve’s Access database? It has addresses and he keeps it updated.  We could ask him to have a group listing of e-mails.  

· Everybody should just be diligent and keep their list current. No list serve. e-mail

Science and Monitoring

· We spend too much time on administrative stuff but, it would be great to start a bibliography

· BUT not all the regions can get articles easily.

· Could we get library subscriptions to things like Ecological Indicators.

· Could some one get the information on the copyright issue.

· Use e-mail list and tell everybody about a good article and post it.

· Have Steve post the bibliography.

· Can get easy at Santa Monica library- use Ray’s password.

· The park service doesn’t have on-line library databases do they?

· CCSO library has a subscription

· Need in our Phase II report a review of the literature.  Are we all creating different searches?

· I don’t think we have to.

· What about JSTOR?

· NPS Scientists are not good at integrating ecosystem factors.  Need to be able to.

Action: Ask Steve to put an annotative bibliography On-line

· Have Steve Ralph send Steve his bibliography.

· Need to create tool to talk to other scientists about the actual science. 

· We are reinventing the wheel.  That’s Wendy’s job. She already does the process with NatureBib.

Friday 7/16/02
Group Discussion- Next Steps

· We need sideboards to keep everyone from going different directions; sideboards allow parks and networks to share and compare and learn from each other.

· A new Director’s Order DO is coming out formalizing memo’s and guidelines that are on the intranet website and the monitoring website.

· We don’t want to repeat mistakes that others have made.

· The monitoring website is the way to keep people up to date – you need to check the website often to keep up to date. 

· Required: New networks need to hire permanent data manager and permanent coordinator as soon as possible.  They can also hire a permanent ecologist or some other generalist positions, and if they have money left over, they could put some of into high-priority inventories, but monitoring is the top priority.  

· It is important to be able to operate in October or November; these are base funds and you can have a memo in October confirming how much will be transferred that year, but the budget office won’t physically transfer the funds until January or February.  Networks should not be held up with hiring or contracting  because the funds will come.  It just hasn’t been transferred.

· Required: You cannot implement the actual data collection for monitoring (field work) until the monitoring plan is developed, peer reviewed, and approved at the regional and national levels.  Certain things have to be done first, such as development of good monitoring protocols with field data forms, design the database, determine how data will be analyzed and what reports and other products will come out, data management plan, etc.  See the website.

