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Working Group members and affiliations
I. INTRODUCTION

The Second Annual USA-NPN Research Coordination Meeting and workshop was attended by forty two specialists organized into five topic specific working groups with defined tasks and products to be completed by the end of the meeting, and beyond.  This report is a brief summary of the meeting, its participants, and products to be followed by a more complete and detailed report released about November 1, 2008.

 This meeting was opened with five excellent presentations illustrating the breath, variety, and future role of phenology in charting the future predictions and adaptation strategies. 
 The titles and speakers:

Emerging Issues in Phenology


Elsa Cleland
Capability of GCM's to predict phenology-related climatic variables   Noah Diffenbaugh
 

NAO prediction of phenology in Europe

Ben Cook


Secular trends and interannual variability in remotely-sensed phenology  Kirsten de Beurs
Use of phenology in agricultural decision making 
Joe Russo
The five Working Groups (WG) and leaders are:
 Remote Sensing, Geoff Henebry/Jeff Morisette 

Networks, Ellen Denny
Legacy Data & Apps. Julio Betancourt/Joseph Russo 
Proposals, Susan Mazer 

Cyber Infrastructure, Bruce Wilson
The Cyber Infrastructure group roamed though the other four WG’s and interacted with WG members throughout the course of the meeting, answering questions and targeting strategies specific to WG tasks and panning.  This construct was chosen due the cross-cutting nature of the Cyber Infrastructure services to all the WG’s
II. WORKING GROUPS PRODUCTS AND TASKS PLAN:

Group 1—Remote Sensing

Leader: Geoff Henebry

Participants:  Pieter Beck, Jess Brown, Kirsten de Beurs, John Kimball, Liang Liang, Jeff Morisette, Wim van Leeuwen, Xiaoyang Zhang

TAKING STOCK OF STATE-OF-THE-ART
a. Discussion on governance of RSWG

b. Update on AGU Fall Meeting phenology special session. (Geoff Henebry)

c. Update on Land Surface Phenology Variable Intercomparison Project (LSP-VIP) and discuss next steps. (Kirsten de Beurs)

d. Draft report on status of LSP since 2006 NASA White Paper, including identification of current major projects and players. (Jeff Morisette’s matrix).

e. Discuss and draft guide to LSP terminology.

f. Discuss of potential NASA workshop objectives and begin to draft proposal. 

LINKING WITH OTHER USA-NPN ACTIVITIES 
g. Discuss cyberinfrastructure needs for LSP within USA-NPN (e.g., metadata specifications to facilitate intercomparisons). 

h. Discuss role for USA-NPN Remote Sensing liaison person and draft task specification. 

i. Discuss potential role of USA-NPN in field validation efforts. 

j. Finish LSP status report.

k. Finish NASA workshop proposal.

l. Finish LSP terminology guide. 

REACHING OUT TO INFORM AND EDUCATE

m. Report on LSP workshop held in Madison in April. (Kirsten de Beurs or Geoff Henebry)

n. Review/revise LSP content on USA-NPN website.

o. Discuss and task LSP articles for Encyclopedia of Earth.

p. Discuss and task contributions to gallery of significant LSP eyecandy & captions aimed at media.

q. Discuss production of a suite of “standard” products for naïve technical users, such as NEON, NPS, BLM, USFWS (e.g., queries from John Gross, NPS). 

r. Discuss teaching modules/outreach products and funding possibilities.
Group 2—Networks

Leader: Ellen Denny

Participants: Bob Adamcik, Paul Alaback, David Bonter, Brian Haggerty, George Kish, Mark Losleben, Chip Taylor, Bob Waide

Task: To enhance and accelerate the development of regional networks across the entire U.S., to explore integration with other networks now collecting or planning to collect phenological observations, and to continue to integrate NPN and phenological observations across other environmental networks.

Products: 

a) Finalized list of regions and initial target states

b) Spreadsheet with key players, contact info, and who will initiate contact for each region 

c) Drafts of one page syntheses of major scientific issues and applications of phenological data for each region

d) Draft of ‘How to start a regional phenology network’ document

e) List of potential funding sources and who will follow up to seek funding (where appropriate)

f) Spreadsheet with existing local and specialized networks, priority for contact, and who might contact them to discuss collaboration with NPN or a regional network

g) List of under-represented groups and plan for outreach to them

h) Plan to advance the existing collaborations with agencies/networks

Group 3—Legacy Data Sets and Applications 

Leader: Julio Betancourt and Joe Russo

Participants: Theresa Crimmins, Kathy Goodin, Jonathan Hanes, Abe Miller-Rushing, Kathryn Thomas, Rong Yu, John Gross, Andrew Richardson, Kay Havens

Task: 

A)  To formalize a process for the discovery, assimilation and evaluation of historical phenological data sets to define the historic range of variability in phenological behavior and to inform and calibrate a wide range of phenological models; to begin developing a registry; 

B)  Begin developing a registry of phenological models and applications, with a specific eye towards those that would enable human adaptation to climate change; 

C) Develop a strategy and begin a draft of a proposal and target funding source for “Discovery, Assimilation and Analysis of Phenological Legacy Data across the U.S.: Establishing Baselines and Models for Species-Specific Phenological Responses to Climate Change” (suitable for NCEAS)

D)  Strategize/plan an RCN working group on “The State of Phenological Modeling” for spring 2009 tasked with producing a white paper on the scientific basis of phenology to inform predictive services, both short term (i.e. fire, allergens), and long term (i.e. adaptation strategies to climate change).

Group 4—Proposals
Leader: Susan Mazer

Participants: Elsa Cleland, Ben Cook, Henry Diaz, Noah Diffenbaugh, David Inouye, Mark Schwartz, Jake Weltzin, Sandra Henderson
Task:

To strategize, explore and draft 3 to 5 proposals that would advance development of phenological science and education, including the LTREB proposal.

1. Educational proposals: Susan Mazer and Sandra Henderson have already identified several possibilities

2. Climatic Proposals: Draft one or more proposals to evaluate short- and long-term forecasting/prediction of weather/climatic variables critical to phenology of a wide range of organisms and ecosystems. Proposal(s) could encompass seasonal predictions using empirical relationships with geophysical indices (ENSO, NAO, AO, PDO, etc.) as well as GCM and downscaling to evaluate effects of anthropogenic climate change on phenological phenomena using both empirical forecasting and prediction of weather/climatic variables.

3. Biological Proposals: Analysis of phenological behavior across gradients, including wildland-managed-urban, and elevational, latitudinal, and aridity gradients

4.  Refine LTREB proposal for resubmission in January 2009.

5.  Interface with development of legacy dataset proposal to NCEAS (Group 3) 

6.  Discuss strategy for RCN proposal supplements (ROA, RAHSS, REU, core supplements)

7.  Interface with CI working group

Group 5—Cyberinfrastructure/Informatics (roams among Groups 1-4)
Participants: Bruce Wilson, Brian McGill, and Ben Crom

Task: To assist other working groups with questions about informatics, and advance progress on NPN Cyberinfrastructure Development by defining needed elements and a plan and a timeline to produce them.

1)  Identify needs/strategies for NPN information management system and CI from an internal perspective

2) Identify, describe and prioritize opportunities for external collaboration with other groups (DataNet, NEON, etc.)

3)  Refine tasks currently on docket for Bruce Wilson to identify opportunities for collaboration and outsourcing

4)  Identify potential low-hanging fruit for CI projects/deliverables

5)  Consider tool to link database with Phenofit (see <http://www.cefe.cnrs.fr/fe/staff/Isabelle_Chuine_En.htm>)

III. WORKING GROUP SUMMARY REPORTS
A.  Remote Sensing
USA-NPN Remote Sensing Working Group (RSWG) 

Summary Report/Notes (9-18-08)

Leader: Geoff Henebry

Participants:  Pieter Beck, Jess Brown, Kirsten de Beurs, John Kimball, Liang Liang, Jeff Morisette, Wim van Leeuwen, Xiaoyang Zhang and several others.

1. RSWG Governance 

Geoff Henebry was selected over the summer to chair the RSWG by the NPN Board of Directors. A transparent method for selection and duration of the chair and vice-chair was proposed and adopted with Geoff Henebry as chair for a two-year term, Wim van Leeuwen as vice-chair to advance to chair after two years, and an open nomination process for the vice-chair position that is forwarded to the Board of Directors for their approval and selection.

It has been unclear what is going on within NPN with respect to the Remote Sensing Working Group. There is need to improve communication within the RSWG, across NPN, and with the broader community. Some suggestions include a webportal, newsletter, list-serv including all players; Open email list, anybody can join and post to. Through that list we accept nominations for chair and vice-chair.

2. Update on the phenology special session at 2008 AGU Fall Meeting.

This year we received 25 abstracts, which is the same as from the first year (2004) but down from the past three years (avg=45). Hopefully, we will be allocated 1 oral and 1 poster session.

3. Land Surface Phenology Variable Intercomparison Project 

A manuscript is being finalized by Mike White for submission to Global Change Biology.  Some key operational phenology product algorithms were not included. Next set of more focused intercomparison activities (MODIS 250m, AVHRR 1km etc) should include these. The limitations of the study (if not in the paper already) are being included as suggested by USGS reviews which are forthcoming. Requests to make the data available to all the co-authors and LSP community at large needs to be discussed further.

4. Discussion of the 2006 NASA white paper on land surface phenology.

It is clear that we, as community, need to update the 2006 Friedl et al. ESDR white paper. It will be important to integrate the current state-of-the-art, include contemporary  MEASURES/NASA science, address LSP retrieval uncertainty at pixel level, include methodological progress with respect to snow influences on LSP, include methodological progress on rain-green systems.

5. Terrestrial ecology proposal NASA activities

RSWG decided to spearhead a scoping study proposal to the NASA Terrestrial Ecology call that closes in two weeks(!). Jeff Morisette is leading proposal with Kirsten de Beurs, Geoff Henebry, and John Kimball on the writing team and contributions from Pieter Beck, Jess Brown, Sandra Henderson, Rama Nemani, Andrew Richardson, and Wim van Leeuwen. 

This proposal is to conduct a 1 year scoping study on a field+virtual campaign to explore “How does global change impact shifts in biome seasonality”. The virtual campaign will be in silico and retrospective, a reanalysis of extant NASA data and products. Letters of support will be broadly solicited.

Sandra Henderson pointed out that a virtual campaign could include virtual teachers and students.

6. Cyberinfrastrucure discussion (Q&A)
Discussion on whether NPN should host satellite data or just derived products and/or metadata. Many side issues to explore regarding formats, access, metadata, etc.  

7. Remote Sensing coordinator

Discussion on job description and task specification for a possible Remote Sensing coordinator position in the NCO. See Appendix A. 
Action Items in progress:

· ACTION ITEM: Members of the RSWG will be contributing “LSP eye candy” and captions to gallery to be hosted on usanpn.org aimed at the media and general public.

· ACTION ITEM: Members of the RSWG will be contributing to an initial LSP glossary and definitions. 

· ACTION ITEM: Members of the RSWG are reviewing and revising Geoff Henebry’s revision of the current LSP content on USA-NPN website.

Remote Sensing Working Group Appendix A:

USA-NPN Remote Sensing Contact at NCO: job description & task specification


Coordinate activities to facilitate the integration and understanding of remotely sensed land surface phenology and its vertical and horizontal integration (remotely sensed phenology, intensive and extensive field phenology sites, education and applications) in the field of phenology science. 

Skillset required: Organization, Communication, Remote Sensing and GIS, Experience with LSP.

Interface with broader community (25% to 40%)
· Communicate and provide information on remote sensing science activities to NPN working groups, USA-NPN Board of Directors, regional networks, and others that contribute to the NPN.

· Develop and edit quarterly newsletter/web-report with RSWG highlights.

· Provide input to educational material

· Field questions from media and public regarding remote sensing and phenology.

· Maintain gallery of LSP graphics for media and general public

Interface with LSP and remote sensing communities (25% to 40%)
· Represent USA-NPN Remote Sensing Working Group (RSWG) at meetings.

· Create web-content.

· Maintain web-portal with a content management system.

· Direct web-based interactive data collection and feedback.

· Maintain glossary of terms related to remote sensing and land surface phenology

· Create & maintain LSP bibliography.

· Document, coordinate, and maintain field data acquisition protocols with a focus on LSP validations

Conduct LSP Research (20% to 50%)
· Coordinate/participate in proposal writing efforts.

· Facilitate LSP research projects. 

· Develop LSP applications.

B. Networks

Networks Working Group Summary

Leader: Ellen Denny

Participants: Bob Adamcik, Paul Alaback, Theresa Crimmins, David Bonter, Brian Haggerty, George Kish, Mark Losleben, Chip Taylor, Bob Waide

a-c) What is a regional network?

The Networks Working Group decided the abstract idea of a “regional network” really boils down to an enthusiastic, dedicated person (or persons) who works to recruit and engage individual researchers and local citizen science groups throughout a geographic region to contribute to the USA-NPN. This regional network coordinator will facilitate and personalize participant interactions with the NPN, and keep participants engaged with communication via a regional network website, a listserv, newsletters, occasional scientific meetings and observer trainings, and/or other avenues.

It was agreed that all data contributions will go into a single national database, thus the regional networks have no direct role in the collection, organization or storage of phenological data and are simply administrative units to promote the use of the NPN cyberinfrstructure and help recruit observers to fill geographical gaps in the observation data.  However, regional coordinators may play a role in discovering important legacy datasets in their region, and working with the data providers to convert their data into format that can be ingested by the NPN database.

The NPN Networks working group considered a variety of ways to delineate regional boundaries, including climate zones, ecoregions, political boundaries, and existing regions from other national groups (e.g., NEON). Based on the working group’s collective experience, and recognizing that many of the user groups with whom regional coordinators will interact are governed by state lines (such as the K-16 formal education system and state agencies), the working group defined 12 regional phenology networks according to political boundaries (Table 1, Figure 1).  These boundaries are intended to be loose, and participants are free to self-identify with whichever region they choose.

[image: image1.jpg]


Members of the working group were assigned to regions and charged with two tasks: create a list of key players and organizations in each region, and identify the major scientific issues and applications of phenological data in each of the regions.  Members of the working group will report to the lead (Ellen Denny) within 45 days of the meeting. At that point the working group, the NCO, or mostly likely self-identified individuals will decide who should take the first steps in each region (essentially identifying regional coordinators).

Table 1.  Regional network name, acronym, domain name and potential coordinator.

	Northeast Regional Phenology Network
	NE-RPN
	www.nerpn.org
	Denny

	Mid Atlantic Phenology Network
	MAP
	www.mapseasons.org
	De Beurs

	Southeast Regional Phenology Network
	SE-RPN
	www.serpn.org
	Kish

	Great Lakes Regional Phenology Network
	GL-RPN
	www.glrpn.org
	TBD

	Midwest Regional Phenology Network
	MW-RPN
	www.mwrpn.org
	TBD

	Northern Plains Regional Phenology Network
	NP-RPN
	www.nprpn.org
	Brown?

	Southern Plains Regional Phenology Network
	SP-RPN
	www.sprpn.org
	TBD

	Rocky Mountain Regional Phenology Network
	RM-RPN
	www.rmrpn.org
	Alaback

	Southwest Regional Phenology Network
	SW-RPN
	www.swrpn.org
	TBD

	Northwest Regional Phenology Network
	NW-RPN
	www.nwrpn.org
	TBD

	California Regional Phenology Network
	CAL-RPN
	www.calrpn.org
	Haggerty

	Islands Regional Phenology Network
	ISL-RPN
	www.islrpn.org
	TBD


It was decided to go ahead and acquire domain names for each of the targeted regional networks. The NE-RPN webpage will be worked into a standard format and customized with basic information for each of the regions and put online as a stand-in page until a coordinator is found for each region.

d) Draft of “How to start a regional network” document 

This will be drafted by Ellen Denny based on her experience building the NE-RPN, and passed to George Kish (SE-RPN) and Kirsten de Beurs (MAP) for their added input.  This document will help guide coordinators in the establishment of new regional networks.  A governance structure for the regional networks and their formal relationship with the NPN still needs to be determined.

e) list of potential funding  sources

The Networks working group recognizes that, in the immediate future, funding for the development of both regional and local networks will likely be generated bottom-up and from multiple sources. Brian Haggerty is charged with generating a spreadsheet of potential funding sources, their websites/contact, and the types of activities they each support (i.e., scientific research, formal education, informal education). This spreadsheet will be viewed as a work in progress, with the potential for an online searchable database of phenology-related funding bodies. 

f) spreadsheet with existing local and specialized networks, priority for contact, and who might contact them to discuss collaboration with NPN or a regional network.

The Networks Working Group brainstormed numerous governmental, private, non-profit, and educational groups that the NPN or RPNs may interact with and encourage collection of phenology information. For each group, either the NPN-NCO or RPNs was suggested as the main contact for each group. In some cases (e.g., NPS), it was suggested that the NPN-NCO would make the initial contact and develop a strategy for interfacing, with the intent that at the local level, RPNs would help to carry out the relationship. High priority for NPN contact was given to groups or networks that are either currently collecting phenology data (e.g., GLOBE program, botanic gardens), are expected to begin to collect phenology or similar data in the near future (e.g., NPS, NEON), or have a strong scientific base and could design and implement a phenology observing program relatively easily (e.g., biological field stations). 

g) List of under-represented groups and a plan for outreach to them.

A few of the organizations identified during the Network Working Group were noted to focus on underrepresented groups. These groups include SACNAS (Society for the Advancement of Chicanos and Native American Students), ESA SEEDs chapters, and urban schools. These groups will be given priority following the groups listed above.

h) Plan to advance the existing collaborations with agencies/networks

A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) formalizes the intent of two institutions to collaborate in ways mutually beneficial to both, and serves as an official document codifying this relationship in general and legally non-binding ways.  Through creation of such memorandums, the NPN hopes to promote phenological observations at the collaborating organization or agency and provide them with observational protocols and data archive and retrieval services.  This Working Group compiled a list of agencies and organizations with whom a Memorandum of Understanding may be desirable.  This list is prioritized and includes contact persons at the respective institutions, where known.  A generalized MOU template that can be tailored to specific needs and goals with these institutions will be produced.  This functions to facilitate the MOU process with future organizations and includes sections listing what each party will provide, both separately and jointly.  The format will be patterned after that of the MOU between the NPN and LTER. 

C. Legacy Data Sets and Applications

Leader: Julio Betancourt and Joe Russo

Participants: Benjamin Cook, Theresa Crimmins, Kathy Goodin, Jonathan Hanes, Abe Miller-Rushing, Kathryn Thomas, Rong Yu, John Gross, Andrew Richardson, Kay Havens

The legacy data working group divided into two sections on the second day of discussion, one focusing on the analysis of legacy data (NCEAS sub-group) and the other focusing aspects of the collection of legacy data (data collection sub-group).  
Part 1.  Legacy data working group: Data collection sub-group

Sub-group members: Joe Russo, Kay Havens, Kathy Goodin, Abe Miller-Rushing, Jonathan Hanes, Kathryn Thomas, Rong Yu

Main points summarizing the legacy data collection sub-group discussions follow. These points are expanded in the group full report.

1. Legacy data consists of any phenology data collected previously and concurrently to the operations of the NPN and yet not compiled into the NPN phenology database. 

2. The goals of a NPN legacy portal are to serve as a discovery tool for NCO data management and for scientific analysis (such as NCEAS proposal). The portal should direct the collaborator interested in contributing legacy data and provide procedures both for the collaborator and for NCO data management.

3. The first step is to register legacy data with metadata describing the particular dataset. The metadata items will be collected using a set of ‘evaluation’ questions and will conform with Dublin core and/or FGDC standards as appropriate.  The sub-group developed an initial listing of items important for evaluation and metadata documentation, which will be refined and presented in the final report.

4. Initial metadata exists for 29 datasets, collected through extensive web search by Jonathan Hanes, working with Mark Schwartz.

5. A number of issues of issues need further consideration in order to develop an implementation plan to build a data registry: 

a. Interaction with wider cyberinfrastructure community collecting similar data for crops and/or setting standards for environmental data collection

b. People and funding resources, 

c. NCO project manager

d. Need for adequate beta data testing

NatureServe and NPS have developed standards that may assist in further developing work plan. 

6. John Gross through NPS has made formal proposal to initiate legacy-data collection process by taking datasets Jonathan has collected (point 4) and processing them for NPN metadata and potential dataset digestion. If authorized, he needs NPN/NCO contact to proceed.

7. Dataset ‘ingestion’ into the NPN database is a second phase. Not all datasets registered should be ingested. Bruce Wilson has initiated data architecture to allow ingestion.

Part 2.  NCEAS Proposal: Analysis and Assessment of historical phenological data and its relationship to climate in North America

Sub-group members: Benjamin Cook, Julio Betancourt, John Gross, Andrew Richardson.

Objective: To gain a mechanistic understanding of ecosystem responses  to climate change through regional assessments of legacy phenology datasets and historical climate data.  To provide “proof of concept” for a more comprehensive national assessment of phenological responses to climate change that can inform ongoing development of the NPN and motivate routine and wide use of phenological models in adaptation to climate change.

In January, we will be submitting a proposal to the National Center for Ecological Analysis and Synthesis (NCEAS) to serve as a precursor for a more comprehensive national level synthesis. The team will include climatologists (Ben Cook, Lamont Doherty; John Abotzaglou, San Jose State; Mike Dettinger, USGS; and Scripps; Mark Schwartz, UW-Milwaukee; Greg McCabe, USGS; John Eischeid, NOAA; Kevin Anchukaitis, Lamont; Toby Ault, University of Arizona) and ecologists (Julio Betancourt, USGS; Brian McGill, University of Arizona; Elsa Cleland, UC-San Diego, Abe Miller-Rushing, USA-NPN; Walter Koenig & Janis Dickinson, Cornell Lab of Ornithology; Camille Parmesan, UT-Austin, Terry Root, Stanford; Sandy Liehbold, Forest Service; Andrew Richardson, Yale University)  

We will be analyzing long term (30+ years) legacy phenological datasets, with the specific goal of exploring the mechanistic relationships between phenology and climate at the regional scale.  This will not be simply an analysis of trends, but will be a full exploration of how climate  affects phenology across regions and taxa, and how stable these relationships are.  Specifically, the proposal will be focused on three different research questions:

1.) How are patterns of climate change and variability manifest or reflected in patterns of phenological responses at regional and continental scales (i.e., phenology as an integrator of climate change and variability across a range of time scales and across multiple drivers).  Are these patterns consistent across/within species/taxa?

2.) How stable over time are the relationships between the phenological response variables and the interannual climate variablity (similar to the climatic divergence issue in dendrochronology)?

3.) Is there seasonal predictibility potential in the relationship between climatic and phenological variability?

To accomplish this goal, we will bring together disparate legacy datasets from across the country into a common format, as well as a team of ecologists and climatologists. Datasets will include a variety of species and taxa from various ecoregions, included the  

lilac network, various bird arrival datasets from New England, and others.  This work will provide a solid foundation for, in the future, bringing more legacy datasets into the fold and expanding the national synthesis to incorporate more regions and taxa.

D. Proposals

Leader: Susan Mazer

Participants: Elsa Cleland, Ben Cook, Henry Diaz, Noah Diffenbaugh, David Inouye, Mark Schwartz, Jake Weltzin, Sandra Henderson
The Not-Really-Proposals-Group’s Two-page action plan

From: Proposals Working Group (Susan Mazer, Elsa Cleland, David Inouye, Noah Diffenbaugh, Mark Schwartz, with ideas contributed from Joe Russo and Chip Taylor)

Contact: mazer@lifesci.ucsb.edu
Date: September 18, 2008

Our aim has been to envision three web pages to add to the NPN portal that will collectively:

· facilitate the identification of prospective members of multi-disciplinary teams of investigators, educators, and organizations to collaborate on research and education grant proposals

· publicize human resources, funding sources, and data sets available for building research teams or for independent research.

I. Phenology Researcher & Educator Database:  We discussed the design of an on-line information repository that would information about former and current RCN participants (and their postdocs and other collaborators) and organizations (e.g., LTER, herbaria, Plant Watch, Journey North, Monarch Waystations).  The goal is to provide a listing of people and organizations who are engaged in – or available for – phenological research collaborations.  Elements (fields) for individuals or organizations to fill on-line could include:

1) Research Expertise and interests

2) Educational and outreach experience

3) Specific tools (software, statistical programs) that could be offered:

Examples of tools and expertise that an investigator or organization might offer:

Climate modeling (specific models used)

Meteorological data and synthetic or analytical tools

Remote sensing (describe specific kinds of data, spatial scale, level of resolution, etc.)

Experience in the phylogenetically-informed analyses of large multi-species data sets: e.g., Phylocom

Design and implementation of hands-on phenological monitoring

Experience in measuring and sampling plant species abundances and reproductive output (e.g., floral display, pollen production, pollen receipt, fruit set, and seed set)

Digitized herbarium specimens or specimen information

4) Descriptions of an investigator’s active research projects (e.g., Abstracts or one-page summaries of current grants on which the user is a PI or Co-PI)

5) Description of one’s availability to participate in or be approached by investigators seeking a collaboration

6) Availability of teaching materials

7) Availability and description of data sets that include phenological data that are or may soon be available for collaborative analysis or independent analysis. Status of data: ready for distribution, available for collaborations only.

8) Contact information: CV, URL, email

9) Links to METCAT data that the investigator knows well or collected or is using in current projects.

The NCO might like to take a look at the URL below to view and test a simple example of the kind of researcher database that I have in mind.  The NPN could probably use the HTML code that Carol Horvitz' assistant created for this website, modifying and extending it to include more fields (e.g., those listed above) as well as to include links to researchers' resources (CVs, PDFs, etc.).

http://www.bio.miami.edu/nsfinvdb/add.html
Question: is there someone in the NCO who can lead the effort to create this web site?

II.  Funding Source Portal:  Provide tabulated summary of funding sources for research in phenology and climate change, that includes

Short description of funding source

URL for funding source

Next (or recent) deadline

PI (if existing and known) of submitted proposals or proposals under development for each program?

Links to current Proposal Solicitation

List of Program Officers or other contacts

Mazer will assemble the list we’ve produced to date and send it to the NCO.

III. Descriptions of METCAT data sets that are available and suitable for phenological research.  This may be a bit easier said than done.  It’s easy to download basic descriptive information about these data sets from the URL below (after registering on the site).  The true availability and user-friendliness of all of these data sets may need to be explored a bit.

Link to METACAT: http://knb.ecoinformatics.org/index.jsp

Notes & Non-sequitors: We discussed several marketing ideas with Joe Russo and Chip Taylor that could help to create visibility, services, and funding streams that may promote the cultivation and distribution of clonal lilacs and nursery-raised NPN target species to public and residential gardens, schools, and clubs.

· Recruit graphic artists to create a brochure to advertise availability of lilacs or native plants for schoolyard or backyard gardens;

· Find local nurseries interested in advertising and requesting commercial/individual orders for pre-paid lilacs and NPN species for backyard/schoolyard/botanic garden use;

· Schools could register (for a very modest fee) as NPN phenology sites where a Junior Phenologist Certificate program could be implemented (as briefly described in the Haggerty/Mazer Handbook)

· National Gardeners’ Association: This organization is connected to tens of thousands of schoolyard gardens; they could help to promote and to coordinate the distribution of lilacs and NPN plants.

· Journey North:  Can we collaborate in some way? 

· Continue to think about how the NPN data will provide concrete predictive tools of interest to scientists and the public: e.g., “when the lilacs bloom, the following planting schedules may be implemented…” We want to create a demand for the NPN data.

Other interesting resources for the present and future:

an incomplete and arbitrary assortment

http://www.kcftech.com/: Developer of wireless sensors

http://www.zedxinc.com/index.php: Creates for commercial and government use web-based decision-making tools, including those for agricultural planning.  Data include agricultural, phenological, pollen, and climate parameters.  Data can be selected, synthesized and downloaded on the fly. I would urge NPN’s cyberinfrastructure group to consult with Joe Russo to explore the data distribution and access model that his company has designed, implemented and extensively tested.
http://www.weatherventures.com/wxvxinfo.html#: Weather Ventures develops probabilistic forecasts of weather and climate variations designed to assist government and private clients manage weather and climate risk in high-value activities. When linked with computer models describing client activities, the Weather Venture forecast systems provide estimates of the probability of success, the value at risk, and the cost and consequences of various risk management strategies.

http://worldclimateservice.com/index2.html: The World Climate Service provides analysis of seasonal trends and outlooks for the entire world. Products include periodic newsletters and a website providing probabilistic seasonal forecasts of temperature and precipitation for selected geographical regions or the entire world. The World Climate Service Website  provides monthly updates of forecasts for each of the next six months in probabilistic formats for six continents or geographical areas

http://www.skybit.com/: SkyBit, Inc. specializes in the development of site-specific weather products for agriculture, energy, and other industries. SkyBit, through its E-Weather Service and research programs, can provide custom data sets for weather-dependent decisions.

E. Cyber Infrastructure

Leader: Bruce Wilson
Participants: Brian McGill, and Ben Crom

Cyberinfrastructure Sessions
September 2008 RCN Meeting

Participants: Bruce Wilson, Brian McGill, Ben Crom

During the RCN meeting, the CI group met with each of the other three breakout groups and then met by themselves to discuss the results and outcomes of those discussions.

Key actions taken and decisions made:

· The Southeast Regional Phenology Network (serpn.org) domain name was purchased and a stub web site was set up.  We agreed to do this for a number of other regional networks, which Bruce will work with Jake to accomplish.

· The Board of Directors approved a policy that USA-NPN will default to the modified Berkeley license for USA-NPN developed software.  An action item is that this license and some appropriate boilerplate needs to be added to the existing tools.

· The USA-NPN development needs to move to a more accessible platform.  While the SubVersion instance hosted at ORNL is useful, it is difficult for new people to gain access and it is not publicly readable.  We will continue to keep some sensitive information on the ORNL SubVersion instance (like configuration files), but we will move active code development to Google Code (which also uses SubVersion).  The URL for the new site is http://code.google.com/p/usanpn. We will require approval before an individual is granted “commit” permissions, but the overall code will be publicly readable.

· The phenology remote sensing study is interesting, and the ORNL DAAC has offered to archive this data set, if the authors are interested.

· The Mercury search instance for phenology was moved into public use and linked to the usanpn.org web site.

· We noted that the UW-Milwaukee phenology web site has been shut down and is now referring users to www.usanpn.org.


Based on the discussions at this meeting and previous work, the key CI priorities for the rest of calendar 2008 are as follows:

· Ensure that the observers from the Plant Phenology Network (Mark Schwartz’s program) are migrated to usanpn.org and are able to enter data on that site with a minimum of effort on their part.  

· Work with Gary Woodard to ensure improved data entry and data visualization tools are available for the start of the 2009 growing season.  This includes the documentation needed (below) and some test data sets.

· Submit a proposal under the CDI program for NSF for build-out of the USA-NPN cyberinfrastructure (McGill/Wilson/Cleland).

· Complete the documentation of the USA-NPN cyberinfrastructure (particularly the database documentation and the CI needs).  

· Document the metadata needed for contribution of historical and current data sets, in the form of required fields, highly desired fields, and desired fields.  Use this information to construct a mechanism where individuals can submit information, which can be vetted, and these data sets listed in the Mercury instance for USA-NPN.  Note that there may be a privacy issue for some historical datasets. We may need a mechanism for a person to provide their contact info to the NCO, which would serve as the broker between an interested researcher and the data provider.  For small (shoebox) data sets, there could be some concerns about people putting their contact information up in a publicly searchable database.  

· Improve the backup situation for server files, particularly the database.  In particular, we need to implement a standby database for the operational system and ensure that we maintain appropriate database backups (incremental at least once a day with a 1 week retention, full backups at least once a week, with 1 to 3 month retention).

· Improve monitoring of system log messages, so that we can be more proactive about monitoring for problems.

· Provide some documentation on the USA-NPN web site for “how to participate” in terms of collaborating on cyberinfrastructure development.  


Other needs that were noted, but are not currently active parts of CI development:

· There is a need to support working groups and proposal development through the USA-NPN web site (or some similar tool).  This involves collaboration over document development, with the ability to restrict access to just members of a particular group.

· Support for additional mailing lists, particularly for regional networks.  While USA-NPN could set up a dedicated listserv machine, we already have capability to do this through UAZ and UWM.  Anyone who has staff credentials at UAZ (including Bruce Wilson and Theresa Crimmins) can set up additional mailing lists through listserv.arizona.edu.  Given that most of the need for this right now is through the regional networks, we will work through Theresa to meet these needs using the existing UAZ capabilities, rather than diverting limited CI resources to set up and manage a listserv machine.

IV. MEETING SUMMARY

Summary notes taken by Kathryn Thomas, 9/18/08

(MS = Mark Schwartz)

Some interest in services working group, will floor until later

Legacy group suggests broadening of group charge to a systems design working group, provide user feedback to cyberinfrastructure group/testing

Joe Russo provided very valuable input to proposals group, has much to offer to cyberinfrastructure group

Networks group

Developed map of regions, assigned domain names, see map and listing provided by group

Some suggestions by group for slight changes

Could allow collectors near border to choose what region they participate with

Does not match NPS I&M but that does not matter

Islands grouped – might want to split into Pacific and Caribbean Islands

Coordinators identified for certain regions, but not for all

NCEAS proposal developed

Next year

· Identify datasets that allow science focus

· Make this an NCEAS meeting next year – create analytic product in relationship to meeting, may need to make a separate meeting

· Have half day working group that focuses on education, curriculum, what works well or not, teaching modules – download data and manipulate in a lab class

· The more action oriented the workshop, the greater the walk away warm feeling

· Need volunteers for lead(s) on workshop concept paper

· Perhaps add updates on working group and individual work

· Less full schedule

· Field trips would make workshop more fun, add on at end of workshop, attendees pay separate costs

· Need to have program committee to help with RCN planning, need help in determining what new people to invite to meeting

· Be careful of dates next year – LTER science mtg., 

· MS – possibilities mid August until mid ?

· Jake promises swag – shirts and hats

Can send proposals to Mark S. for special meetings of working groups, i.e. Species Working Group Oct. meeting

? How to deal with process of large group proposals

Need to do better job of bringing new people on-board


MS could put background material on CD or arrange for teleconference before meeting

Three more RCN meetings left

RCN-2008@uwm.edu, list serve with all participants

Incidental meals – send form to MS
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