RMT Meeting Aug 22, 2007

S.Mohoric, C.Palmer, S.Lanigan (note taker), Liz Grinspoon, Joe Lint, R.Winkler, K.Gallo, B.Gravenmeir, M.Moeur, G.Falxa, R.Morganti, G.Harris
Tasks:

· RMT review GTR 7-20 “First-Decade Results of the Northwest Forest Plan” 
· Comments due Sept 5 to S.Mohoric

· What comments on earlier drafts were ignored/mischaracterized? 
· “statement on page ?? is misleading because….”

· Are there any fatal flaws in GTR (esp. that may result in litigation)
· RMT ask Synthesis authors for comments as desired (include their comments in our feedback to Shawne).

· Shawne/Becky meet with R.Haynes and C.West to discuss concerns by Sept 12.
· RMT review Interagency Regional Monitoring and Science Accomplishments – Annual Progress Report (2006). 
· due Aug 31 to Craig Palmer

· Provide comments on 1) Pg 4-9, 45-51 (is info correct?), 2) overall format 
· RMT - review FTP server (Regina send directory to us) and determine (due by Sept 21): 
· What needs to be moved/archived? (Roberto work with Joe, Liz, Melinda, Gary, and Steve)
· What file structure should we use?

· What file size for storage is needed?

· Roberto e-mail RMT instructions for FTP site

· Roberto will check web site links for Joe and Gary 

· due Aug 29

· RMT check new web pages (overall structure and individual module)

· due Aug 29

· Melinda – review R.Davis comments on IMAP and schedule pilot team meeting for  Oct 23, 2007

· Shawne update SMG on 09 report expectations (centric to 8 monitoring questions).

· AREMP check with G.Reeves to see what type of peer review is appropriate for the  09 report.

· Shawne check on appropriate level of peer review for each module (editorial; technical*: “friendly review” and “blind” review; statistical*; management). * = GTR requirements.  What’s reviewed: protocols/methods and results.

· Shawne (and Craig) – develop options for implementation question by Aug 31

· find out more about FS FACTS (talk to Francis Uella) and BLM data bases (talk to Duane Dippen) to see if they will help meet implementation report needs.

· Melinda – will R5 go along with using 2006 IMAP data?

· Shawne/Becky – who will provide editorial services for 15-yr glossy report, as well as for individual module reports (as needed).

· Module leads “fill in” benchmarks and timeline from Sept 2008 to Sept 2009 (in coordination with other cooperators) – due next RMT meeting

· Shawne prepare RMT budget and present at Sept SMG meeting

· Gary Falxa – find out what was done in 04 report regarding MM habitat boundaries.
· Craig – send RMT latest Information report ASAP

· Modules review information report to see what problems exist and recommendations for how to handle them in 15-yr report – due next RMT meeting.

Decisions:
· Use new website structure @ NITC
· Use 2006 IMAP data (with 2007 change detection)

· 15-yr report will be “glossy” format

· Use 15-yr report for 2009 annual report as well

· We’ll use 1994 for baseline in 2009 report

Draft agenda topics for next meeting = Oct 24 in NR East room:

· IMAP pilot 

· Modules discuss how problems highlighted in Information Report may affect them, and recommended solutions.

· E.g., NWFP LUAs for CA and southern OR needs to be updated.

· Can we deviate from ROD map of LUAs
?


Draft Agenda: The purpose of this meeting is to develop a common understanding and strategy for completing the five year report.  Discussions will include format, content, timeline, final products (report format e.g. GTR? internal publication?), IMAP image date, level of review, cost, audience, and coordination strategies.  

Products:  Draft timeline, due dates for deliverables, responsibilities

Round Robin:  Module leads provide update to team on progress (10-15 minutes each)

Misc Topics: 

Status on server and website

Status on publications

Budget update

RIEC meeting report out (if needed)
Data Management (Craig)
· Will develop data management plan by May 2008.
· Would like to meet with each module to understand data systems over next month (coordinate with next RMT meeting).
· What are module data mgmt requirements? Has this changed from original data needs assessment (developed by B.Bingham)?
· Server needs

· How to get by fire walls

· Data ownership/stewardship and data sensitivity

· Archiving data

· What are the most pressing tasks that are useful to RMT?

Watershed Condition (Steve and Kirsten)
· Working on eastside decision-support models
· Developing/updating new attributes 

· Can we provide data to units that help them meet state water quality reporting requirements?

· Best field season yet – great crews and quality data (they also set a new record for wood in a stream reach).

· Assisting with fish sustainability models for Aquatic-Riparian Conservation Strategy

Socio-Economics (Liz)

· Developing protocols using existing data (per RIEC direction)

· Will result in GTR

· Communities are difficult to describe using existing data

· Census data collected every 10 years

Northern Spotted Owls (Joe)
· Wrapping up this year’s demographic studies

· Not a good year for NSO production

· Lots of barred owls showing up – increases survey costs because NSO won’t respond to calling when barred owls are present.
· Random plots

· Got off to slow start because of snow and roads

· Have not detected any NSO night calls (with single point surveys)

· Day surveys take place at multiple sites, so it’s more expensive

·   IMAP data – Biomapper (Ray Davis)

· looking at data issues

· will be used to generate province maps for 15-year report

· Is new IMAP compatible with IVMP data?

· Fire treatment to reduce fire risk relative to owl habitat

· Tying to use strategic approach to spending $$

· Computer capability is limiting analysis

· Combined effort between owl team and fire folks

· Meta Analysis

· Jan 2009 analysis

· $67K: R5 $$ secured, R6 $$ secured, BLM $$ mostly secured – all have been obligated.

· $45K: Waiting to see if PNW, FWS, and NPS will contribute in FY08. 

Tribal (Gary)

· SMG approved case studies + interviews as monitoring protocols
· Will use same questions/protocols in both R5 and R6 for all 76 tribes (34 in R6), but using different contracts 
· R5 contracting with Intertribal Timber Council; R6 contracting with IDIQ contractors, with expectation everything will come together “at the end.”

· Final report will roll into “15-year report.”

· Regina has data base with “old questions” – can this be used with new questions?
· Gary doesn’t think old questions have any validity with new protocol

· Also working on a sacred site policy and National Monitoring policy.
PNW liaison (Becky)
· RIEC meeting 

· Interagency Regional Monitoring and Science Accomplishments – Annual Progress Report (2006). Highlights key research findings.

Marbled Murrelets (Gary)

· Population surveys in all five zones completed by end of July

· Population monitoring methods paper published (GTR 716)

· Hoping to get another “annual report” done this fall (covering 2003 through 2006/2007).

· IMAP data being tested for 15 year report habitat analysis
· Survey design same through 2008, will then look at other options

· End of the year funds are becoming more difficult to obtain.

Data Management/Servers (Roberto, Regina, Melinda) – see handout
· Interagency Fire is including RMT in their proposal for a NITC website/server (REO website goes away Sept 21)

· No cost for 5 years

· Secure server

· FTP site now available

· Dale Gunther is contact for website changes, but we should be able to use mirror site to make changes/edits

· Archiving (Roberto)
· NARA format doesn’t include electronic files

· National archives – we legally have to give them paper copies 

Old Growth (Melinda)

· 2000-2001 imagry released for all of NWFP

· 2006 data being processed for Washington

· R5 will be using GNN data (= same as IMAP) to produce a new vegetation map

· R5 not excited about mapping non-Forest Service lands (but Melinda optimistic we will get wall-to-wall coverage).

· Marbled Murrelets uses wall to wall coverage

· Northern spotted owl reports only on FS/BLM/NPS lands, but other consultations/analyses/scientists need all lands (it’s the only data available)

· R6/BLM needs to put pressure on R5 if we want complete coverage.

· Preview results from GNN
15-yr report (2009)
· Baseline for 15 year report is 1994
· Have to reevaluate the original baseline for vegetation

· 1996-2006 will now have same type of vegetation data

· Will have some explaining to do to explain differences in IVMP and IMAP results. 
· Watershed – need to go back to 1996 with new/updated models.
· Socio-Economics – will be determined by what data is available 

· Expectations, content, audience

· RMT will focus only on “monitoring questions”

· 5-yr vs 10-yr report expectations
· 5 yr focus is on answering monitoring questions
· 10-yr focus is on interpretation  - brings together answers to monitoring and research questions

· RIEC expectation – annual reports continue, 10-yr reports continue as interpretive reports.

· PNW expectation – they won’t be as involved in 5-yr reports
· 5-yr reports are snap shot in time toward 10-yr reports.

· It’s unclear how often and who answers the “research questions”
· Scientists on module teams help provide interpretation for 10-yr reports.

· Format – no expectation for another GTR (independent module choice)

· Peer review will vary by module

· Do results need to be published?

· Unlikely to have a symposium, unless there is something very newsworthy.

· Option A: What did we learn from research and monitoring?

· Option B: respond to monitoring questions with short and informative info/report. 2-page summaries for each module. If desired, Synthesis Report could be written by scientists based on latest research and monitoring info, or modules could make first assessment
· 5-yr reports: Synthesis of info that focuses on monitoring questions.

· 20-yr report (2016) would be interpretive report

· Veg (as an example)

· Every 10 years – report on gains through succession

· Every 5 years – report on losses (change detection) -> what is status and trend?

· Annual Reports
· Glossy report - 

· Format

· What are analysis elements?

· Watershed

· Will evaluate vegetation + roads + inchannel attributes using decision-support models
· Adding additional attributes that we know were missing

· Local specialists will review new attribute evaluation curves and decision-support models.

· May only have case studies for attributes where corporate data are lacking.

· Socio-economic

· RIEC directed module to use existing data

· County level data will used

· Socio-economic profiles available for every county (can also do multi-county profiles) from Headwaters Economics

· Will use basic demographic indicators

· Will not be able to make direct link between federal management and local economies, but will use indirect data (provided by Albuquerque Service Center)
· 20-yr report – will use “block group” protocol, which is based on census data. Polygon boundaries changes will have to be considered.

Vegetation (see below)
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· NSO habitat 
· Same as LSOG for plot scale + large block reserve stratification analysis

· MM habitat

· Similar to LSOG, would map suitability as MAMU nesting habitat
· Populations

Format

· Data Quality Management Act was used to guide 05 reports
· NSO 09 report – answers monitoring questions with concise summary of underlying reports (that are available on-line, but not necessarily GTRs). Following are incorporated by reference:

· 09 demographic report/paper (peer reviewed paper)

· 09 habitat analysis report (portion peer reviewed)

· 09 predictive model report (likely to be a final contract report)

· related research

· Watershed 09 report – answers monitoring questions with concise summary of underlying reports (that are available on-line, but not necessarily GTRs). Following are incorporated by reference. Have full latitude for report format and peer review
· 09 map-based report showing status and trend.

· It’s not clear what sort of peer review is appropriate (check with PNW).
· side-bars illustrating what could be done if data were available.

· May be peer-reviewed publications 

· Marbled Murrelet 09 report - answers monitoring questions with concise summary of underlying reports (that are available on-line, but not necessarily GTRs). Following are incorporated by reference:

· 09 population status and trends report (peer reviewed)

· 09 habitat status and trend analysis report based on IMAP (GNN/BioMapper nesting habitat model will use data from other sources for predictor variables, , e.g., platform data from FIA data) (probably peer reviewed?).  In addition to BioMapper, other modeling approaces are being explored for the 09 report.
· Potentially--09 report combining habitat and population results, to test ability of models to predict population numbers, distribution and trends offshore based on nesting habitat distribution (not sure if sufficient data are available yet)

· Reviews – what are appropriate?

· Scientists are most interested in publishing in journals (not as a GTR).

04 Report Reviews
	Module
	Editorial
	Technical (informal and formal)
	PNW Statistical
	Management
	GTR

	NSO
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Watershed
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Tribal
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Implementation
	X
	
	
	X
	

	MAMU
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	LSOG
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X


Proposed 09 Report Reviews

	Module
	Editorial
	Technical

Informal

	Technical Formal

	PNW Statistical
	Management

	GTR
	Notes

	NSO
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Population
	
	
	
	
	
	No
	

	Habitat
	X
	X
	?
	
	
	?
	Will results be formally reviewed?

	Predictive model
	
	
	
	
	
	No
	

	Marbled Murrelets
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Population
	
	
	X
	
	
	?
	

	Habitat
	
	
	X
	
	
	?
	

	LSOG
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Vegetation mapping
	
	X
	X*
	
	
	No
	*done by existing research team

	Disturbance mapping
	
	X
	
	
	
	No
	

	Plot data analysis
	
	X
	
	X
	
	No
	

	Socio-economic
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Protocols/methods
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	Yes
	

	Trend analysis
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	

	Watershed
	
	X
	
	
	
	No
	

	Tribal
	X
	X*
	
	
	X
	No
	*check w/Gary

	Implementation

	
	X*
	
	
	
	No
	*depending upon what is done

	09 Combined “Glossy Report”
	X*
	
	
	
	X
	No
	*can PNW provide editor?


15-year Report
· “glossy format” w/lots of pictures and graphics

· CD or web link to “underlying reports”?

· <= 5 pages per module

· organized by question

· no need to synthesize across modules

· “research questions”
· Will these be included?

· Who will have lead on compiling?

· How will these be addressed and in what way? 

· Should there be a companion report for research?

· Will it look different from the annual report format?

· Will serve as both 15-year Glossy and the 09 annual report.

Should IMAP be based on 2006 vegetation data (w/change detection in 2007)?
· Pluses

· Already acquired for Washington.

· Other projects (National pilot using GNN will include OR Cascades) are also using 2006 data.

· Will get 2006 data to modules 6 months earlier than 2007 data.
· Will still do change detection through 2007

· Positive changes are likely to be small from 2006 to 2007.

· Using 2007 imagery will require another modeling cycle

· More cost (additional $150,000, mostly for interpretation)

· Might be a delay in getting it done (although likely to still meet EOY 2008 timeline)
· Minuses

· California may use 2007 data.
· R6 is willing to buy 2006 data for them.

· Map is “one year older” when it’s published.

Delivery Date for 09 Report

· Data will be complete:

· Image/existing vegetation 2006 data will be delivered Sept 2008

· Change detection – 2007 data will be delivered Sept 2008

· Module field data – through FY 2008

· Draft 

· Final to printer 

· Will be printed in FY 2010
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� Technical informal – is not blind, involves a few subject matter experts (“scientists”) modules selected, no formal reconciliation/documentation





� Technical formal – formal peer review (PNW helps organize review). Time period needs to include review period + reconciliation letter and edits.  Can be blind, where authors do not know identity of reviewers.





� Management – what is level of SMG involvement?





� Implementation module is no longer funded. Options: 1) Compile data from existing Forest/BLM data bases to monitoring answer, 2) refer reader to annual Forest/BLM monitoring reports. 





�I’m showing my ignorance—am not sure what this means, or what “LUA”stands for.  Does this refer to the murrelet inland boundary issue, or to correcting land ownership layer?  ..gary





