Inventory and Monitoring Issue Team

Meeting Notes for June 6-8, 2000

recorded by Denise Wickwar and Patrice Janiga

These notes are organized into the following sections.  Each section listed here is hyperlinked to the section so the reader can go directly to the section by clicking on the title of the section.
Agenda Outline
Follow-up for IMIT after this meeting
Brief summaries of each days agreements
Actions to be undertaken June 2000 through December 2000
 (Table: First 6 Month Action Items)

General tactics list for Work Groups 

Business Requirements Process discussion
Systems paper discussion
Feedback on format of meeting and use of NetMeeting



Actions to be undertaken 6 to 12 months and beyond
Detailed notes taken during discussions



 HYPERLINK  \l "teamroom" 

Description of TeamRoom

List of participants
Agenda Outline:  

	Day
	Agenda item

	6/6
	Ground group in documents and agenda priorities for 6/6-8

	6/6
	Review ESCT and IREMCG concurrence and directions for the Action Plan as approved

	6/6
	Review Operating Principles and reporting process for IMIT and projects undertaken through Action items in the plan

	6/6
	Explain format and genesis of draft documents for Work Groups, Work Group Assignments, Project Descriptions

	6/7
	Review and ocncur of Actions to be initiated in first 6 months and completed by December 2000

	6/7
	Discuss Work Groups (scope, focus)

	6/8
	Review agreements from Days 1 and 2

	6/8
	Identify leaders for Work Groups and IMIT members who want to be actively engaged with Work Groups 

	6/8
	Actions to be undertaken and assignments for next 6-12 months; Identify general tactics for Work Groups to apply

	6/8
	Discuss Business Requirements Process

	6/8
	Discuss Systems Approach paper 

	6/8
	Identify Communications activities 

	6/8
	Gain feedback from group on meeting format.  Identify next step(s).


Follow-up for IMIT after this meeting:

Who: IMI

What:  Establish TeamRoom (see TeamRoom description attached) that is web-enabled for overall access and management of the I&M Action Plan and operations of IMIT. Patrice Janiga will be the IMI primary contact for general support to IMIT, Denise Wickwar will transition into technical support for meetings and IMIT notes.

Who: Action Item leaders

What: Persons designated to lead projects in first 6 months should start work. First describe project approach and discuss points of clarification with Steve.  Contact interested IMIT persons and others listed with the Action Item, S2: First 6 Months Action List.

Who: Everyone on IMIT

What: If you have corrections or suggestions for draft Project Descriptions, send them to Denise Wickwar (dwickwar@fs.fed.us) so Action Item leaders can get your feedback and devise project plan(s) based on this preliminary description and IMIT member feedback. Also send Denise your recommendations for persons, groups, activities that should be connected to Actions.  

Who: Everyone on IMIT

What:  Information about ongoing activities to Denise Wickwar as you become aware of them so that a continuous listing of these activities can be established through TeamRoom and so IMIT members can start to build a “knowledge-base” of related activities and Work Groups can engage related teams in Actions or use related teams as reviewer of Work Group products and methods.  Eventually, we will try to establish method for people to add to the list on their own through TeamRoom.

Discussions to be raised again in September include:

· Status reporting of Actions as per Operating Principles.

· How IMIT and Work Groups can successfully engage the people with necessary skills as Work Group participants, especially the level of participation from field offices.

· How IMIT will adjust Work Groups based on first 3 months experiences/findings.

Brief summaries of each days agreements
6/6/00 Nutshell summary:

· Group agreed with the Operating Principles and approach to monitoring progress as proposed for the IMIT.  Added IREMCG and look at a process to communicate within IMIT and IREMCG. 

· In future we need to discuss how to get people engaged in what is essentially “unfunded mandate/collateral duties” situation for Work Group participation; there is shared concern for getting the time and energies of the people with needed skills and knowledge from throughout the agency and partners. Quite a bit of concern about IREMCG, emphasis needs to be placed on engaging forest level.

· Group agreed that formal charters would not be used initially, the approach will be to give the description of tasks to Work Groups and let the Work Groups reply with their “understanding” of objectives and accomplishments.  The IMIT will use Work Group replies to determine need for formal chartering and Action Plan adjustments.

6/7/00 Nutshell summary:

· Agreed that the highest priority tasks for first 6 months and their assigned groups are listed in following Table: First 6 Month Action Items
	Action id
	Short Action Item Name
	Lead, interested IMIT members and (people to contact)
	00
	01
	01
	02
	02
	03
	03

	1.A
	Develop Purpose and Objectives Statement
	IMIT – Powell,

Hoekstra, Busom, Johnston
	 
	
	 
	
	
	
	

	1.B
	Develop Bus. Requirements Analysis Process  
	IMI to pass on to

Organization WG; Hoekstra, Alward, Janiga, King, RIG BR person, Johnston, Mastic, (McMenus, IMIT at least for training), Abee, Gillespie, Mangold
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.C
	Identify & Resolve Information Policy & Technology Barriers
	Hodge, King,

Solem Czap,

Alward, Kelley, Liff,  Information WG
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	4.A
	Formulate & Manage Communications Strategy
	McMenus, Keys, Janiga, OC contact mgr, (Mike Dunn),(Pam Case), Watts Communications WG
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.A 
	Systems approaches to I&M - paper
	Hoekstra (consortium of mgr’s and sci’s involved)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7.B
	Establish IM Budget Advisory Group
	IMIT – Keys, Ulrich, need additional recruitment from other dep areas (Brad Smith), S&PF esp. fire and FHP, Reg. Directors (7.C); and in future possibly NA and R&D
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.C
	Compile list of I&M programs based on table Kerry started as prototype, this is step 1 in the current “Evaluate I&M Programs” action
	Janiga, Hargis, Kershner, McMenus, (Tolle), Alward,NRIS contact, INFRA contact, Regions, Data Band, 

Protocols WG
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7.C
	Identify Region, Station, Area Program Leaders
	IMIT – Solem, IREMCG Morrison, Czap, 6 Station reps, Area rep
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


· The business requirements process will be high priority to get started and completed as foundation for other actions. Concern that IMIT members need training or involvement in the Business Requirements Process.

· Agreed that group needs to discuss the following in the future, not during this meeting:  

· Are the Work Groups the right subject focus?  Should they mirror the Tasks or not?

· How should details of expectations and methods be calibrated between the Work Groups and the IMIT?

· How will the agency manage to keep subject matter experts from the field engaged in Work Groups when the activities will be “add-ons” with salary and travel not being funded?

· The group shares MUCH CONCERN ABOUT ADDRESSING REGIONAL PERCEPTIONS

· At the IMIT level, create a location in TeamRoom (aka WWW) so that Ongoing activities is recorded as a running list of actions and people who should be networked into the Framework. 

· IMI to provide collection point/forum for folks to catalog against the task/action lists.  Sustain context and link with the Action Plan.  Examples are:

· 8.C and 2.D  Geospatial Advisory Group pilot test of populating the core data standards (from national applications to local GIS data files) Geospatial standards at differenct scales for on the ground activity.  Proposed activity presented to the Budget Advisory Group.

· Data warehouse effort being undertaken by the CFO to intermingle program data and budget data in order to evaluate performance measures. 

· Agreed on 7.A:  Extend bar through 2001.  This needs to be preceeded by other tasks so needs to be after first 6 months.  Put bar on FY 2001 as in Action Plan. 

· Agreed to add 2C: into first 6 months.  Compile list of I & M programs & evaluate in a later phase.

· Discussion on 7C:  Task 7C was identified because there is no staff directorate within regional NFS in charge of I & M.  We don’t have a person on the regional team making decisions or monitoring what’s going on. No standard approach to how budget & planning are passed down from WO.  Desire for standard contact point for I & M.  This assignment to an existing position, an organizational change needs to take place in the regions. 

6/8/00 Nutshell summary:

· Agreed on leaders for each action to be undertaken in next 6 months (reference Table: First 6 Month Action Items above)

· Agreed business requirements product should reflect what is needed to manage resources.  Tom will proceed to convene a group to develop high-level view and process for implementing business requirements process.

· Agreed Tom will lead Systems paper which will be accomplished in several phases.  The first phase to be completed within a few months will focus on describing current science basis for Systems Approach, future phases will include science review of the paper.  

Tactics list for Work Groups: 

List tactics IMIT wants groups to use to get work done (general tactical statements)

1. Clarify expectations and understanding of actions

2. Link with ongoing activities

3. Recruit participants

4. Involve and get broad exposure to actions undertaken by Work Group

5. Refine and adapt in cooperation with IMIT

Business Rqts Process

Review proposed strategy for Business Rqts Process.

Business Process/Business Requirements

Tom Hoekstra

2 examples that the IMIT needs to examine and identify if either or both are expected.

Example deliverables:

1) Inventory and monitoring program administration business requirement (describing the kinds of jobs Mangold, Gillespie, Solem have (and similarly Region and Forest)
· Theoretical and practical knowledge of the business requirement co-formulation methodology.

· Organizational unit goals and objectives (to support Agency vision/mission)

· High-level function model (WO-Agency, Deputy Chief, Staff; RO/Station/Area, staff) describing WHAT resource program management function each staff member does.

· High level information model (WO, RO/Station/Area) describing WHICH program management information they need to perform their job functions

· High level system operation diagram describing HOW they will use the program management information
· High level organizational model describing WHO is responsible for program management job functions
· High level temporal model describing WHEN the program management information is needed

· High-level locality model describing WHERE the program management information is needed.

Steve:  feedback from IREMCG and ESCT was to focus on what it takes to manage and steward the land

John King:  What are we doing and therefore what data is needed? with assumption being that what I do is what is required.   Alternative is to understand what needs to be done, the TO-BE model.   King’s preference is to avoid situation 1 where people think info requirements are defined by what they are currently doing.  Risk of “repeating the past.” 

2) Inventory and monitoring resource information business requirement (describing what a resource area manager ( Region and Forest/District) needs to do their job) .  Have all levels of the organization represented (Heather)
· Theoretical and practical knowledge of the business requirement co-formulation methodology.

· Organizational unit goals and objectives (to support Agency vision/mission)

· High-level function model (WO-Agency, Deputy Chief, Staff, RO/Station/Area, Staff) describing WHAT resource management function each staff member does.

· High level information model (WO, RO/Station/Area) describing WHICH resource information they need to perform their job functions.

· High level operation diagram describing HOW they will use the resource information
· High-level organizational model describing WHO is responsible for resource management information.

· High-level temporal model describing WHEN the resource information is needed.

· High-level locality model describing WHERE the resource information is needed. 

Christina:  Adding a WHY to the list would help separate the true requirements from the ‘perceived’ requirements.  

Heather:  Heritage business requirements included the WHY.  Found it useful to get everything they do and then pull-out the “what is needed” at specific levels and to identify what really needs to be standardized.  Approach used worked well and involved ALL levels. 

Eric:  Yes, include WHY.

Tom: concurs that WHY would be captured with the WHAT is your job.

Ray: Concurrence that How to run the factory is useful. 

Application/use of Business requirement models

· Communication/frame of reference

· Education

· Input to PD’s (Job descriptions)

· Process improvement (clarifies flow of information (who and which)

· Documentation

· Organization review/improvement/rationalization (use in reviews as base info about a group or program) comparison of AS-IS and SHOULD-BE models

· Standardization/consistency 

· Information technology identification/specification (highlights areas where technology can be leveraged for improved efficiencies such a info flow)

· Information system alignment/gap identification

· Balance workload 

· Affinity analysis

What vs. Who, What vs. where, What vs. Which, etc

Solem:  Relationship to other tasks, 7A and 1C.:  expectations have been that focus would be on resource mgt, and the info would be used for 7A. 

Possible procedure/steps (these were not discussed by the group, discussion focused on getting the group to think about what products are actually wanted from the process) 

The IMIT and IMI jointly identify a group of executives, managers, line officers, and subject matter experts to work with IMI to examine alternative process approaches and scope full breadth of the Business Requirements Process.  Ideally some members of this group should be the core group for the Organization Work Group (that will conduct the detailed analysis in the future).

1. IMI convenes group identified above.  At this point a core group of the Organization Work Group should be fully established. This session includes providing a training/education experience for the group to fully acquaint them with alternative processes that could be used and to select a process approach to use for the next step.  Use all levels of the organization represented.
2. IMI manages contracted work to compose broad but shallow description of what Inventory and Monitoring requirements are for the agency ensuring that SPRA needs and Criteria for Sustainability are included.  Identify legally mandated requirements and policy-driven requirements.

3. IMI facilitates the Organization Work Group core team in estimating resources required to fully analyze requirements for each component of the high-level model.  Describe approach that needs to be taken and resources needed to maintain the requirement analysis model(s) for access and adjustments over time as requirements change. 

4. IMI facilitates working session with the Organization Work Group core members and persons from ESCT and IREMCG to identify evaluation criteria that ESCT and IREMCG would apply to evaluating which elements of the high level model are the highest priority to fully analyze.

5. Through IMIT, IMI provides ESCT and IREMCG with the proposed process and resource requirements based on steps 1 through 5. 

6. IMI facilitates a priority-setting session with ESCT and IREMCG to set priorities for Business Requirements Analysis and ensure participant commitment will be secured for the selected focal areas.   At this point the Organization Work Group must be fully established and should include most subject matter experts who will participate in step 8.

7. The Organization Work Group develops a full project plan for conducting the Requirement Analysis based on the decisions made in step 7. 

8. The Organization Work Group obtains formal approval and commitment of funds and personnel to execute the work plan. This is done by the Organization Work Group.

9. The Organization Work Group conducts the Requirements Analysis, additional subject matter experts will be used and will be asked to review intermediate products generated throughout the analysis process.

Systems approach paper

Group concurred that as lead for this Action item, Tom should exercise whatever judgment he deems appropriate to ensure a brief paper is available as soon as possible, ideally within a few months.  The groups concurs that a science reviewed product should be the ultimate outcome but that process may take well into FY 2001 and can be considered a second phase for the Action item.
Feedback on format of meeting: 
Get ideas for improvements and direction for next session.

Patrice’s comments:  A lot of pre-planning and preparation is necessary.  

Steve:  There is less opportunity to adjust the agenda using this type of format.  We will keep using this type of format we just need to allow more time for planning. 

Eric/Doug?: It’s just a hard cold fact that travel is a luxury now that we cannot always afford.  The paper documents have been very helpful (WO staff in VA did not use Netmeeting)

Christina/Heather:  Both enjoyed the use of Netmeeting.  Found it to be a great tool.  It was very helpful to watch the comments on the documents being entered onscreen.

Tom: Is there a room or IRM room there where Netmeetings can be held?  

John: Just need a laptop and projector.  Some WO staff expressed that they are unsure of how to connect to Netmeeting.  Might be able to get Tim or a specialist to manage this activity for the WO staff.  Steve will look into just  for IMIT.

Doug Powell: “I like the time between the calls to read documents.  

John King agrees likes the time for reading and thinking about what we will be talking about the next day.

Jerry Stokes:  “This sure beats getting on a plane for a two day meeting.

Steve we did have to make some significant adjustments,  need to really spend more planning and discussion time.

Not attributed: 

· We can’t be traveling so much, so we have to make something like this work.

· The agenda and pre-paper work was effective. 

· We need to get more people into NetMeeting.

· For next time divide the roles of meeting participant and netmeeting note-taking.

· DC based folks could use LAN card with Laptop projector.

· WO conference rooms are fully equipped and access is limited, so need to work on the logistics. 

Tasks to be undertaken in next 6-12 months are:

	
	
	
	00
	01
	01
	02
	02
	03
	03

	1.C
	Conduct

Business Requirements Analysis
	Org WG
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.C
	Based on list of I&M programs “Evaluate I&M Programs” action after BR done
	Protocols WG
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.B
	Define and Adopt Classification Schemes
	Protocols WG
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.A
	Define Collaboration Goals and Objectives
	Comm WG 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.B
	Establish and Manage I&M Agreements 
	Comm WG
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	4.C
	Prepare IM Technical Papers
	Comm WG
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.A
	Data Exchange Pilot Testing/Strategy
	Info WG
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.B
	Establish & Maintain Data Exchange and Information Delivery System
	Info WG
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.A
	Review Partner IM Mgmt & Accountability Systems
	Org WG
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.C
	Establish Technical Approval Process
	Org WG
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	6.D
	Refine Performance Measures & IM Links
	Org WG
	 
	 
	
	
	
	

	6.E
	Streamline Reporting & Requirements
	Info WG
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.G
	Evaluate assistance available to Regions
	Org WG
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8.A
	Catalog Existing IM Protocols
	Protocols WG
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	


Ongoing activities that exist in the next 6 to 12 months but do not have high-intensity activity planned are:

	2.D
	Establish Standards for Data and Maps
	Info WG
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2.E
	Compare Data To Standards & Classifications
	Info WG
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.B
	Conduct Activity and Program Reviews
	Org WG
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.F
	Review and Update FS Directives 
	Info WG
	
	
	 
	
	
	 

	8.C
	Test and Adopt IM Protocols
	Protocols WG
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	

	8.D
	Technology Development and Transfer
	Info WG
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Activities so far into the future that they are not up for discussion at this time are:

	3.D
	Establish Stewardship Agreements
	Info WG
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	7.A
	I&M org structures
	Org WG
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	

	4.B
	Develop I&M Training Program
	Info WG
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	

	8.B
	Identify I&M Protocol Gaps and Priorities
	Protocols WG
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	


Detailed notes of discussions and draft materials

DAY 1   June 6, 2000 details…………………………………………………….

Action Plan & Incorporated changes made at ESCT & Regional Request

· The ESCT requested changes to the Action Plan dated May 11.
-Use IMI for heavy lifting

-Strengthen Linkage with RPA and GPRA

-Criteria Indicators

-Increase Field Representation

-Support from Directors

-will organizational structure changes be necessary at Regional & local scale?

3 things from IREMCG

-Will the action plan address field level concerns not just view the process from a National level.   
-Will budget and performance measures facilitate strategic gains and meaningful accomplishments in inventory and monitoring; and

- (make-up of workgroups)How the Regions can meaningfully engage in implementing this Action Plan.  

· Survey of Inventories Across Regions 
(MUCH CONCERN EXPRESSED ABOUT ADDRESSING REGIONAL PERCEPTIONS)

- this survey done by IMI late in 1999 is a tool we can use to obtain regional flavor 

- field units very uneasy about what they perceive to be a very top heavy approach.

-Heather:  Re-iterates that the field is afraid and seeing a lack of priorities or way to proceed.

-Steve:  Going to be a real problem getting regional support.  May need to go to Deputy Regional Forester Support.

-Heather: Heritage has put together a decision support group maintaining a regional & National scope.  NRIS has the same.

-Patrice:  Keep these concerns in mind for Thursday’s discussion of Tactics

Status of Charter, Operating Procedures:  Steve Solem

-Go back to original charter, original notion of an extended team.  Don’t want to try to get everyone together for every issue.

-Operating Funds for undertakings in 2001.  Some activities will require contractors.  Even with the use of FS staff ESCT will need to fund preparation of papers, manuals and activities and pilots that may be necessary to test hardware etc.  Some of the funding for critical activities is now available.

*** Concerns expressed about funding (the ½ million allocated does not cover travel, how do we entice people to take on this formidable task?)*** FOCUS SHOULD BE ON WHAT PEOPLE RESOURCES ARE NEEDED***

-Focus for this group when meeting should be:

1) Old Business,

2) New Business, and

3) Future Direction for the purpose of reports to the ESCT & IREMCG.  Do we have staff and necessary resources?  

4) Lets not get mired down in detail.

- Hoping to use Lotus Teamroom.  Final Products will be on Web.

-Doug: Comment on Reading, 3 groups working : IMIT Team, IMI, Workgroups.  Wants to see reports from all these areas not just workgroups.

- Kerry: Monitoring Overall Communications will be critical.  Patrice: Was added into the charter.

IMI and Work Groups   (workload/responsibilities)

Products expected from IMI:

· TeamRoom setup as Lotus Notes application that is fully WWW enabled to ensure partners and FS participants in Work Groups can use this as communications and reporting forum

· Network with group members, regions & interagency partners

· Business requirements development

· Involvement in some aspects of the Action items for:

· Communication, technical papers, information exchange

· Establishment of accountability system (review & review systems)

· Testing of protocols** IMI been involved

Discussion: 

· Christina:  NRIS user boards should be a resource for business requirements.  

· Steve:  Need more detail than NRIS “short-cut” model.

· Tom: Concern about comparing Human Dimensions I & M vs Biophysical Dimensions would like time of IMIT to discuss this

Work Group Assignments 

Patrice looked through action items.  Assumptions were: 

A lead person from IMIT will need to be assigned for each task that the team will deal with as a WG.  IMI will be treated as a WG.  Other items fell into 4 categories.

Organization WG

Protocol WG

Information WG

Communication WG

Patrice has prepared an example charter for Organization WG.  Also prepared is a draft project plan for each task.  This is the first unveiling of the project plans.  (Do these need wider circulation?  How would IMIT like the Work Group Leaders to develop plans so they can calibrate on expectations and understandings with IMIT?)

-Jim Keys: comment on make-up of WGs.  Would like to see someone from Management side & National Forest side on each WG.

-WGs, who do we need to recruit as a leader for each WG and is representation good.

-John King: Comparing the barchart/timeline with “Who” on Action Plan timeline.  Please add Field Representation in all areas.  Target who’s and figure out who has to be involved.  STEVE:  would like to leave team membership to team leader.  DOUG:  Ought to allow for David, Kerry and Ray to put down more specifically…if not names at least types of people to include on WGs.  Ray:  representing FIA and plans to recruit through e-mail advertisement.  

-Jim Keys:  To get buy in should we get an agency rep from State & Private?

Group agreed that formal charters would not be used initially, the approach will be to give the description of tasks to Work Groups and let the Work Groups reply with their “understanding” of objectives and accomplishments.  The IMIT will use Work Group replies to determine need for formal chartering and Action Plan adjustments.

4 key tasks for tomorrow:

· Are WG assignments & groupings making sense? (more or fewer groups)

· Who is recommended to be a group leader? And leader select vice-chair.  (What are WG requirements for a leader)

· Recruitment criteria, goals & guidelines.  

· What are the Priority tasks that each group needs to tackle in next 6 months?

-Request for more time to distribute to other folks and wondering is this is the final cut on WG leadership.  Steve comments that this will be an evolutionary process.  WG Leaders may change.

-DOUG: Question about tomorrow.  Like to comment on 4 groups identified.  Are these the right ones?

-Explanation as reviewing timeline:

Light gray areas –on going activity (lower level of activity)

Dark gray areas – highest level of activity

STEVE:  How well does this format/forum meet the function and do folks feel free to participate?

STEVE?:  We have an action plan and timeline.  If we ID a leader do we need any more detail at this level?  Agreement by many on this comment.

DAY 2   June 7, 2000 details…………………………………………………….

OVERALL DISCUSSION

Steve: Kerry McMenus mailed out a graphic. Not changing Action Plan.

Eric:  The reason for this whole effort is Business Requirements.  We need to move towards where we want to be.

Tom:  As-Is vs To-be is the Business Requirements Jargon for describing what your business is now vs what you want to be when you grow up.  This is the basis for the whole structure.

Jerry:  We are trying to become more accountable as an agency.

David: We have had this discussion before.  It is important to recognize these distinct actions.  We have to get into the details.

Heather:  No mention of INFRA in these documents.  If moving to a seamless environment it’s not too much of a stretch to include NRIS & INFRA.

Jerry: There are efforts underway on this including wilderness info needs, that can be incorporated.  The wilderness program within INFRA is being used now.

Christina:  Need to resolve organization of work groups.  Are we reinventing the wheel?

Patrice: Approach I would like to take would be to take the protocols WG as an example and walk through to see if there are things that come up that we as the IMIT are unaware of.  There will be discovery of where some activities might better fit.

Steve:  Want to make sure that everyone gets in their 2 cents.  We have got this broken down into 6 focal steps listed in the charter and action plan.  There are simultaneous actions occurring across activities and groups.

Eric: There has been a lot of good effort gone into this project but we really need to lead this whole effort with the business requirements.  Is there a way to step this effort up?

Steve:  1st thing we encountered was that we had know the task “the technique of doing business requirements”  Contractor estimates 52 week exercise to get through the business requirements at multiple levels.  WE HAVE TO GET THE WGs WORKING in the next 6 months!  Agreement from many.

Eric, Kerry:  It’s hard to understand when tasks are beginning and ending and how they fit together.

Christina:  Are we focusing on the timeline?  Steve:  No, today we are going to focus on the WG composition.  First, do we have appropriate WGs?  Then look at once we get a group started, what do they work on next.

Patrice:  Summarization, hearing concern that some tasks appear to be scheduled earlier than need to be done.  The WGs will be able to report back on what they see.  To utilize their expertise lets let the process proceed.  Perceived problem with shared sequencing in the Action plan.  
Do the group assignments make sense?  

David Meriweather:  Protocols group could take some of the INFO tasks.  See IMI as a workhorse. 

Doug Powell:  Why do we have 6 focal areas and 4 WGs.

Christina & Eric?  Training and Technology transfer in INFO and COMM.  Keep COMM separate from INFO MGT.

5 PEOPLE THAT FEEL TASKS/ WGs SHOULD BE REALIGNED.  (Seems to be a problem with people seeing how the task actions translate into the 6 focal areas)

If IMI is doing the “heavy lifting”  why isn’t that 

Steve:  Steve would like to take IMIT and IMI out of the assignments or out as a WG. 

The role of the IMI as a “heavy lifter” will be to share their expertise within each team/WG.  The IMI will be facilitating.

David:  More technical aspects of working with Protocols and Standards are present in Protocols WG and IMI.  These should be combined with some of the activities in INFO to take advantage of expertise.

Patrice:  I combined the 6 focal areas into 4 groups to facilitate communication.  Also looked at FIA’s breakdown of Inventory and Monitoring WGs  Steve:  When Patrice and I looked at splitting this up we wanted narrowly defined tasks to assign to a WG.  I was looking at the long range, beyond the 1st 6 months.

As ERIC mentioned lets ID what is important to complete in the next 6 months.

Kerry:  Has come around to liking the 4 WG breakdown. 

Agreement that we need to get on with the task. 

FOCUS ATTENTION AT TOP OF TIMELINE.

Walk through Task by Task.  (Agreement indicates agreement on assignment to WG and that task needs to be done in 1st 6 months.)

1. O.A   Agreement

2. 1.A   Agreement, Christina:  the framework should define the purpose & objectives.  Steve & Patrice: There was a lot of debate while doing the survey of inventories.  With a better purpose and Objective statement the whole process of inventory and monitoring becomes easier.

Tom:  Is there really a cohesive mission and set of objectives?  That is the first thing asked for in a bus requirements session.  FIA, FHM & NFS have legal or legislative missions.  There legislative mandate is much clearer.  This comes back to linking with GPRA and the I & M needed to support those.  IREMCG also requested that the development & purpose be kept separate.

3. 7.C    Agreement

4. 1B Agreement on Action but will be assigned to IMI      Discussion on 1B.  Focusing on 1st table, First 6 Month Action Items. Progress immediately on this task.  Tom:  says shouldn’t take more than 6 weeks. IBM and IRM have some technical skills that could reinforce that we are on the right track.  This will be facilitated by the IMI.  Contacts with INFRA and NRIS folks that have done will be made.  John Key would like to be called by IMI so that he can get IRM/IBM factors involved.  Maintain contact with ORGANIZATION WG (keep in touch w/mgt)  Request for explanation between difference between 1B & 1C.  Tom:  1C will be an iterative process with a lot of communication between IMIT.
5. 7.B   Agreement.   Refer to Jan ECT Notes for an explanation and charter for the budget advisory group.

6. 3.C   Agreement   Request for explanation of why must be done in first 6 months.  1) cannot do netmeeting across agencies is a IT barrier.  Heather:  Does this also include security policy, data exchange issues?  We are working on this with Heritage now.  Christina:  Steve can you do this or does this need to be assigned ?  Steve:  I’m not doing this.  This info is being processed through IRM and we ant to link up with this process.  Patrice: Need negotiation across agencies to resolve the data sharing and IT issues.  IRM experience has been that we get set up to do something that appears to be in demand and then no one participates.  Eric:  These problems are ongoing.  Steve: Key issue is data exchange with our partners.

7. 4.A   Agreement   

8. 2.A   Agreement   Patrice:  As Tom explained yesterday, this paper will describe a science basis for the systems approach to inventory and monitoring, citing scientific papers.   Pat Manley’s efforts are some of what Tom has been speaking about.  Christina:  Wants Tom to discuss his approach.  John:  Expressing concern that we need the systems approach completed sooner than the timing in the draft Project Descriptions (perhaps before completing the business requirements analysis)  

Kerry:  Need to define or ID I & M items to be monitored and include 2C in the first 6 months. 2C needs to be either initiated early enough to complete the inventory of I&M efforts and feed the “TO BE” business models or needs to be divided into 2 tasks in order to accomplish the inventory and later conduct an evaluation of existing I&M efforts against the Bus Rqts, Systems, Classifications, etc.
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ID Leaders for high priority tasks in next 6 months

Patrice added all updates in Table: First 6 Month Action Items
· 4.A  Tom: Does IMI have a role?  Steve: yes, but not sure what it is.  Find account managers, OC assistants to help with this task.  Steve: Include Greg & IMI staff involved in teamroom development.

· 7B Budget Advisory Group chartered by EMCT.  This group in working on 2001 budget at FIM & NFIM.

Other tasks to be undertaken in next 6-12 months

· GIS core data standards, Pilot test populating those databases at different scales is ongoing.  Budget is approved through 2001. Geo-spatial advisory committee working on 8C & 2D combined.

· Assistance from IMI on cataloging, collecting ongoing activities that contribute to upcoming tasks.  This will be a perfect use for teamroom.

Systems approach:

Hoekstra to explain systems approach and within context of biophysical and human dimensions and explain proposed process for describing systems approach.

Notes from Tom’s Presentation on Business Requirements:

Question from Larry:  Your description of the “as-is” vs “to-be” models yesterday, how does that compare to what you presented today.   Tom: They are different processes.

7A roles & structures, 2B is more into the resource level need for information, or program needs.

John King: 2 ways to look at business requirements:  As –IS, what we are doing

To-Be, what we should be doing!  As our mandates are shifting to broader scales we need to follow.

Tactics list for Work Groups: 

List tactics IMIT wants groups to use to get work done (general tactical statements)

1. Clarify expectations and understanding of actions

2. Link with ongoing activities

3. Recruit participants

4. Involve and get broad exposure to actions undertaken by Work Group

5. Refine and adapt in cooperation with IMIT

Clarify expectations and understanding of actions

A. Write-out your understanding of why the action is to be done, what it accomplishes for the agency, and how you intend to proceed to accomplish the action item(s). Clarify expectations and understandings with the IMIT. 

B. Where level of effort is significant, requires coordination with other Work Groups, or other committees or organizations; compose formal work plan for the Action to be undertaken including the following:

1. Who will be active in accomplishing the task?  (work group/team members)

2. Who will be consulted for information or intermediate product review?

3. What methods will be used?  

4. What are the products that will be produced?

5. When will products be delivered to IMIT?

6. What resources are needed and/or be contributed to conduct the work?
Link with ongoing activities

C. Collect state of current activities related to the task, especially activities being undertaken in the agency, but not limited to just the FS.  Include activities your group should be aware of and networked with that are being conducted outside the FS. 

D. Evaluate how well ongoing activities are already satisfying objectives of the actions assigned to the group. Explain evaluation to IMIT.  Recommend action where gaps need to be filled or where the ongoing work does not need to be changed (if it is on the right track; don’t break it or stop it). 

Recruit participants

E. Ensure participants in Work Group have full support of supervisor and that they understand how the action task is an investment in future efficiencies.

F. Ensure participants represent the skills, knowledge and abilities needed to conduct the tasks assigned to the Work Group.  Elevate problems in obtaining skill-sets/participation to the IMIT.

Involve and get broad exposure to actions undertaken by Work Group

G. Ensure intermediate products (reports, lists, plans, etc) are reviewed by people not on the Work Group. Get feedback and track perceptions of your work by others so that you can inform the IMIT of the degree of review you have done, the extent of outreach, and the degree of “buy-in” from persons, staffs, and organizations with a stake in the outcome(s) of the Action Plan.

H. Ensure that at least 2 people in the Work Group obtain business requirements training/education. Because so many actions are interdependent with this process at least 2 people in each Work Group need to be comfortable with how the process is and has been conducted and how to refer to and use the informational products resulting from the process.  Work with IMI to accomplish this objective.

Refine and adapt in cooperation with IMIT

I. Keep running list of items in the Framework that need to be adjusted or that are encountering misunderstandings or resistance; report recommendations to the IMIT at quarterly meetings.

Lessons list from this “NetMeeting experience”:

1. Objective of group discussion where several people are at different levels of agreement on degree of detail to discuss and different familiarity with the Action Plan seems to have been overly ambitious and at times at odds with a situation where it is difficult to discern who is listening, who is engaged, who agrees, who disagrees.  If NetMeeting must be done in this situation, there needs to be some electronic “parking lot” or white-board established to put peoples concerns that don’t fit the agenda and need to be retained for future discussion.  It was not possible to reaffirm with participants that their concerns were heard to the same degree as if they could “see” their input recorded somewhere for future discussion.

2. I was warned that people generally don’t use NetMeeting with more that 2 to 6 participants, unless it is a “presentation style” situation such as remote training-style presentation where the communications is rather one-way from speaker to recipients.  The examples I have heard are 2 to 3 total for debate and discussion, 6 or so for structured remote-training sessions. I agree that these situations would be much more manageable and functional than what we just went through.

3. Everyone needs to be logged into NetMeeting prior to starting discussion.  Depending on who is logging in, it takes at least 10-15 minutes to get everyone viewing all the intended documents.  Future agenda needs time to accommodate this step. Having non-NetMeeting participant sitting around acting frustrated and bored by the NetMeeters getting situated was a dysfunctional way to operate.

4. Everyone needs to be using NetMeeting, not a mixture of some on and some off. This is not as critical as getting everyone on at one time, if those who are not NetMeeting realize that the focus of attention will be on the NetMeeting logistics and participants.  It is very difficult to pay attention to discussion, try to monitor time schedule, listen and discern if there is consensus to move on or not, AND pay attention to manipulating a screen and computer to “Invite NetMeeting participants” and move around in documents. 

5. The Group Leader should share the document and control the discussion, a facilitator seems too much overhead and distraction.   If a facilitator is used, the facilitator and Group Leader need to trial run what documents are up and how information is recorded and changed as part or preparing for the session.  Steve and I did discuss the agenda for each day in what I thought was adequate detail, however, I discovered what I thought I heard Steve say is not what Steve said.  It has to be an actual ‘dry-run’ with the Group Leader or the Group Leader needs to control what people see and not use a facilitator. 

6. Keep each NetMeeting to one document or each portion of an agenda to one document.  Agree on format of what people will be directed to view and practice before hand.  Rule with the group needs to be “if its not up on the screen, save your concern for another part of the meeting or future discussion.”

About TeamRoom 5.0

This database can be used only by Notes R5.0 and later clients and Domino servers.

Javascript must be enabled on the Notes client.

What is TeamRoom?

TeamRoom is a Lotus Notes application designed to support processes that help people work together.  The software does not create the sense of shared purpose, common language, focus, and drive which make effective teams productive.  But, by embedding in its technology a template for many of the basic practices of "good teaming," TeamRoom facilitates the creation and ongoing development of processes and practices common to high performance teams.

TeamRoom is a tool for information sharing and collaboration.  However, the work of a TeamRoom-based team is not fundamentally different than it was "before groupware."  By creating a shared context for team work, TeamRoom does what many good tools do: creates leverage, both for the individuals on the team and for the team as a whole.  Because the technology is built on a Notes groupware "sharing" platform, this context is richer and the leverage is greater than is typically possible with "sending" tools like Email.  Notes also makes it possible for TeamRoom to support teams whose members who are geographically distributed, and who are sometimes unable to be connected to their computer network.

Examples of work made easier and more efficient by TeamRoom include:

Raising & discussing issues and concerns

Creating (collaborative) product:  memos, presentations, other "deliverables"

Brainstorming (which, hopefully, leads to resolution and action)

Preparing for meetings:  one can present and share information in the TeamRoom before the meeting, so that meeting time can be focused on decision making

Tracking meeting agendas and resulting action items.

Where to find more information?

More information can be found by pressing F1 while in any form in TeamRoom.  This will open extensive documentation found in HELP5_CLIENT.NSF.  The Using Database document for this database also contains help information.  Refer to the following documentation database on http://www.notes.net  Best Practices: Templates and Sample Databases (BPTEMP.NSF).

Access Control:

The default access of a database created with this template is "Author".  

If you wish to make this a private TeamRoom, assign the default an access level of "No Access".  Add name(s) or group(s) of individuals who will be involved in this TeamRoom to the ACL.  These people/groups should have "Author" access.  

The people listed in the TeamRoom Setup as the Team Facilitator and Team Leader should have a minimum of "Designer" access.  This will allow them full use of the Leader/Facilitator Options.

You may want to give Subteam leaders "Editor" access so they can modify subteam profiles, create subteam status documents, etc.

Important note:  In R5, anyone with Editor access or above can modify the TeamRoom Setup and the Archive dialog box (or the Web Database Archive Settings).
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