Directional Committee Call May 28, 2014
Participants:

Jeff Hyland (NOAA)

Jim Latimer (EPA)
Emily Monosson (Consultant, Environmental Toxicologist)

David Page (Bowdoin)


Christine Tilburg (GOMC)


Paul Stacey (NH Fish and Wildlife)
Introductions and ESIP Background
This call marked the first time the Directional Committee was together. Introductions were detailed so that individuals on the call would understand the background of each other. Christine Tilburg mentioned that both Jerry Neff (Consultant, Neff & Associates) and Hilary Neckles (USGS) are members of the committee but were not able to be on the call.
Christine then provided a quick review of ESIP’s previous work with indicators for each of the seven ESIP subcommittees (aquatic habitats, aquaculture, eutrophication, coastal development, contaminants, climate change, and fisheries). She also provided the list of original indicators. Paul Stacey stated that ESIP has made great progress on a difficult task. 

Scope
Jim Latimer introduced the idea of ESIP 2.0. He mentioned the need to reevaluate indicators that were set aside for the first round of indicators. He also stated that the original indicators were developed in “silos” and ESIP wants to get out of these unique silos (such as the eutrophication silo) and start to determine how indicators relate to each other. Jeff Hyland wondered if biological indicators were included in the first round of ESIP indicators. Christine explained that many of the biological indicators were included in the original “laundry list” but were set aside. The group felt that seeing the set aside indicators would be very helpful. Christine agreed to make a list of these set aside indicators for the July conference call. (Action to be taken: Christine will bring together the set aside indicators in a table along with reasons that the indicators might have been declined for the first round. In addition she will try to organize the indicators as either effects based on integrative).
David Page stated that many of the indicators in ESIP 1.0 fall into one of two categories: 1) exposure based indicators and 2) effects based indicators. He hopes that the foundation of this group is to be for looking at effects based indicators, which might be called super indicators. In environmental science research tends to focus on exposure based indicators that impact local areas. Jim agreed that he likes the idea of super indicators that give users more a more integrative look. David stated that integrative indicators might represent multiple pressures. Paul stated that the group needs to look at super indicators that appropriately represent a full suite of stressors. In his opinion that is the only way to get one’s head around what is causing change. Christine liked this idea and suggested that she try to organize a table of the first round of indicators that were set aside as either effects based or integrative. Paul also mentioned that the NROC Sentinel Monitoring program is monitoring for ecosystem change beyond climate drivers and pressures.
Jim stated that one problem with integrative indicators is that they provide information on change but give less information on drivers and pressures. David agreed but stated that researchers run into trouble when the focus is on being specific. Emily Monosson wondered what types of models the datasets can be fit into. Jim provided an example of the EPA-ORD project that is currently being developed. He stated that that project is trying to create a model that the various datasets might be used with. David stated that there is also another good EPA project that estimates ecological risks. (David sent the article out directly following the call: Harwell et al, 2010. A conceptual model of natural and anthropogenic drivers and their influence on the Prince William Sound, Alaska, Ecosystem).
Jeff stated that he likes the way the discussion is going. He mentioned that one way to assess integrity and resiliency is through a variety of metrics that can be rolled up into an index. He stated that DPSIR evolved from a stress response framework. He described a program that allows for thresholds for “good, “bad” and “in between” that are integrative and currently in use. He described how those kinds of indicators could give an overall habitat quality index.  Jeff stated that a lot of the components within an index might not have thresholds but it is important to bring different measurements that include stressor levels and responses.
Canadians
Following the discussion Christine mentioned a need to bring in at least one Canadian to the committee. She asked that people on the call think about someone who might be able to participate and come from “north” of the border.
Next Steps

Christine will put together a table of the “set aside” indicators from ESIP 1.0. She will try to include the reasons in the table that the indicator was not used. She’ll also try to separate the indicators into exposure based and effects based indicators. She will try to reserve the July call date with the committee members in the first week after this call.
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