FIA Joint Band Meeting
IM Band Notes

Boulder, CO 

April 3-6, 2001

Tuesday, April 3, 2001
Joint meeting with Analysis Band 1-3 PM

Set in stone?  Make sure you don’t truncate the historic line.  The historic data set has to be maintained for many variables and many of these variables are set in stone.

Equations to compute volume are done regionally and need to have documentation for integration into a national database.

States would like a cookbook recipe of what will be in annual reports and five year reports and when can we expect them.  A time line is needed for these reports. Minimum standards are needed so national consistency can be maintained.

Issues covered at this meeting -

IM/AB - top issues

1. Change management plan - 

· Is a change management policy needed?  Yes.

· Begin with change proposal being logged into the system and then moving through the decision process to move the proposal to the management team.

· Brad Smith shared a method based on a Canadian system to address these issues.  A proposal is initiated, logged in, placed into a tracking matrix, discussed and signed off on by all needed bands.  Then an action plan and time line for implementation should be established and ratified by the management team.  Documentation needs to accompany the proposed decision and forwarded to to the management team so they feel well enough informed to make their decision.

· Let’s make sure this process is not so detailed that it becomes too cumbersome.  Decisions should be timely and not hold back forward progression. 

Recommendation - Form a committee on change management consisting of one member from each band and one indicator advisor to design and set priorities for a change management system for FIA.  This committee should begin work at this meeting and should address currently proposed changes and any others from this point forward.

This committee should be formed and begin work on Thursday.

2
What to do about the current growing stock algorithm? - (Forest typing)

· Implementation of the algorithm is creating problems.  Forest types are coming up in areas where they have never been before.  This algorithm was developed to allow computers to assign forest types rather than having crews make calls in the field.

· Changes are needed to address these issues.  Federal Geographic Data Committee compliance is mandatory.  SAF types are a possibility for remote sensing.

· National Vegetation Classification System is being cross walked with the SAF system.  There are other groups looking into this with the thought in mind that it will be implemented in 2003.

· Terminology is hard to keep up with.  The Nature Conservancy is the driving force behind this movement.

· Do we have enough information to determine whether or not the algorithm is repeatable in the field?  Currently, people don’t believe field crew calls are wrong by up to 50% according to the algorithm call.

· There used to be only four stand size classes.  Now there are more classes.  Has this been helpful or harmful?

Related issue - Forest typing by computer versus field calls is a QA issue? 

Recommendation - Reconvene a stocking committee to evaluate the current algorithm.  Try to figure out what the positive and negative common threads are and make a recommendation.  This committee should consist of Sharon Woudenburg, Ray Sheffield, Tom Freiswick, Mark Hansen, Larry Bednar, John Mullen, Ralph Warbington, Mike Williams, an NFS representative, etc.  What is the National goal?  Which is right - the field crew or the algorithm?

1 The d-team needs to have a procedure to answer questions quickly during systems design and development.

· Carol Alerich is the DT contact to the AB.  John Visage is the primary AB contact.

· Timely turn around is essential.

· Prioritization of items needing response should be done.  There are some items that can stop the development team in their tracks if a timely response is not made.

· The development team should document the implications of making or not making a rapid response on a given issue.

· All bands that are involved in the question should be addressed and given time to discuss the issue before making a response.   The key is to make as timely decision as possible.

Recommendation - E-mail issues to AB members for response.  If no resolution, have a conference call.

Discussion - Good examples to use for checking the change process include the total seedling count code and treatment codes.

Joint meeting with Data Acquisition Band 3-5 PM

There is concern from the DAB that the change management proposal is akin to how a bill becomes a law.  The plan needs to be more flexible.

Tree species coding summary - DAB not wedded to a particular system but have strong feelings on some systems and have a need for input from IM on the tree species list.

How good is good enough for GPS readings?  Do we need to do them every visit or is this overkill?

If there are any d-team requirements that are needed tomorrow, get them to the DAB quick.  They would like to be accommodating.

Issues covered at this meeting -

IM/DAB - top issues

1. Change management plan

· Trying to evaluate all proposed changes, even small ones, to assure that all possible implications from the change are known and well documented.  A lot of details need to be worked out.

· What is the decision making process?  It needs to be more formal.  All changes should be reviewed and tracked from start to finish.

· Prioritization and costs of proposed changes needs to be the basis of this system.

Recommendation - Form a committee on change management consisting of one member from each band and one indicator advisor to design and set priorities for a change management system for FIA.  This committee should begin work at this meeting and should address currently proposed changes and any others from this point forward.

2. Tree species codes

· From a field crew perspective there is value to keeping a consistent structure with the tree species codes.

· Currently, there is a problem with the three digit codes system.  The current system doesn’t allow for additions of species while still maintaining the species groups.

· Solutions are to switch to a four numeric digit code or use the six digit PLANTS database alpha codes.

· Nationally there is a push for a five digit code.  The first digit denotes - tree(1), shrub(2), herbs/grass(3) and lichen/bryophyte(4).  The four following digits denote the individual groups/species and saves the current codes(0-8999).  9000-9999 would be set aside for later additions. 

· Given what we have now, the codes will not work for Version 2.0 of the field manual.

· Would it be better to produce a new code for Caribbean and other new species to accommodate them and not change the old code?

· Need evaluation criteria.

· Renumbering is a problem when it comes to changing species codes.

· We will be using PLANTS for Phase 3 understory vegetation but not for tree species.

· In depth history of species codes needs to be considered in making recommendations for any new system.

· Need to do a cost benefit analysis before determining alternatives to be used. 

Recommendation - The DAB, with the AB, will review this in depth and make a proposal.

3. The d-team needs to have a procedure to answer questions quickly during systems design and development.

· Database design “showstoppers” need to be addressed rapidly.  Others can sit for a while before being addressed.

· Quick is relative!

· DAB doesn’t want showstoppers coming up everyday.  It would be nice to accumulate a few and then get a quick conference call together to address them.

· Liaisons for this are Mark Rubey, Dave Alerich.

Recommendation - Attach level of urgency to system development questions from the d-team.

4. Accommodating Regional Codes

· Can’t calculate growing stock because growing stock is a derived variable in some cases using regional codes.  These regional codes are not included in the national manual and metadata.

· Could we document in the National manual the regional variations as they occur?  This could be a major headache depending on the number of regional variables that are identified.

· Many regional variables were dropped by regions, even though they were strongly  desired, in order to accommodate a national program but this is one that has not gone away.

· If there are certain variables that are collected or computed differently by different regions, they should be addressed in the national field manual.

· Could this be accommodated in a compilation manual and not the field manual?

· Compilation band efforts have been dropped from the IM band.

· Need to have a system that conceptualizes these regional code variances.

· Eventually, the d-team will include all regional code but not yet.

Recommendation - A compilation guide is needed.

Wednesday, April 4, 2001
Joint meeting with Statistics Band 9-12 AM

Tomorrow the committee to work on change management will attempt to compose a draft proposal for change management.  This is really a method of doing more than just change management.  It is a way of handling all change and the group needs.

Many members of the stat band felt they need to be at all their meetings during the day and could not afford to take time during the day to work on this committee.  Bill Bechtold could represent DAB and Stat but the suggestion for this group to work in the evening was made so that another stat member could be involved.  The committee is still going to meet during the day on Thursday to assure work gets done at this meeting.

What needs to be carried forward from P1 in the database?  This issue needs to be addressed at some point.

Are we going to reload all the old data or are we just starting with the annual inventory with the new IM system for Version 1.4 and higher?  Mapped plot design data not done according to Version 1.4 and higher should be handled on a regional level.

Misclassifications are a nasty thing that needs work and it will be done by the stat band at a later date.

Panel creep will be handled by the stat band based on management team decisions.  The IM band requests that the management team decision should be made with the intent that it be final and not changed in the future.  If it changes, this will be a nightmare for the IM band d-team.

The stat band needs to define terms and communicate those to the d-team.

Blind check QA remeasurements can not be used to change field measurements.  Hot checks can change measurements.  Once data is in the national database the data should not be changed.  Once the plot is submitted for loading changes are finished.  Colds checks could be whole plot or partial plot remeasurements and during the control process changes can be made.  Is the editing being done at the regional level consistent across regions??  If something is not caught during the control process but is caught after data is loaded into the national database, what should be done and how is it tracked?  We need to look at the data quality all the way through the QA process.  What kind of screens will be in place to catch bonehead bloopers?  All error checks that are in the PDR’s will be incorporated into the national database.  Every blind check could double as a cold check but the data should not be changed in this process.

We should not be “doing slop” with non-forest estimates on NFS lands.  If you want to match county area figures, you should stratify by county.  Census water is also an issue because of the potential ways to measure it.  How do you handle it to come up with the right number.  This is still a live issue.  We know what acreages we have to hit but how do we do this?  Brad Smith is the RPA contact and the source to help approach these issues.  We don’t need county information for NFS lands but it may still be needed for the RPA.  Gary Boyack will look into this issue.

Terminology needs to be looked at with the DAB.  What is super, macro, annular plot, donut plot, etc?  We need a glossary.

Issues covered at this meeting -

IM/Stat - top issues

2. Change management plan

· Same as with above bands.

3. The d-team needs to have a procedure to answer questions quickly during systems design and development.

· Bill Smith is the liaison from the stat band to the IM band.  He will be the contact for the d-team to move needs to the stat band.  Bill Smith will join the d-team conference calls on Tuesdays.

4. Public Ownerships -

· Bill Bechtold presented how the stat band would handle estimating trees/area on an ownership which includes county boundaries with different sampling intensities (number of plots). You can weight areas differently using different algorithms.

Recommendation - The stat band recommends alternative C for use by FIA and alternative A made available for NFS use.  Altenative B would be used to crosscheck the quality of sub-population data received from agencies.

6. What is needed in P1 data calculations and what is defined as allowable error? -

· What exactly are the calculations?

· What estimators are being used?  These are being addressed in Chapter 4 of the stat band publication.  The draft will be out by next month.

· There are many ways to carry P1 stratification layers forward at the regional level.  What can we carry forward nationally as a standard for P1?

· We want to be able to make expansion estimates on the fly.  So, what can we carry forward nationally to enable this?

· There are compelling design implications associated with this issue.

· You may want to carry forward some fixed area expanders to allow users to calculate your five year report numbers.

· The remote sensing band will provide the information to the stat band to address these needs.

· The IM band does not have this table in their model yet.  It is conceptually possible but may need stat band assistance.

· Need to build a system that will allow the addition of this in the future.

· Carry forward the pixel count at the sub-population level.  Population of interest is the basic land area building block  for making estimates and is the county level at this time.  Sub-population is any part of the county that requires post-processing data.

· The definition of population needs to be revisited by the stat band.

· There is a cost associated with re-educating people to understand t a new definition of population.

· We need to be able to carry forward P1 data to address the estimates at the population level.

· This will require stat band input to develop the summary table for P1 strata.  Maybe these coverages exist and the IM band just needs help pointing users to the right source?  Let’s not reinvent the wheel if it’s not necessary.  How you aggregate the available strata to answer some questions may not be available and should be addressed to satisfy the user.

· As remote sensing technology and computer technology changes this system will change.

Recommendation - P1 strata tables for on the fly estimators of user defined populations are required in the national database.  We need to know the costs involved for the various options in order to move forward with this issue.  The IM band understands this fuzzy issue and Ron McRoberts will take the lead for the stat band and work with the IM band towards a resolution.

Two issue papers may be required to complete this task.  One on how to handle estimators for P3 and another on panel creep

5. Panel and cycle issues-

· Hexagons are a way of identifying and generating a list of plots.  Not all hexagons are populated in the selection process.

· What is the definition of panels, sub-panels, cycles, sub-cycles, population, sub-population and super-population?  This will be addressed by the stat team so d-team can move forward quickly.

· Is pre-stratification a consideration?  No.

· What is panel slip and how do we handle it?  Not answered completely.

· P3 plots are not used to generate population estimates.

· Is there a problem with the P3 cycle being on a 5 year cycle and P2 being on a 7 year cycle?  Yes.  The plots only match up exactly once every 35 years.  It’s a complicated issue.

Joint meeting with Remote Sensing Band 1-3 PM

Remote sensing can provide strata for number of pixels for each strata by hexagon that could be used for population estimates at the county level and/or they could provide a GIS layer that could be used for any size population.

IM needs to prioritize their needs and make a request for information from RS and they should be able to provide it fairly easily.

What’s the common denominator across the country?  What scale do you summarize the data?  IM needs to know the size of data to be stored.  400 scenes cover the entire nation with about 30 million pixels per scene?  The stat band and RS band need to determine how the data should be stratified and in what form they would like it.  This should be standard across the country.  Once this is accomplished, the bands should work with IM to assure all bands and users get the information they need from the national database.

This has to be a joint effort with close contact with the IM band so that band requests for data storage do not exceed the storage limit.

Metadata is needed for any changes to RS codes and this needs to be linked to past data somehow.

How much IM storage is needed for RS use?  IM is storage for scalar database this year and not GIS spatial data.  Anything that may be needed in the future should be presented to IM as soon as possible so they can start thinking about integration at a later date.  Linkages between scalar database and GIS spatial data need to be considered.

Need to look into a GIS band to manage spatial data and move GIS forward.  This should not be added to the RS band responsibilities.  If it is, remote sensing progress may be deterred in the future.

Disk storage is a possibility for RS data storage but how will this data be accessed by external users.  This is outside the scope of the Version 1.4 presentation database but may be incorporated in the future.

IM will probably be the group to maintain all the information in the future.

Who will store the MRLC map?  What will be done if there is a discrepancy between the estimated forested acres for a population area from the pixel array and the actual number of forested pixels in the MRLC map for that population area?

P1 data storage in this first generation database should cover all plots currently in the annualized survey.

There is a forest service wide push to address, coordinate and formalize fundamental geospatial training for everyone in the USFS.

We should use the best stratifier we have currently available for this database.  We should work toward a standardized stratification system based on the 31 layers in the MRLC database for the near future.

Issues covered at this meeting -

IM/RS - top issues

3. Change management plan

· Same as with the above bands.

3. The d-team needs to have a procedure to answer questions quickly during systems design and development.

· Same as with the above bands.

4. P1 Forest/Non-Forest format for stratification - What should it be?

· IM needs to work with RS and determine how to do this.

· At the crudest level RS will look at 30 meter pixels to determine F/NF

Individual IM band meeting 3-5 PM 

The IM Change Management Committee Representative will be Kevin Dobelbower.

We may be confusing current change management procedures and the change management proposal for the future.

Handling change requires a decision making process for the management team.  Currently, this is not being addressed.  Decision making should be the first thing covered by the committee.  This committee should develop a process including time lines and a form to get things through the process.  Keep the process at a high level and don’t get too deep in detail in order to accomplish the goal at this meeting.

What is the process for the committee tomorrow?  What do we need?  Who would be best to represent us for these tasks?  Other bands are looking at this process differently.

Suggested to produce the form first and then work on the details of the process to work this form through the final decision making step.

Form Ideas - (Responsibilities, Initiation, Review, Comment, Decision, Modification, Approval)

· Tracking number

· Clock starts on the first of the month

· Sponsor

· Issue/Problem definition

· Background

· Variable/process name (keyword list)

· Action (addition, modification, deletion, etc.)

· Urgency/Priority

· Impact statement (Bands, etc.) - Include advantages, disadvantages, cost-benefit, etc.

AB, IA, DAB, RS, IM, Stat

· Implementation/maintenance resources needed

· Assignment table

Liaison

Band

Personnel

Time Commitment

· Entry point person

Assigns tracking number

Disperses proposal to bands and tracks time with each band

· Lotus notes team room used to accommodate process

· Band approval (indicate level of approval in case it was not consensus approval), return for revision or recommendation to management team

Items to cover tomorrow

· RPA priorities

· Stocking sub-committee

· Discuss sub-teams for GIS, PDR, Compilation, Data distribution, D-team, etc.

· FIADB Version 2.0

· FS-Veg staff-generating FIADB

· D-team

· Choose RS liaison representative

· Glossary of terms for IM

· Field Manual variable names

Thursday April 5, 2001
Meeting with Management Team 9-10:20 AM

Number of FTE’s from Regions promised to the D-team has not come to fruition.  Those FTE’s that are available are multi-tasked and not working full time on system development.  The D-team is trying make adjustments to meet the requirements but there is still a need for external help.  Either contract help or the full allotment of FTE’s from the regions is needed and they should be able to focus on system development.  Travel is a constraint also.

The management team was not aware of the travel issue.  They are aware of the problem with FTE’s and are trying to determine where the problem is and how to correct it.  The management team has two views on how to proceed.  There is not consensus on whether to take the two track approach or the one track approach to system development.

How do we deal with directing the FTE’s available?  Do we dedicate definite time to the D-team for each person and a set amount of time to devote to the Unit?  What should those time percentages be?

Is there a critical module that we could develop first in order to free up other staff resources to devote to development?  FIADB is an example.

Document all the needed/requested additions to the IM system that have been addressed to date.  ( include long term desires, bells and whistles, and requirements)

What should D-team do now to get an initial system up and running?  This system should address only Version 1.5 and move data from the PDR > magic (NIMS)> to core tables and FIADB.

Regional systems will compute volume fields (equations).  There is concern over regional duplication!  There is no National system!!

Skills needed now for D-team are primarily design and do not require the same skills as compilation.

What are alternative time lines and budgets to get to the broader vision of NIMS?  For P1, P2, P3 with the flexibility to handle change.

Additional $30 K travel for needs of D-team is available.

Do we-

Go for a basic 1.5 Version of NIMS, to take data from PDR to FIADB?

Or -

Let D-team carry on with reduced resources?  LV - 2.73 FTE’s + PNW - .75 FTE + NE - .25 FTE + SRS - 1.5 FTE’s + RM - .4 FTE + NC - .25 FTE = 5.9 FTE’s.

Or

D-team hiatus?  This allows Units to get needed work done and then refocus efforts back to D-team efforts.

Or

Can we use one Regions existing system to produce core tables for all Regions to create Version 1.5 NIMS and get the D-team back to their original scope?  (Requires 5 Regions, 5 people/ Small, simple, experienced with people.)  For a decision on this we need to know - What does it take to do this?  When can it be done?  Will there be any collateral damage to Units?

Issues to look at for all options -

· What will it take to do this time line?

· Can we set a deadline for good?

· Can we shut down current system for X months to build a new system.  Bounce this idea off of our customers!

For the D-team - Skills match needs to be looked at for team make-up.

Options -

· Dedicated Unit staff - 100%, 90%

· We have a priority to get products out door and a reduced capability to contribute $ and people

· Hard to ask or expect unit staff to turn

· Need mix of skills at different times for system development

· Reducing scope could be done but there are costs involved.  Laws of ten.  It costs ten times as much to change things you miss the first time around.

· How flexible does the system need to be?  Flexibility = cost (short term) /= savings (long term)

· What complications do we need to build into the system?

Solutions -

· Reduce scope and complexity of design

· Increase resources devoted to NIMS

Direction from Management Team to IM -

1. Develop a plan to create a functioning national IM system from existing regional components.  This system should address only Version 1.5 and move data from the PDR > magic (NIMS)> to core tables and FIADB.

2. Develop alternatives for developing the broader complete NIMS..

3. Do this by the end of today!

Individual IM band meeting (continued) 10:50 AM - 5 PM

“Shoot some of the horses!”  This analogy led to discussion of time requirements to get data from the regions to populate the FIADB in NC.  Caveats are: only annualized states information using Version 1.4 data will be loaded; some errors may still exist in the data; no growth, removals and mortality estimates; and forest type not compatible.  The estimate is that the NC FIADB could be populated by a push button system in about six months by all Regions/units.  This will free up time to work on NIMS.

The question then becomes - Does this free up time to work on NIMS?

· Version 1.5 data is not available yet or isn’t being collected yet.

· How long would it take to develop a cobbled system?

· This is for core only and doesn’t look at regional add-ons!  Users will have to realize these add-ons will take a back seat until the national system gets up and running.

· How do other tasks, like continuing old periodic inventory work load for the next few years, affect time availability?  This has not been spoken too!!

NIMS development requirements -

· NIMS will be put on the back burner for 6 months to allow development of a push button system to get the FIADB populated.

· With the freezing of Version 1.5 and the push button system in place, the estimate is that within a year and a half the full blown NIMS could be in place.

· What are resources available to accomplish the task?  This requires a management team decision and follow through to assure the resources stay available.

· $35-70 per hour plus overhead needed to hire contractors with skills to do certain jobs for NIMS development that currently are not in place internally.  Analysis, design and requirements assessment are areas to contract.

FTE days required for each deliverable for NIMS development

2 months FTE strategy

6 months analysis

15 months for design

 5 months for training overhead

 5 months for administration overhead

= 33 months

Larry has a prepared spreadsheet covering more detail. 

Agenda items discussion -

RPA priorities -

How to add additional NFS data to the RPA data set?

Is there a deadline for the RPA document? Lockdown for the final NPDB is January 2002.

When are the deadlines?  NPDB data is due by June (to early August for CA) 2001.

Who is responsible?  R-1&2 NFS has a fair size commitment for 2003 RPA data.  FIA provides rest.

FIA has been providing data to national assessments since 1946.

WO will do a county area check again.  Files will be sent back to regions for correction if wrong.

Send data when you have it.  Don’t wait until August.

Do the total land area check against county census before you send the data.

County summary and tree level databases are the two sets used for the RPA.

Two huge gaps to fill for the 2003 RPA are the volume estimates for the Southwest and Alaska.

Urban area biomass estimates are being worked on by Dave Nowack.

Sub-teams -

We have a development team!

What are the official sub-teams?

An informal PDR team with members from each Region is in place.  Team charter is being developed by Lisa Earle.

Need a list of team members for these informal teams.

Data distribution team will be needed to work on core tables and compilation system tools.

GIS team representative is Gary Boyack assisted by Carl Bylin.

Compilation team will be needed in the future.  Testing stuff from DAB (stocking, etc.)

FIADB Version 2

Needs to address P3 and the regional add-ons.

Need a version of FIADB to handle Version 1.5 variables.

Do we need to charge DAB with doing a cross-walk between 1.4 and 1.5?

FS-Veg staff - generating FIADB

Regional add-ons for FS-Veg

Scott Douglass introduced

R4 to move RMRS of FIA to FS-Veg

FS-Veg is making accommodation for variables.

A Version 5 of FS-Veg is near release.

Variable migration work is being done by 2 full timers and 1 temp stationed in Fort Collins near FS-Veg staff but supervised by Sharon Woudenburg.

Six months after data is collected using FIA Version 1.5 FS-Veg will be ready to use that data.

It is mission critical that our data be delivered to FS-Veg.

Is FIADB only going to be stationed in NC or is there a copy of FIADB at every station?  For core only, it depends on who wants what data and how often or frequently data is needed.  NC could store all regional add-ons in there system.  There should be back-up sights so data will still be available if NC crashes.  The sights should automatically be updated to assure consistency within all data sets.  FIADB will be more robust!  Need to track regional add-ons. 

Technology is being designed to get the most recent data available.

Need a full week to do an analysis and complete the blue print document for the merging of data.

Need to decide what the structure will be for the regional data so new FTEs can begin writing code.

Core and core optional variables have been reviewed and cross-walked.

State add-ons are wanted in FS-Veg database.  If there are state concerns, then leave it out.

Do we need a follow-up FIA-FS-Veg meeting to discuss proposed links?  Where and when?

Possibly include in the schedule of the Las Vegas meeting in June?  Key players will be there.

Need a blueprint for data storage/access software development.

RPA database is essentially the FIADB with holes filled by the most currently available data.

RS-liaison - Gary Boyack 

Glossary -

Clashes exist with current terminology uses.  A standardized glossary is needed.

Brad Smith will send an electronic copy of the original Forest Service glossary for the crosswalk of FIA and NFS for remeasurement surveys to Pat Miles for distribution to others.

Carl Bylin offered to manage the glossary and be liaison to other bands.

The glossary format should be the same for all bands.

It is suggested that there be one integrated glossary developed with input from all bands.

Determine the technology after the terms and definitions (Glossary) are produced.

Field Manual variable names -

No discussion today.

