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Introductions and Discussion of Different Methods
Following introductions Christine Tilburg provided a brief update on where the committee is with respect to determine recommendations for the next ESIP indicator suite. Jim Latimer stated that he hoped the group could begin to focus on integrative indicators (as opposed to the “classical” indicators that have been used in the past). The slides were presented with different ideas on how a framework might be established for the next ESIP indicators. 
Ocean Health Index

Jim stated that the three suggested methods (Ocean Health Index, DPSIR, and “report cards”) are not mutually exclusive. As an example he stated that the OHI contains a series of indicators that could likely be described in the DPSIR framework. Jim also mentioned that he hopes the group can think about moving towards some indicators that discuss ecosystem services. 
Jawed Hameedi noted that the OHI takes into account human derived benefits and also brings in human effects on the ocean. He also stated that the OHI can combine very different things with the end goal of reaching one number. That number changes from one place to another in the region. He feels that the best way of using the index is to look at the way regions rank side by side. His concern is that combining so many things can dilute down the usefulness. 

John Brazner stated that although he has not worked with the OHI his own experience in the Great Lakes is that there is importance placed on the services that systems like wetlands provide. He cautioned that there is less and less of a value placed on the ecosystems themselves. He stated that there is value in the condition indicators used by different programs and ESIP 1.0. Christine stated that the new indicators in ESIP 2.0 will not replace the “classic/conditional” indicators that ESIP is already reporting on (available at www.gulfofmaine.org/esip). Jim agreed and stated that it might be possible to modify the OHI with respect to ESIP’s indicators. Paul Stacey stated that there is a lot of good in the OHI. In particular he likes the acknowledgement that there are tradeoffs of service. ESIP’s current indicators are a good description of the current systems. Christine agreed with the current assessment. 
DPSIR

Christine then opened the discussion on the slide for DPSIR. Paul mentioned that he isn’t sure that the NROC/NERACOOS effort is going to stick with DPSIR. However, he feels that DPSIR is a good way to communicate about indicators. Jeff Hyland stated that DPSIR is an indicator framework and there are multiple indicators under each of the “legs.” In that way you can approach integrative indicators. Christine mentioned that the DPSIR framework was loosely used for the ESIP 1.0 indicators. Hilary Neckles stated that she does not feel that ESIP should abandon DPSIR. She stated that there are parts of all three communication tools (OHI, DPSIR, or Report Cards) that can be used. Robin Anderson agreed with a previous comment that these three suggestions are not competing with each other. The OHI does use status and trends within its equations. She stated that the OHI is simply a way of conveniently bringing values and distilling those values into one number. The OHI does not take away from DPSIR. 

Jim agreed with this assessment. He wondered if the next step might be to have Christine diagram out where the current ESIP indicators fit in with the OHI calculations and  the DPSIR approach (Action to be taken: Christine will prepare this comparison and include “services” types of indicators highlighted). Jim stated that Christine could perhaps pull out the “services-type” indicators from the list or the set aside list of ESIP 1.0. 

Jawed stated that for him the more fundamental question is why would the group want to have one number to describe the condition of the Gulf of Maine. He feels that the “one number” approach loses all of the value and conditions of various compartments of the analysis. In part the one number approach doesn’t convey the underlying diversity of values (he did mention that Ben Halprin believes that interested users could desegregate the OHI into relevant values). Hilary stated that as a scientist she is uncomfortable taking numerous calculations and boiling them down to one value. However, she acknowledged that some people want that one value. Paul stated that the group needs to think about who they want to communicate with. John stated that it is really the trend in the indictors that is more important than a single value. 
Report Card Tools

Robin stated that she really likes the report card visual approach. She stated that there are numerous examples of places where report cards are used quite elegantly. John agreed and stated that he prefers the report card to the “pizza” approach used with the OHI. Jeff also voted for the third approach and stated that is it used with NOAA fairly routinely. That said, the report cards do roll numerous metrics into one value. Christine agreed that she also likes the report cards as it visually places an emphasis on the watershed. Paul disagreed with the discussion and stated that he never feels that report cards have a substantional impact. Hilary pointed out one difficulty with the report cards lies in developing or identifying thresholds.
Next Step

Christine will prepare materials for the next call (hopefully in early October) which will highlight how ESIP’s current indicators (ESIP 1.0) fit within the OHI and DPSIR framework. In addition she will try to highlight indicators that currently address services.
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