ESIP Steering Committee Meeting

May 8, 2008

Boston, Massachusetts

Attendees: Jim Cradock (GOMC), Adria Elskus (USGS/U. Maine), Diane Gould (EPA), Jawed Hameedi (NOAA), Anita Hamilton (DFO), David Keeley (GOMC), Jim Latimer (EPA), Gary Lines (EC),  Jason Link (NOAA), Kathryn Parlee (EC), Susan Russell-Robinson (DOI), Charlie Strobel (EPA), Marilyn ten Brink (EPA),  Christine Tilburg (GOMC)
Introductions 

The meeting opened with introductions around the table. Everyone appeared genuinely happy to put names and faces together. Susan Russell-Robinson then discussed some of the basic objectives of the meeting (as listed on the agenda):

1. Increase awareness about ESIP progress and opportunities

2. Discuss interaction of indicators

3. Ensure proposed indicators are directly responsive to leading management issues

4. Discuss 2008-09 fund development strategy.

 In addition, Susan mentioned that one of her concerns is that as ESIP brings the indicators and products into a finalized and polished format - how can we best communicate these to the public? David Keeley specifically mentioned the need for a communication agenda or plan. Christine Tilburg stated that ESIP just funded an initial communications plan (submitted March 31). (Christine will upload the Communication Plan and Appendix as submitted to the ESIP Planning Site - done 5/13/08).  The group discussed what potential best means of communicating to the users might be. As a reminder, the Action Plan defines ESIP's users as coastal managers and lawmakers.
Tool Updates

Christine then briefly discussed the two main ESIP webtools (Monitoring Map and Indicator Reporting Tool) and current work. The ESIP Monitoring Map (www.gulfofmaine.org/esip/map) continues to be updated as new programs come to Christine's attention. Since the revisions completed last July (2007), the tool has remained in the current version. Christine mentioned that with respect to the ESIP Indicator Reporting Tool (www.gomoos.org/esip), she met with GoMOOS on April 30 to discuss possible revisions as suggested by members of the Steering Committee and ESIP. GoMOOS seemed mildly open to doing revisions, but there might be a cost associated with these revisions. Christine has proposed that a decision regarding moving the tool to the Council server be made after the first set of revisions are completed by GoMOOS. This will give ESIP the opportunity to assess how helpful GoMOOS is going to be regarding the continuation of this project. David Keeley suggested that it might be possible to have an ESIP button (similar to the Gulf of Maine Times button that was recently put on the EC website). He suggested that a similar button might be made for ESIP and placed on the Steering Committee webpages to promote ESIP and the associated tools.

 (Action completed: Jim Cradock designed an ESIP button for use on member webpages 5/15/08).   
IT Discussion

Jim Cradock was then introduced to the group as one of the main individuals that assist ESIP with internet/IT projects including the Monitoring Map and ESIP Planning Site (also called Plone site).  Jim C. then provided a brief summary of the databases and programs on the Council's server that are running the ESIP Planning site and ESIP Monitoring Map (as stated above, the ESIP Indicator Reporting Tool is currently housed on the GoMOOS server). He mentioned that ESIP has been on the forefront of trying new technologies that then spread to other parts of the Council. Jim C. also discussed the potential for housing the various datasets for the indicators on the server. Christine mentioned that the intention is to build a web-interface to allow various subcommittees to look at the indicator data through a relational database.

Subcommittee Reports

The meeting then turned to the subcommittees reporting out on progress and issues encountered.  Christine mentioned that as each subcommittee makes a report on the various indicators, it will be useful to refer to the table created for each subcommittee. In addition, she requested that each chair revisit what the driving management questions leading to the indicator selection were. Jim Latimer provided a chart with management questions to meeting attendees. The questions were pulled from a Council document written by Mills (Mills, K.E., 2006, A Strategy for Gulf of Maine Ecosystem Indicators and State of the Environment Reporting, Gulf of Maine Council on the Marine Environment). David Keeley suggested that further documents which might be used to formulate these questions include the Listening Sessions Report (author: Beth Della Valle) and the EPA Indicator Report. It was suggested that Christine make a list of these management questions for use by the ESIP Steering Committee (Action to be taken: Christine will put together a list of management questions later this month). 
 1. Climate Change

Gary Lines presented a report on the Climate Change Subcommittee progress. He went over the four selected indicators:

· Air temperature trends and anomalies

· Sea surface temperature

· Sea level rise

· Precipitation trends and anomalies.
In addition, Gary mentioned that one of the concerns of the subcommittee is how to proceed with the other side of the management question - projections. He feels the next move forward is to go into projection mode. Gary passed around an example of a projection scenario provided by Luc Vescovi (Ouranos), a member of the subcommittee. It was suggested that Christine try to bring someone into the subcommittee from NERACOOS (Action to be taken: Christine will attempt to enlist a member of NERACOOS as a participant in this subcommittee).  It was agreed that projections are possibly more important for this subcommittee than other subcommittees.
2. Coastal Development

Marilyn ten Brink went over the Coastal Development Subcommittee progress report and form (form prepared by Justin Huston, previous chair of the subcommittee). The selected indicators for coastal development are:

· Percent of watershed covered in impervious surface

· Point-sources of pollutions (sewage, industrial effluent, fish plants, etc)

· Population density (residential and employment).

Marilyn mentioned that some issues encountered included temporal and spatial scales. Christine stated that she has not heard back from GeoConnections on the status of the ILM proposal (Update: no information from GeoConnections as of 5/16/08)..

3. Contaminants

Adria Elskus provided the progress report for the Contaminants Subcommittee. She mentioned that management issues that the subcommittee focused on are:

1. trends in contaminants data

2. when do managers need to be concerned

3. predictive capabilities

4. hot spots.

Indicators selected by the subcommittee are:

· Sediment quality triad

· Shellfish sanitation program

· Gulfwatch.

Adria also stated some of the problems encountered include the lack of consistency with sediment triad data. She mentioned that providing data itself is not useful to managers. There needs to be some accompanying interpretation. However, the committee can't be constantly providing new interpretation. She also mentioned that the field is moving away from looking at single stressors. Charlie Strobel asked if the group is supposed to be providing action levels. Anita Hamilton mentioned that the information provided by ESIP would potentially be used for State of the Environment reporting. However, it is ESIP's job to primarily pull data together and look at status and trends. There was agreement around the table that ESIP is not responsible for determining thresholds/action levels. Jawed Hameedi spoke about the difficulty in determining thresholds/action levels or interpretation of sediment triad data (for additional information, see the handouts mailed by Jawed to the Steering Committee on May 6, 2008). Charlie agreed and stated that the contamination leg is relatively easy to interpret, but the toxicity and benthic community data are much more difficult to get a handle on. Jawed mentioned that it is possible to use the sediment triad data to look at status and trends. Marilyn ten Brink thought it might be of value to have each subcommittee discuss how local people might use each indicator on their next calls (Action to be taken: Christine will add this item to the agendas for the next subcommittee calls).
4. Eutrophication

Jim Latimer provided the progress report for the Eutrophication Subcommittee. The indicators selected (please note that the indicators listed on the form included at the meeting were incorrect) are:

· Calculated Nitrogen/Phosphorus Load  (mass/area/time)

· Secchi Depth

· Dissolved Oxygen Concentration

· Chlorophyll-a Concentration.

Jim mentioned that some of the issues encountered include the spatial scale question. The responses to increased nutrient are coastal and are diminished with distance from shore. Further questions include:

· How do you assess indicators for a whole system?

· How do you assess temporal variation? 

Jim was asked if the nutrient load includes both point and non-point sources. Jim replied that the intention is to include both via the indicators. Diane Gould thought that by
measuring nutrients themselves, managers can be aware of whether the treatment needs to be modified. Jim noted that there has been a constant debate about the utility of "concentration-"vs "loading-based" nutrient management endpoints for estuaries/coasts.

The attractiveness of the "concentration-based" endpoint is mainly due to the ease of sample collection and measurement.  The "loading-based" endpoint is more complex because it is a derived variable, i.e.,usually calculated from models or, for river-dominated systems, discharge - concentration calculations (which is actually pretty

straight-forward). If the endpoint is being used to assess whether a system is suffering from the effects of nitrogen overenrichment, it is possible to derive a false-negative conclusion.  That is, the level of DIN, for example, might be low but the effects, such as excess algae, hypoxia, SAV loss may still be evident.  This is because there is a

strong coupling between primary productivity and nitrogen - e.g., for a shallow system, it is generally observed that when there are large amounts of nuisance macroalgae the water DIN levels are low because the nitrogen is locked in the algae.  For deeper systems phytoplankton takes up the nitrogen.  The subcommittee knows these issues and therefore has adopted the "loading-based" endpoint and explicitly discarded the "concentration-based" endpoint.

5. Fisheries and Aquaculture

Jason Link provided a progress report of the Fisheries and Aquaculture Subcommittee. The indicators selected are:

· Production/leased areas per area for:

· finfish

· shellfish

· integrated aquaculture

· Economic value of aquaculture

· Proportions of stocks at or above targeted abundance or biomass

· Mean length for fish for everything sampled

· Economic value of fisheries (either direct value or number of license/permits).

Jason mentioned that the data are present and ready to go for several indicators and that this was the driving factor behind the indicator selection. He also mentioned that the fourth indicator listed above is more indicative of major processes experienced by the ecosystem. He stated that the aquaculture folks are keen on eutrophication as influencing the aquaculture systems and the ecosystem. Jason also mentioned that scale has been an issue for this subcommittee. Aquaculture is focused near-shore but fisheries have an off-shore focus.
6. Aquatic Habitats

As neither chair (Hilary Neckles or Al Hanson) were able to attend the meeting, Christine presented the indicators for the Aquatic Habitat Subcommittee. The selected indicators are:

· Area of salt marsh

· Area of seagrass

· Number and distribution of tidal restrictions.

Christine mentioned that she has had trouble tracking down salt marsh data and also all habitat data for the Provinces. Diane mentioned that she might have access to some salt marsh data.

Data Needs/Small Projects

After the discussion of the indicators, as summarized above, it is apparent that ESIP needs some help doing data gathering and analysis. Christine pointed the group to the document titled "Accelerating work on indicators of ecosystem health" which lists out ESIP's data and analysis needs. The group asked Christine to make suggestions of how much time would be needed for each project. Adria suggested that some NGOs might have funding or assistance available. NSF projects were also suggested. (Action to be taken: David Keeley will look into some of these funding sources).
Interactions
Susan then led the group in a discussion about ESIP interactions with other regional or local groups. In addition, specific gaps in the subcommittees were discussed. Suggestions included:

1. NERACOOS

2. Eutrophication - on the ground town/county people

3. Coastal Development - land use/land cover assessment types

4. NOAA nodes in different parts of country

5. Contaminants - local managers (policy staff in various legislative communities)
6. Climate Change - municipal planning level

Susan mentioned that with so many choices available through GOMC and other organizations - how can we ensure that ESIP's tools are appropriate and used? Once the tool is improved (including text and interpretation), training workshops will be arranged.  Jim suggested that local people will be most interested in looking at specific embayments. He suggested having these embayments included in the tool. Christine stated that there is a "zoom-to" portion of the tool that allows users to look at specific local areas. It was requested that Christine make a list of embayments for discussion. Marilyn suggested she look at the e-estuaries project for a start. (Action to be taken: Christine will make a list of embayments for discussion). 
The group then did an exercise drawing interactions between the various subcommittees (see Figure at end of summary notes).

Suggested linkages to other regional entities included: ACAP Saint John, BoFEP, SMART, NERACOOS, RARGOM, anyone currently developing indicators (EPA, NPS vital signs), National Park Service, Canadian Federation of Municipalities. Marilyn mentioned that there are regional programs working on indicators. NOAA has funded some states to develop indicators. It was suggested that at the next subcommittee meetings a discussion be held to talk about non-traditional audiences and how we might begin making presentations and networking with these audiences. (Action to be taken: This item will be added to agenda for each subcommittee).

 Way Forward

The group then focused on the path forward. Christine suggested that a good policy might be to focus on accelerating two subcommittees' efforts. David suggested that it is important to be aware of agency RFPs in taking this approach. The group agreed that climate change is an appropriate subcommittee to accelerate as it has the capacity to engage the current general public. It was mentioned that the Tides of Change focused on fisheries, contaminants, and coastal development. It appears that focusing on climate change and one of the other two subcommittees not covered in the Tides of Change (eutrophication or aquatic habitats) would make sense.

Funding Needs

David and Susan next discussed the funding needs of ESIP. ESIP requires approximately $78,000 per year to cover Christine, travel, publications, and IT. In hand for 2009 there is $20,000 from EC. Therefore, we're in need of other sources. Susan mentioned that we need to look at other sources from our "normal" wells. The Nature Conservancy was suggested. Susan Carr was mentioned as a possible contact (Susan is a lead on the EBM tool). It was also suggested to connect with Jane Timms regarding the NB Environmental Trust Fund. EPA's Regional Applied Research Effort (RARE) was also mentioned, although there is a lot of competition for these funds. RARGOM was discussed as a clearinghouse for proposals. Stephen Hale and Walt Galloway were both brought up as involved with RARGOM. Susan mentioned that we have approximately 6 months left to find resources. 

Regarding training and workshops, Sea Grant was mentioned as a possible funding source.

Appreciation of Effort

Susan and Anita closed the meeting by recognizing the incredible effort that the chairs/co-chairs have put into the various subcommittees. Following the presentation of appreciation gifts, the meeting adjourned. Great work!!
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Figure: Interactions diagram developed during meeting (5/8/08).
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