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Roll Call 




(X= Present)

	Ed Delaney
	X

	Elise Bowne
	X

	Emmor Nile
	X

	John Guthrie
	X

	Karen Folger
	X

	Joe Frost
	X

	Ken Bottle
	X

	Kim Kelly
	x

	Mary Kwart
	X

	Sean Triplett
	X

	Susan Goodman
	

	Ron Langhelm
	x

	Susan McLellan
	X

	Victoria Smith
	X

	Yvonne Burgess
	X

	Ann RysSikora
	X

	Dave Wischer
	X


GSTOP Meeting Notes Tuesday

January 25:

Special Welcome from Project Manager
Local Host Kim Kelly -  local information, bathrooms, coffee, copying etc.  Lunch options

Joe Frost GTG Executive Committee Representative:

· Role in GSTOP is to support team, at interagency level.

· GTG; brief history, chartered under IRMWT, non operational/standards group. Has evolved into several white papers over 5 years time. These efforts have acted as building blocks to this group. It’s not the cost of GIS but how it’s used that motivates the budgetary environment.  

Question: Is GIST moving towards a standardized ICS position?
Discussion:  Some people want it to become a position; others think that it limits freedom. It is on the agenda for the March 2005 meeting of the incident operations standard working team (IOSWT) to discuss the nature of the GIST position with the GTG who is having concurrent meeting.  

There are still questions remaining.

How will the position vary from the THSP?  
Will it be in 310-1?  
Food unit for example, not ICS position but has qualifications. 
It could possibly be integrated into the duties DPRO which is in a rewrite.
Discussion: If ISO does not approve GIS as a standard position, it will be treated like food unit position. The training and maintenance position will…   clarification between endorsing qualifications, and endorsing ICS operation position. It will be a line position but not a line position.  Food unit will have certification process, will gis?    # of team members is limiting opportunity. 
Recommendation from Executive Committee: ignore all the politics and focus on what happens during an incident.    The final documents that are produced by this team will be submitted to the GTG and then to the IRMWT – hopefully the NWCG will endorse it.  

Project Manager: acknowledges that there are many peripheral issues surrounding the development of the GIST SOP but they must not cloud the objectives of this group and the task at hand. 
· An updating of the project charter maybe necessary while keeping that we must keep Alice Forbes and others who endorse the NWCG level current so be prudent of changes thing of ramifications.  Stay focused on existing documents and write working plans associated with the individual task.  i.e. don’t let the train derail in confusion of larger issues. 

Sue: invited individuals to present their subteam perspectives in order to clean up documents. First deliverable is to submit to Executive Committee Workplan. 

Joe; FEMA is important! permanent ICS team  NIMS or NIIMS  

Action Item 1: Sean will graph comparison chart of NIMS & NIIMS and 
Comments from Joe Frost:

· T. Harbour wants permanent teams, non fire incident management teams because of cost containment and too many assignments.
· Incident Automation project wants to automate all business practices on incidents. They are looking at including GIS in phase II. FMIT feeds in to that. 
Comment from Ron Langelm FEMA: there is a new NIMS training being presented, NIMS & ICS integration white papers were written. Concept of building full times teams is definitely out there. There is a method of selecting people for the right position.

Victoria Smith: do we have any authority to ask questions or interview people for the project?
Yes, this is a NWCG project.
Victoria; we therefore need a communication plan and a formal way to introduce our selves, perhaps a letter. There should be standard means of introduction when interviewing. 

· Let’s remember that the USFS is already putting out surveys. The field is getting overload with.too many surveys. 

· Some interviews that have been conducted in the past are informal and perceived as a form of badgering by respondents.
· Alaska is experiencing many surveys and interviews post 2004 season.

· A social science approach is useful but struggle with it being accepted within the wildland fire community as a valid approach to problem solving.

· There is a social science working team that we could ask assistance.

Action Item 2: Formal letter needs to be written as a way of introducing GSTOP project team members. (Business Lead, Feb.28)
Action Item 3: Determine if any relevant surveys are being conducted (Subgroup Leads)
Sean draws NWCG organizational chart on white board.
· Alice Forbes is NWCG liaison to the IRMWT.
· Individual agency representatives needs to represent action for their agency and the GTG

· Complexity of interagency business

· Individual agencies have the authority to implement actions eventhough policies, procedures, or standards are still being worked through at the NWCG level.
Action Item 4: Graph the structure of NWCG and GSTOP hierarchy to put into workplan.
(Ed Delaney, Feb 28)
Sue; discussion regarding incident automation project and how the two projects will interface. GSTOP SoP’s will be useful to the business modeling of the IBA.
Sean Q. Alice Forbes is interested in the cost justification, should we have that built into our project? 
It would be great if we could do this but currently it is out of scope.
· How to quantify savings not just money spent, but how much was saved?
· Web sites quantify direct savings

· Ifred is majorly improving and significant changes will occur

· How do we get the necessary hardware to the individual to do the job

The audience of the GSTOP -  plans unit/situation  taskbook too but it all dovetails.

Ron:  Fema has similar issues in its organization. Coordination between the two is necessary but inherently different at some administrative level. 

Time Commitment for GSTOP Project

Dave W. DNR Wash:  
· Time commitment on project is a issue.

·  The boss is supportive but this is extra work.  States are in a different boat than the feds. 

·   Arc9 how does the FIMT  fit in. 
·  Will the incident automation affect the states and how?
· Sue is eastern rep for GTG with 30 states and it is very difficult to keep everyone informed. Skip Edel, CO and Sue have made efforts to keep states informed but there is work to be done. 
Emmor said the state of Oregon feels the same, he has a day job and this is extra so time efficiency is necessary- no surveys will be done. Basic principles are bottom line, big picture is necessary given any catastrophes. 

Break

How about bin items highlighting main themes discussed

Everyone is not familiar with all the federal, NIIMS, all risk, and NWCG acronymns.

Action 5: Develop acronym list.
Kim Kelly, Ongoing
Ed; How do we write instructions that are specific enough to get the job done but not too specific that a version change can maintain?
We will need some assistance, templates for writing up the SOP’s.

Sue:

· Minutes from last meeting reviewed 
· Review charter  
· Meetings agenda items 
The web site works  
· www.disasterhelp.gov. 
·  Funding of the web site is $$ off the top USDA & DOI 

· Looks good politically to use it.

· Work through Sean & Sue for feedback on the site.

Discuss Team Roster 
· May need to hone down active team members vs. reviewer.  
· Agency representation geographical distribution
· Miranda Miller has dropped out.  

· Joe Appleton has dropped out.
Subgroup Teams Identified

Symbols-Ken, Karen, john  
Naming-Emmor, Victoria, Dave.  
Products-Karen, Emmor.
GIST Minimum Expectations-Victoria, Elise.  
Minium Essential datasets-John, Sean.  
Data Sharing & Archiving-Ed, Sean

First breakout for subgroups will be this afternoon

Ken and Sue: 
· Our work really begins after this meeting.  Yvonne will confirm our tasks and relationships and then it will be up to the team to develop the SOPs in their groups, interface with other team members etc.
Sue: we need to be pragmatic because when implementation begins all actions will have to be documented so we can justify our decisions. We are going to be held accountable and we need a formal documentation. Yvonne will formalize the process and bring use subject matter experts through the process. 

Ron Langhelm presentation on the perspective from FEMA on the use of GIS

· 75% of staff is reservist (a rag tag group of folks with training issues they don’t have regular federal jobs) this is a staffing problem. 
· Deployment is on a rotational basis.  There is several different position titles each with different credentials.  
· Fema deploys for any type if federal event. Offices vary in type of specialty and core service, politics thus follow.  GIS staff is not consistent.

·  DHS has established a GIS office via the 911 bill which should bring some continuity with the use of GIS.  
· DHS still struggles with defining critical infrastructure. FEMA is a recovery organization and sort of changing to a response but there are challenges.  
· Getting paid under FEMA is tough. NIC / National issue.   
·  Ron gave listing of different situations that FEMA has been involved describing how various resources are used. Dynamic system. 

Sean: how does FEMA relate to local government?  
It varies depending on nature of incident and local skills. There is a request that a local individual be dedicated but sometimes there is push back.
· USAR (Urban search and rescue) are partnerships.
·  IST incident support team they support USAR.   
· Some documents have been written and are like SOP’s and product development

but it has been an internal push.

· Continuity problem mentioned earlier is problematic.   Most is adhoc in field, there is not a strong support system. Nowhere for lessons learned to go. 
· After action process has no finality, filters and moves on. It gets so diluted. 

Sue: What can GSTOP do for FEMA and/or visa versa?

The SOP’s can be adopted and used in a variety of events. Ron has experience in a variety of situation which will be valuable to the group.
· A tie could be improved. There is a FEMA rep in NIFC that may be leveraged to support Ron’s participation. 
· Identify the need and request it from fema, be specific! Fire grants are one way for FEMA help.  But it goes back to response and recovery.
Action Item 5:

Get in touch with the NIFC FEMA representative and see if it would be possible to formalize Ron’s participation on the team. (Joe Frost, Feb.28).
Lunch

FIMT

Joe
· Plan to provide 9.0 tools by mid Feb - did not work due to contracting issues. 
· Current time lines: beta version Mar1 with 10 days to test, 10 days to fix April 1 is new date.  8.3 will be maintained.  
· DOI agencies will have 9.0  FS will have 8.3   
· This is not a standard.  
· There will be issues this year but what is the future focus.
· Needs will be expressed by this GSTOP team.  
Q. how does this compare to ISUITE?  You don’t have to use it. Prototype year, 05 will be a proof of concept year. Its more than gis, it’s the business community, documentation, subsequent litigation.
·  Does it have GIS usability? If its success is biased non-GIS community, then this is set up to crash.  This product was built without a user defined need
· There is both the GTAG & FMIT simultaneous occurring, it is a train wreck set up to happen,   what this group comes up with will be incorporated into the FIMT. 

Sue: project charter review of language
End of Day Closeout

GSTOP Meeting Notes Wednesday, 

January 26
Review of January 25 meeting and work.

Broke out into Sub-Groups

Yvonne arrived.

Review of Expectation and Concerns:

Enforcement of SOP’s:  The implementation and standardization of the SOP’s to ensure that SOP’s are being utilized and followed.

FEMA Coordination:  How do we include this?  Symbols

IR Coordination:  Lack of Collaboration from the IR community

310-1:  Inclusion of GIST Position into ICS

Who is the Business Community?

Discussion of Inclusion of IRIN and DPRO task’s with the GSTOP project.  The group needs to develop communication plan to keep other groups informed.

· Review and updating the Charter.

Chicken and Egg Scenario’s

· Implementation Timing

· Standards vs. Timing

· Training

· Work Break Down Structure timing and intervals

Group will not implement or design SOP’s based on specific hardware and software.

SOP’s will be utilized and incorporated into GTAG curriculum

Communication Plan and engagement of State Agencies

Project Planning

Reviewing Ken Bottle (Symbology Group) Document that was put together with Yvonne.

Each team needs to develop a different approach for the user community.  Teams need to work together to develop a coordinated approach to workflow.

Define Criteria – This is where Business requirements are developed.

GSTOP will review Symbology Team business practice as to adopt as Team Group.

GSTOP Groups will need to develop Appendix (Samples) for workflow, and or implementation.

Lunch Break

Group Break out to develop WBS

Emmor took Pictures of Dry Erase Board

Review of WBS Session.

· Get something down

· Working on Scope

Review of GIS Minimum Expectations Section of Group.  Discussion of whether we are dealing with GIST Quals or What is expected of GIS on Incident.  

Action Item 6:  Group will contact GTG Executive Committee and Susan Goodman as to goal for developing “GIS Minimum Expectations SOP.”  Follow up with Mary Kwart on her thoughts and Ideas.
Project Timeline Methodology Development

Action Item 7:  Develop template for GIS SOP’s - track down NWCG templates. (Sue Mclellan, March 15)
Action Item 8:  Check on the implementation, testing, and review of SOP’s with Business Community. (Mary Kwart)
Action Item 9:  Develop List of Potential Reviewers of SOP’s.
Kim Kelly with assistance of team and input from GTG, March 15) 
GSTOP Meeting Notes Thursday, 

January 27

Introductions:

Mary Kwart arrived.  Asked for clarification of role in group.

Reviewed previous days work and points with Mary Kwart.

Reviewed Flow Chart with group for clarification.

Business Lead Discussion:

Mary Kwart expressed her expectations.  Voiced a vote of confidence and stated “GIS standards are overdue for fire.”

Clarification on March deadline of presenting data and asked to who it goes to.  Sue McLellan stated that we will most likely push back the date.

Mary asked about GIST taskbook and GIST position.  She offered to contact IOS (Incident Operation Standards) working team.  IOS working team is working on GIS position. 

Ken Bottle stated that a meeting is scheduled for March with GTG and IOS working team.  Ken clarified how FEMA is working within the GIS world.  Stated that FEMA (Ron Langhelm) may take GSTOP symbols and utilize them selves. 

Mary asked how group is dealing with All Risk.  She stated we may want to expand into and or consider All Risk.  GSTOP focus is Wildland Fire.  However, Mary and Anne stated we may want approach this in phase’s so that we include All Risk.   

Charter Review and Edits:
Review of Project Scope and Business Need.

First bullet under Business need should be reviewed in relation to the GIS Minimum Expectations to help define that Sub-Team’s role and responsibilities.

Discussion of terms “Suppression” and “Management” for use in defining the Scope of the GSTOP work.

Changes:  Removed BAER and added All-Risk.

Sub-Team Changes on Charter
Minimum expectations for the GIST on an incident:

Discussion of should we include COR as an audience of the SOP’s? Should we  COR and or the contract community for review of SOP’s? Anne stated that due to the lack of standards across the board different Region’s charge different rates and unsure of what is expected of GIS contractor’s.
Action Item 10: Ask the GTG Executive Committee how to deal with this issue.
(Ken Bottle, next GTG Conference call)
Mary want’s to ensure that we include DPRO and COR as business contact’s.

Changes to data, product information sharing and archiving procedures.

Stated that GIST’s share Map Products in addition to Geospatial data.

Changed to Naming and file structure conventions

Discussion as to how GIS interacts and or coordinates with CTSP. 

Q. Do we cover interaction with CTSP on our Sub-Teams?
Action Item 11: Develop a strategy to interact with the CTSP group.
(Sean Triplett)
Action Item 12:  Write a letter to Coordinating Leads for DPRO, IRIN, Farsite -  in order to give other teams a heads up on GSTOP project and how they may want to interact the team  with mission. (Sue and Mary, March 15)
Discussion on clarification on who we obtain feedback from.  Points of the discussion focused on Sections and personnel with the ICS.  Term “end-user” was given in hopes of covering those who consume and or request GIS products or outputs.

Lunch:

Evaluate the Project Deliverables

Action Item 13:  Check with Susan and Joe on Funding allocations

(Sue and Ken)

Action Item 14:  Check with Susan Goodman with BLM writer ~ editor folks on how much time they need to review SOP
**Group agrees to use MS Project 2000
Timeline of Sub-Team deliverable draft date

	Symbolset
	February 10

	Products
	February 10

	Naming
	February 10

	MED
	February 9

	Data Sharing & Archiving
	February 10

	Base Level Performance of GIST
	February 10


Review of Milestones.  Discussed dates of deliverables.  

Action Item 15:  Review Milestone dates with GTG and or other groups for validity of dates. (Sue and Ken, Feb 22)
Action Item 16:  Sue will contact Joe about FEMA rep on group and funding issues.
(Sue, Feb 15) 
Action Item 17:  Replace and or discuss BIA rep on GSTOP.

(Sue, Feb 10)
Get an Eastern Representative
Possible Candidates
1. Jeff Kitchen BIA

2. Dan Hurlburt NPS Shenandoah NPS

3. Wendell Wallace USFS – Region 9

4. Roy Boggs Kentucky Division of Forestry

5. Eric Shmeckpepper USFS

6. Maria Frias – C&O NPS

7. Dave Brownlie –FWS Tall Timbers (added at conference call Feb 10)

Action Item 18:   Mail list to group and get contact information.
Action Item 19:  Get the letter to Team Supervisors out to Team Members. They need to be signed.

(Ken, March 1)
Incident Based Automation Phase II Business Call – 

· Three Phased Project
· Goal of IBA is to improve efficiency, exam work-arounds, recognizing ICS is utilized differently across the country.  There has to be a better way.

· Plan to visit 16 sites throughout the summer.
· Look for areas of innovation 

· Incident #’s in ROSS.
Dorothy Albright:

Discussed how interviews will be conducted to avoid duplication

Business Process Reengineering – USFS – IT, HRM, Finance

Developing a business process for Incidents (Cost Containment) – Approaching from a Higher Level to see the tie in from various sections within ICS.  Only approaching how business functions within the Incident not afterwards.   

For GIS focusing on how data can be managed to develop Fire History.

Interviewing IMT’s by September of 2005.

Suggested Follow up interview.  May pass on draft to Region for review.

Want to use GSTOP as SME and possible sample for GIS interview.

Interview will ask be to discuss how business process is done while on Incident.

GSTOP will provide details beyond what IBA survey will gather.  GSTOP will look into what? - IBA will look into the how?  Who does GIS touch in its operation while on Incident?

Dorothy plans on interacting with Sue M. to keep group up to date.  Looking to publish plan on IBA website.  

GSTOP will be the collaborative group for IBA information.  


Victoria asked about reviewing data of original plan.  Example given was UMT study did not provide background on findings.  Victoria will like to see answers from individuals to possibly include in GSTOP discussion.  (Understanding confidentiality)  

Questions from GSTOP to Dorothy (IBA).

Hope to focus on broad use of ICS on Incidents.  Looking to cover all aspects of Incidents from Transition, to build up, to demob etc….

Underlying Theme of IBA is Computer Infrastructure:  Charter is to focus on Sections – however Computer Automation is the bull’s eye.  

Connectivity

Equipment Issues

GIST vs. CTSP Computer Functions

Does GIS need to be utilized?

GPS utilization on Incidents (Equipment)

CLOSE OUT 

Next Conference Call Feb. 10 

1300 EST

1200 CST

1100 MST

1000 PST

0900 AKST

Meeting Scheduled May week of 9th in Denver Colorado

ACTION ITEMS

Action Item 1: Sean will graph NIMS & NIIMS 

Action Item 2: Formal letter needs to be written as a way of introducing GSTOP project team members. (Business Lead, Feb.28)

Action Item 3: Determine if any relevant surveys are being conducted (Subgroup Leads)

Action Item 4: Graph the structure of NWCG and GSTOP hierarchy to put into workplan.

(Ed Delaney, Feb 28)

Action Item 5:

Get in touch with the NIFC FEMA representative and see if it would be possible to formalize Ron’s participation on the team. (Joe Frost, Feb.28).

Action Item 6:  Group will contact GTG Executive Committee and Susan Goodman as to goal for developing “GIS Minimum Expectations SOP.”  Follow up with Mary Kwart on her thoughts and Ideas.

Action Item 7:  Develop template for GIS SOP’s - track down NWCG templates. (Sue Mclellan, March 15)

Action Item 8:  Check on the implementation, testing, and review of SOP’s with Business Community. (Mary Kwart)

Action Item 9:  Develop List of Potential Reviewers of SOP’s.

(Kim Kelly with assistance of team and input from GTG, March 15) 

Action Item 10: Ask the GTG Executive Committee how to deal with the issue of contract GIS services and standard contact specifications.

(Ken Bottle, next GTG Conference call)

Action Item 11: Develop a strategy to interact with the CTSP group.

(Sean Triplett)

Action Item 12:  Write a letter to Coordinating Leads for DPRO, IRIN, Farsite -  in order to give other teams a heads up on GSTOP project and how they may want to interact the team  with mission. (Sue and Mary, March 15)

Action Item 13:  Check with Susan and Joe on Funding allocations

(Sue and Ken)

Action Item 14:  Check with Susan Goodman with BLM writer ~ editor folks on how much time they need to review SOP.
Action Item 15:  Review Milestone dates with GTG and or other groups for validity of dates. (Sue and Ken, Feb 22)

Action Item 16:  Sue will contact Joe about FEMA rep on group and funding issues.

(Sue, Feb 15)

Action Item 17:  Replace and or discuss BIA rep on GSTOP.

(Sue, Feb 10)

Action Item 19:  Get the letter to Team Supervisors out to Team Members. They need to be signed.

(Ken, March 1)

Action Item 20: Get logistics set up for Denver Meeting, (Elise, April 30)

C:\GSTOP\GSTOP Portland Meeting 2005Jan\CompiledMtgNotesPortland_Finaupdated021505.doc
- 14 -


