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Purposes:

· Increase participation within this region

· Increase awareness of UIC activities across all GEO committees

· Prepare for the upcoming GEO Plenary in Washington, DC

· Explore strategic ideas for next year’s Ministerial

· Provide for discussion forums for UIC Activity Plan elements

· Review progress on UIC-led tasks in GEO 2009–2011 Work Plan

Outcomes:  

· Development of GEO Plenary VI report presentation and final presenter assignment 
· Evaluation of the Carbon Community of Practice (CoP) within the context of the scope of the Forest CoP 

· Assessment of completed Activity Plan elements and update of other elements

· Discussion of and input to the GEO Secretariat review

· Identification of UIC contributions for presentation at the 2010 Ministerial

· Update on the Monitoring and Evaluation Work Group and discussion of role of UIC in future activities

Participants:

· Roger Dargaville (Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organization, Australia) rogerd@unimelb.edu.au
· Carsten Dettmann (UIC co-chair) (Federal Ministry of Transportation, Germany) carsten.dettmann@bmvbs.bund.de
· Gary Foley (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, USA) (via webex)

· Kathy Fontaine (National Aeronautics and Space Administration, USA) kathy.fontaine@nasa.gov
· Lawrence Friedl (National Aeronautics and Space Administration, USA) (via webex) lfriedl@nasa.gov
· Herbert Haubold (Umweltbundesamt, Austria) herbert.haubold@umweltbundesamt.at
· Manfred Kloppel (European Centre for Medium-Range Weather Forecasts) m.kloeppel@ecmwf.int
· Ellsworth LeDrew (UIC co-chair) (IEEE & University of Waterloo, Canada) ells@uwaterloo.ca
· Jian Liu (CMA, China) liujian@cma.gov.cn
· Linda Moodie (National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration, USA) Linda.Moodie@noaa.gov
· Oystein Nesje (Ministry of the Environment, Norway) nes@md.dep.no
· Terry Newby (ARC Institute for Soil, Climate and Water, South Africa) terry@arc.agric.za
· Michael Nyenhuis (Federal Institute of Hydrology (BfG) / University of Bonn, Germany) michael.nyenhuis@uni-bonn.de
· Francesco Pignatelli (UIC co-chair) (European Commission) francesco.pignatelli@ec.europa.eu
· Hans-Peter Plag  (University of Nevada at Reno, USA) hpplag@unr.edu
· Fernando Ramos (GEO Secretariat) framos@geosec.org
· Ashbindu Singh (United Nations Environment Programme) ashbindu.singh@unep.org
· Jan Connery (ERG, contractor, USA) jan.connery@erg.com
Tuesday, September 15

Welcome, Introductions, and Agenda 

· Ellsworth LeDrew (UIC co-chair) opened the meeting and asked participants to introduce themselves. He reviewed the meeting objectives, desired outcomes, and agenda. The group approved the proposed agenda. 

Action Item Review
· Jan Connery reported the status of the outstanding UIC Action Items. Several were closed (see latest version of UIC Action Item Table for details).

SBA Analysis 

Presentation

· Lawrence Friedl presented the status of the analysis under GEO Task US-09-01a. (See slides for details.)

· The goal of this task is to identify critical Earth observation priorities by harvesting information on user needs from publicly available documents. Work is following a nine-step process. Once priorities have been identified for each of the nine GEO Societal Benefit Areas (SBAs), the UIC will perform a meta-analysis across the nine SBAs. The final report will include lessons learned and recommendations. 

· The project involves 121 Advisory Group members and has identified 676 documents with information on Earth observation needs. 

· Some Advisory Group members are from countries that are not GEO members; this provides a recruiting opportunity for GEO. 

· Preliminary reports for climate, ecosystems, energy, disasters, and weather have been drafted, with final reports expected September–October 2009. For the other four areas (agriculture, biodiversity, health, and water), draft reports are expected September–October and final reports in December–January. 

· Analysts have agreed on a common template for the reports, which will make it easier for the UIC to combine information from the separate reports for the GEO SBAs into a single final report. 

· A proposal has been submitted to publish the work in a special issue of IEEE J-STARS. The UIC expects to have a final report for this project by May 2010. 

· L. Friedl presented preliminary results from the disaster and energy SBAs (see slides for details). Each SBA group was allowed to determine its own prioritization scheme. The energy SBA applied three approaches: 1) simple frequency analysis by user type; 2) use of International Energy Agency’s projection of prominent renewable energy types for 2006–2015/2030 timeframes; and 3) combination of results from the first two approaches. 

· L. Friedl suggested several points for UIC consideration and discussion: 

· Look for opportunities among Advisory Group members to recruit new GEO members and countries.

· Make a series of presentations to announce task results. 

· Conduct a gap analysis regarding current/future availability of the priority Earth observation parameters. (The latter is not specified in the task, but is the next logical activity.) This will help identify where Earth observation investments are most needed.

·  UIC needs to decide:

· What to include in its report to the GEO VI Plenary.

· What we want to do regarding a gap analysis.

· Should UIC deliver each SBA report as it is completed or release all reports with the overarching final US-09-01a report?

Discussion

· Kathy Fontaine reported that the output of US-09-01a will provide input to a gap analysis that GEO’s Science and Technology Committee (STC) will perform under GEO Task ST-09-01. She suggested the UIC wait until the STC has finished its discussions before deciding how to do a gap analysis. During its September 2009 meeting in Melbourne, the STC will discuss and further define this project. The UIC should request time on STC’s November 2008 meeting agenda to discuss how the results of US-09-01a relate to the STC analysis. 

· A gap analysis is a cross-cutting activity that could benefit from involvement by all four GEO committees and should therefore be considered as a potential task for the GEO Work Plan. Representatives of the Committee on Earth Observation Satellites (CEOS) have also offered to participate. The UIC co-chairs agreed this was a potential topic for discussion at the C4 meeting on 17 September 2009. 

· Under Task US-09-01a, each analyst has identified the breadth of users within its SBA. Analysts have been asked to examine their results for potential bias in their analysis toward particular user types and correct any bias they find. The GEO Architecture and Data Committee (ADC) is interested in user types for its work, including assessing the GEOSS Common Infrastructure (GCI). 

· GEO Plenary VI is too early to present the preliminary results of US-09-01a. Time should be set aside at the UIC meeting in November 2009 to review the draft reports and discuss what to present to GEO Plenary VII and the Ministerial in 2010. L. Friedl hoped that, at the UIC meeting in late spring 2010 (e.g., April-May), significant time could be dedicated to draft the UIC overarching report across the nine SBAs and decide how the UIC will present the results at the 2010 Ministerial and who the UIC should brief to get buy-in for its presentation at GEO Plenary VII. 

· The presentation to GEO Plenary VI will need to be brief (about three slides—e.g., highlighting objectives and success stories). The presentation can note that five final reports are online (see below) and available for discussion.

· The group agreed that the UIC should put the individual US-09-01a reports from each of the nine SBAs on the US-09-01a project website as they become available with a note that they may be updated as the meta-analysis is completed. GEO can link to this website. Making these reports available is in line with the GEO principle of full and open access to information. The UIC can consider any comments received before the overarching report is finalized. 

· Results of US-09-01a may need to be considered “living” with potential to update as more information becomes available or as available information is translated. 
Action Item(s)
· Action Item: Francesco Pignatelli will follow up with L. Friedl later in the week of 14 September 2009 about whether and how colleagues in the European Commission can help with review of the reports produced under US-09-01a. 

· Action Item: By 18 September 2009, L. Friedl will send an email with the US-09-01a task-specific website URL to UIC members so they can contact project analysts if they are interested in the work or draft reports under this task. 

· Action Item: At its November 2009 meeting, the UIC will discuss how to roll out the US-09-01a results to GEO in 2010.

Status of Earth Observation Use and Requirements in Germany

Presentation
· Michael Nyenhuis presented on the status of Earth observation use and requirements in Germany. (See slides for details.) 

· German GEO (D-GEO) is an initiative to implement GEOSS nationally within Germany. The German Federal Ministry for Transport, Building and Urban Affairs (BMVBS) has been mandated to do this. Activities in 2009 include national showcases for successful GEOSS usage; facilitation of registration of German components in the GEOSS registry; strengthening working relationships to relevant national organizations; expansion of the national geodata infrastructure; promoting GEOSS to relevant user groups; and studies of user requirements.

· A national GEOSS implementation plan (D-GIP) has been prepared based on a literature search and participation by government and non-government experts. D-GIP provides a national strategy for German participation in GEOSS. It is a living document, available at http://www.d-geo.de/docs/dgip_en.pdf.
· A report on “EO Use and Requirements in Germany” has been prepared at the request of GEOSec. It reports on requirements in five SBAs: weather, climate, water, ecosystems and biodiversity. For further information, contact http://www.d-geo.de/ or Michael Nyenhuis at michael.nyenhuis@uni-bonn.de. 

· A study on EO use and needs of private sector organizations is in progress to estimate the economic potential to private sector organizations of geodata held by administrative bodies. 
· A German GeoBusiness Commission was set up in 2004, consisting of business sectors interested in geoinformation, with the objective of demonstrating and enhancing the added value of geoinformation for private sector organizations. A lead project is “GeoEnergie,” which is focusing gathering and analyzing geoinformation to support decisions about geothermal energy extraction. Geoinformation in this field is available but highly distributed and hard to access. 

Discussion

· Ellsworth LeDrew noted that geothermal data has been the greatest challenge within Energy CoP and hoped to get a contact to connect with the GeoEnergie project.  

GEO 2009–2011 Work Plan Analysis
Presentation: Overview of Analysis

· Lawrence Friedl presented an overview of the analysis of the GEO Work Plan. (See his slides and the report for more details.)  

· The idea of conducting this analysis stemmed from UIC meetings earlier in 2009. The goal is to identify user elements in all tasks in GEO’s Work Plan and identify opportunities to engage with task teams to improve user engagement. The results show there is significant need for the UIC to provide help with user engagement.

· GEO’s Work Plan has 42 overarching tasks, which include 114 subtasks. K. Fontaine and L. Friedl reviewed all these task sheets to identify user engagement aspects, consider the roles the UIC might play in these activities, and judge the overall interest of tasks to the UIC. 

· The results show that the UIC is currently involved with only 18 of the tasks. There is opportunity for UIC to get involved, especially at the “actively support” and “track’” levels. 

· Most task sheets had no language in the user engagement section. Only 15 (13%) had a good level of detail about user engagement in that section. Just over half had some understanding of user engagement, even if this was not addressed in the user section. Over 100 tasks may be or are definitely of interest to the UIC. There are opportunities in most tasks to improve the approaches to user engagement. 

· The UIC is engaged at the appropriate level in most current tasks; however, there are many more tasks (around 90) the UIC could or should be involved in or should at least be tracking. For most of the tasks the UIC might become involved with, many task teams will need support or advice to develop their user engagement.

· Major findings: 

· The UIC is engaged at an appropriate level for most of the tasks it is currently engaged with, but should be engaged with more. 

· There is an apparent lack of understanding of user engagement expressed by the task sheets. 

· There are numerous opportunities for the UIC to become significantly engaged in tasks. This includes 20 tasks the UIC is not currently involved with, but that are of absolute interest to the UIC. The UIC has recently become involved in two of those.

· The UIC needs to support task teams to understand and develop the user engagement aspects. 

· Overall: There is significant need within GEO regarding user engagement, and significant opportunity for the UIC to support GEO task teams. 

· The report has five recommendations: 

· UIC should identify specific tasks in which it wants to engage. There are approximately 100 tasks in which UIC has a likely interest. 

· The UIC should develop materials on user engagement and should also document and publish a range of user engagement techniques and examples as a resource to the GEO community. UIC members could also provide an internal user engagement consulting service for GEO task teams to help improve how they do user engagement.

· The UIC should utilize its User Type Analysis to support task teams to understand, design, and implement user engagement approaches. UIC should publish user types for GEO’s use and encourage task teams to employ the user types to identify potential user groups they can engage in their tasks. 

· The UIC should conduct a membership analysis to assess skills and resources needed to support and enhance user engagement in the GEO tasks. UIC needs to find a way to bring more people into the committee to increase its resources. 

· The UIC should develop methods to track and report on progress in task user engagement and to document successful techniques. A UIC co-chair should provide leadership for UIC support to task teams.

· L. Friedl and K. Fontaine have completed this work and are turning this area back over to the UIC to determine next steps. 

Discussion

· Herbert Haubold is coordinating the European Global Monitoring for Environment and Security (GMES) network of users (GNU). This network, composed of users, has conducted a lot of work on user engagement. The GNU is working to transfer user engagement practices among GMES projects. Most of the results were extracted from workshops with users, and many outcomes of the GMES work are likely very relevant to GEO. For example, the reports contain useful guidance on how to interact with users. The GNU could point task teams to its website to obtain relevant documents. GNU participants can offer advice based on their experience. Anyone who is interested should contact H. Haubbold (herbert.haubold@umweltbundesamt.at). 

· Francesco Pignatelli, speaking as a member of the European Commission (EC), said that the EC welcomes the opportunity to link GMES and GEO.

· Roger Dargaville said that the Carbon CoP does not have good end user contacts nor a good strategy for how to connect the results of its work with end users. The Carbon CoP would like to improve this aspect of its work and have an ongoing relationship with the UIC. L. Friedl hoped that most task leads have a similar interest in receiving help. He noted that the Work Plan Analysis did not include contacting task leads to find out why they did not fill out the user section. 

· Ellsworth LeDrew suggested that the UIC include in its report to the GEO plenary the need to improve the user awareness of other groups within GEO. 

· A suggestion was made that CoPs might be appropriate groups to follow up on some of the recommendations. This possibility could be discussed at the Task Lead Workshop that the GEO Secretariat is proposing to hold in early 2010. The UIC co-chairs could work with CoPs to help plan that workshop. 

· Task leads who provided good user engagement descriptions on the task sheets could possibly be tapped to serve as mentors for others. If they agree, the UIC could distribute their names. 
· Gary Foley urged that the UIC identify and incorporate into its Activity Plan specific actions to follow up on these recommendations. These actions could include contacting task leads to assess their needs and interests regarding user engagement and determining whether there are upcoming workshops where the UIC could present on user engagement. 

· E. LeDrew and F. Pignatelli expressed an interest in leading work to follow up on the recommendations. L. Friedl and K. Fontaine are available for consultation.  

Action Item(s)
· Action Item: R. Dargaville will help promote Australian participation in the UIC.

· Action Item: UIC co-chairs will integrate follow up to the Work Plan Analysis into the UIC Activity Plan. 

· Action Item: F. Pignatelli and E. LeDrew will consider which recommendations made in the Work Plan Analysis report are most important and how to follow up on them.   
Draft Data-Sharing Implementation Guidelines
Presentation

· Linda Moodie, U.S. co-chair of the Data-Sharing Task Force (DSTF), presented an overview of the draft data-sharing implementation guidelines. (See slides for more details.) 
· Draft Revised Implementation Guidelines: The current draft is available on the GEO Melbourne meeting site and will be presented to the GEO Executive Committee (ExCom) the week of 21 September 2009. The revised guidelines are similar to the 2008 version, but some sections were moved to become part of an Action Plan annex and some sections are revised. DSTF will be developing an action plan for implementing GEO’s data-sharing principles. 

· Sections 1 and 2:  Section 1 speaks to GEOSS principles, including the need for full and open exchange of data, metadata, and products. Section 2 deals with enabling reuse and re-dissemination of shared, data, metadata, and products. Key points include:

· Full and open exchange should apply even after shared information is disseminated to users. 

· GEO should encourage that all publicly funded data have no re-use or re-dissemination restrictions. 

· Privately funded information providers should be encouraged to contribute a useful subset that has no restrictions. 

· Attribution requirements should include recognition of all important sources. 

· Section 3: The third section focuses on ensuring consistency with relevant international instruments and national policies and legislation regarding specific restrictions. Providers have some legitimate concerns, but wherever possible, members should review policies and find practical solutions to those barriers so they can move to more enabled data exchange. 

· Pricing Policies: Pricing should be based on the premise that data and information within GEOSS is a public good for public use in the nine SBAs. Principles include: 

· Data providers should set standards for minimum cost based on this premise. 

· The cost of data collection and system development and integration should not be part of cost recovery. 

· Metadata should be made available at no cost. 

· GEO should encourage flexible online cost recovery mechanisms that allow users to understand their access costs. 

· GEO should encourage cost recovery models that waive or reduce costs to developing countries and for applications for noncommercial use for public benefit. 

· Time Delays: GEO should promote minimal time delays to data within GEOSS. Data should be available on a real-time basis where possible, and automated quality control systems should be used where feasible. 

· Promoting Research and Education: GEO should develop and adopt clear definitions of “research” and “education.” Cost reductions for providing data for these purposes, as well as for applications for non-commercial use for public benefit and for developing country users, should be documented. Users receiving data should be encouraged to report how the data are used.

· Ideas in Motion: 

· Promote understanding of responsibilities by both providers and users of GEOSS data, products, and services regarding data dissemination, access, use, and reuse.

· Begin the process to formalize data-sharing practices and procedures for major GEO initiatives such as Global Carbon Monitoring and the GEO Biodiversity Observation Network (GEOBON).

· GEOSS Common Infrastructure (GCI) could begin the developments needed to incorporate tools enabling the implementation of data-sharing policies and procedures. 
· The DSTF hopes to begin a dialogue with the UIC and other committees and welcomes UIC input, particularly on areas addressed on the questionnaire that was distributed. Examples would be helpful. Comments received the week of 21 September 2009 can be incorporated into communications for GEO Plenary VI. Input from the questionnaire letter, which has a deadline of 15 October 2009, will be integrated into communications after GEO Plenary VI. 

Discussion
· E. LeDrew mentioned that he has asked UIC members for comments on the draft, but has received no comments to date. 
· R. Dargaville asked whether the DSTF has addressed the issue of sites that require users to register—for example, when a user must justify the use of the data in order to obtain the data. L. Moodie responded that the DSTF needs to consider this, but may conclude that it is reasonable to having users register with providers. The DSTF hopes that users will only have to register once in GEOSS. 

· Question: Is it a trend to register intellectual property of state-funded research, as is the case in S. Africa? L. Moodie: This type of issue will be dealt with in the Action Plan. 

· Comment: Free data-sharing is a U.S. principle. Government data are often free in the U.S., but this is not so in Europe, where state agencies are increasingly obliged to recover their costs, which they often do by selling their data. How do we get these types of agencies on board? L. Moodie: This is one purpose of the DSTF—to find common ground and the way forward, giving latitude, and using encouragement to move in the direction of open data. The European members of the DSTF are very active and want to move in this direction. When LANDSAT became freely available at no cost, data use increased tenfold. The Action Plan will be written with an outreach perspective to get ministers’ attention.

· E. LeDrew said he was pleased to see this and hoped it would open up leadership. For example, many granting agencies don’t have a policy in place. GEO’s policy, once established, could provide a precedent for other organizations. He suggested that the UIC strongly support this idea, and asked if anyone would object to this. 

· Question: Does open access apply to derived products? L. Moodie: Someone with a value-added product becomes a new provider. When the developer is a private company, GEO can only encourage them to make their product publicly available.  

Action Item(s)
· Action Item: The UIC will transmit to the DSTF R. Dargaville’s concern about whether requiring users to register is in line with GEO’s data-sharing policy.

Coastal Zone Community of Practice
Presentation

· Hans-Peter Plag provided an overview of the Coastal Zone CoP (CZCP), which was formed from an IGOS-P theme team in GEO’s early years. (See slides for more details.) 
· CZCP objectives include: 

· Engage coastal users and data providers in informing GEO about requirements.

· Evaluate current observational capabilities against requirements.

· Identify gaps and priorities.

· Advise the UIC and others on matters relating to coastal zone observations and related benefits. 

· CZCP’s work includes organizing workshops; developing proof of concept and pilot projects that address gaps and data integration; and promoting development and strengthening of coastal zone networks of institutions. Areas of interest include sea level rise, water quality, habitat resource, and integrated coastal area management. 

· CZCP’s webpage is http://www.czcp.org/. 

· The CZCP has broad coverage of organizations among its participants and reaches out to other relevant groups and activities. The CZCP would like to involve insurance companies because they understand economic issues associated with coastal zone condition and change. CZCP reaches out to users and their needs—e.g., by presenting at regional conferences. 

· CZCP is thinking about updating the coastal theme report, but needs a process by which GEO could assess and endorse the report. CZCP asks the UIC to consider how this might work. 

· CZCP is involved in an ongoing discussion about its strategy for the next several years. A core group met in June 2009 and may meet again on 20 November 2009 in Washington, DC. 

· A main focus has been organizing regional workshop to try to help communities address local regional issues and form a regional CoP that can sustain regional coastal zone activities after the workshop:

· The first workshop was in Athens in 2008. 

· CZCP hopes to hold a workshop in Egypt to learn how GEO can help governments in N. Africa, but has not yet secured funding. 

· CZCP is hoping to organize a workshop in W. Africa; however, this had to be postponed for several reasons. 

· GEOSS in the Americas has asked the CZCP to organize a regional workshop in the Caribbean to establish a regional CZCP there. 

· CZCP would like to organize a workshop in Asia to raise awareness of coastal zone issues there—e.g., megacities in Asia that are in danger of being flooded. 

· CZCP has developed a draft business concept paper for organizing a successful workshop. This is available if UIC is interested. 

· CZCP would like GEO to have a statement at the 2010 Ministerial regarding coastal zone issues. 

Discussion

· A brief policy on CoPs, last updated in 2006, is available on GEO’s website. 

· E. LeDrew commented that the Global Environmental Facility (GEF) has funded a very active group, and the next phase of five-year funding is coming up now. GEF has much to offer; however, the CZCP has not shown interest. He would be happy to help Coral Reef community become part of the CZCP.

· CZCP has experienced that ongoing activities feel they are working well on their own are not necessarily open for GEO to join. 

· E. LeDrew suggested that UIC discuss the idea of a GEO stamp of endorsement for CoP reports: Does it make sense? How could this be implemented? What role should the UIC play? What resources would be needed (e.g., a peer review network and associated administration)? 

Action Item(s)
· Action Item: E. LeDrew will introduce the coral reef group to Coastal Zone CoP.

Carbon Community of Practice
Presentation
· Roger Dargaville described the Carbon CoP (CCP). (See slides for more details.) 
· The goals are to: 

· Provide long-term observations to improve understanding of the global carbon cycle.

· Monitor and assess the effectiveness of carbon sequestration and/or emission reduction activities on global atmospheric carbon dioxide levels. 

· The CCP is strongly populated by Europeans, Australians, and the U.S. and currently in need of members from other regions, including developing countries, China, and India.  
· The CCP is creating an updated carbon theme report from the old IGOS system. The final document will be published in December 2009. The CCP will provide internal review, but the broader community may prefer that the report be externally reviewed.

· The CCP has three carbon-related subtasks: integrated global carbon observation; forest carbon tracking; and monitoring greenhouse gases from space.

· Based on Michael Brady’s presentation, there appears to be little current overlap with the Forest CoP. However, the potential for overlap exists, and many observation sites could serve dual purposes. R. Dargaville will continue to pursue contact with the Forest CoP.

· Thus far, the CCP has been data-driven and has not focused on presenting results to users—people who could make decisions about mitigation, for example. 

· The forest carbon tracking subtask has been very active, including creating a work plan; looking at small areas around the world (demonstrator plots) and getting as many retrievals for those sites as possible; and finding mechanisms to integrate those images into the carbon budget. 

· A new project involves having in situ analyzers on air planes. 

· Flux towers to measure terrestrial fluxes has blossomed. 

· The CCP has two products relevant to oceans: the Surface Ocean Carbon Dioxide Atlas and ocean profiles (total carbon inventory in oceans). 

· The CCP strongly supports the Integrated Carbon Observation System (ICOS). 

· Future activities include: publishing the carbon report in December 2009; meeting in November 2009 to decide what activities are needed to promote integration; highlighting key outcomes for GEO Plenary VI and the 2010 Ministerial; having strong ties to the Forest CoP; and working with the UIC to optimize the benefit of being part of GEOSS.

· The carbon tasks reported to the STC before becoming a CoP; however, reporting to the UIC seems to make more sense. R. Dargaville hopes the UIC can provide policy guidance and help the CCP understand what products it should offer to policymakers. 

Discussion

· The UIC agreed to accept the Carbon CoP as a full CoP. 

· E. LeDrew suggested the UIC could provide strategic plans developed by other CoPs as examples. 

· A suggestion was made to provide an opportunity for leaders of the CoPs to interact with each other. The early 2010 Task Lead Symposium proposed by the GEO Secretariat could provide a good opportunity to do this. 

· Work is underway to lay the foundation for developing CoPs in health and oceans. 
Status of Work to Revise the GEO CoP Document
Presentation

· E. LeDrew reviewed the status of ongoing work to revise the CoP document currently on GEO’s website. This document is hard to find, and information on CoPs is distributed in various places on the website. Since the UIC meeting in May 2009, a small group has been working to consolidate and redraft the CoP information, with the goal of making the guidance enabling rather than bureaucratic. 

· The document currently includes the GEO Terms of Reference. The group would like to add a template and examples. E. LeDrew will work with a small group to rewrite the document and submit it to the UIC for comment. Anyone who would like to join is welcome. 

· E. LeDrew proposed that the document be placed on GEO’s website as a working document on file. He asked for input on what to consider during the rewrite.

Discussion

· Comments/suggestions included:

· Requiring that CoPs have a constitution is likely unnecessary, since CoPs had already formed without that requirement and formal requirements could tend to inhibit CoP formation. 

· Section 4 of the template asks for information on how a CoP operates. Why would the UIC care about this? 

· Section 5 asks about a plan of activities. This seems bureaucratic. Is it the CoP’s job to figure out how they contribute to Work Plan targets, or is that the UIC’s job? 

· We don’t want CoPs to be a management tool of GEO, but we could ask them to look at the task structure and say how they could contribute, without making this a requirement. 

· CoPs should not be for a limited time only. The document should invite CoPs to work continuously on issues from a science standpoint. 

· CoP participants should be invited to every UIC meeting. If the CoP has useful experience, for example how to manage a workshop, then the UIC can facilitate transfer of best practice information. 

· GEO recognition raises the profile of a CoP’s work. This is a major benefit that should be promoted to others interested in forming a CoP. 

· The UIC should ensure that each CoP has a section or link to its webpage on the GEO website (several CoPs have such sections or links already, but the UIC can ensure that all active CoPs have such a presence and that new CoPs are represented). 

· Websites typically need resources to maintain: the Carbon CoP started a website but ran out of steam populating it. 

· Each CoP could send their needs in to the UIC and GEO Secretariat, who could then try to connect questions to people who could provide answers or support. 

· These types of advantages of being a GEO-recognized CoP should be described in the document. 

· The Carbon CoP should review the draft document. 

· Further comments and suggestions for this revision are welcome and should be sent to E. LeDrew.

· The group then listed other issues relevant to CoPs that the UIC should consider:  

· How to oversee the CoPs and make sure their scopes are appropriate to GEO.

· How to ensure that GEO has the right CoPs and that needed CoPs are cultivated.

· How to act as a conduit among CoPs. 

· The group then briefly mentioned a CoP-related activity listed in the UIC Activity Plan: forming a GEO CoP Team, which would be led by the UIC, with representatives from other GEO committees. This team would enable the UIC to be aware of the needs other GEO committees have for CoP participation in their activities. 

· To form such a team, the UIC would need to consider various aspects such as the team’s name, its membership, and who would lead it. E. LeDrew suggested that the co-chairs develop a background document that sets forth the issues, analyzes the pros and cons of the various options, and develops a position statement and recommendation. K. Fontaine suggested the background should encompass all three CoP activities in the Activity Plan (see Section 2).

Action Item(s)
· Action Item: UIC co-chairs will a prepare background document on potential UIC coordination of peer review of CoP reports, so that these issues can be further discussed and decisions made at the November 2009 UIC meeting. 

Monitoring and Evaluation Working Group (M&E WG)
Presentation

· Yana Gevorgyan provided an update on the approach to GEOSS evaluation being developed by M&E WG. The group requested this briefing to discuss ways in which the UIC could facilitate communication with users in the evaluation process to determine progress towards meeting the needs of user communities. At its 15th Meeting, ExCom directed that user engagement be achieved through close cooperation with the UIC. 

· The M&E WG will need to define the approach to user engagement by mid-January 2010, when a joint meeting of the M&E WG and newly appointed Evaluation Team will kick off the evaluation process. The M&E WG does not want to create new or additional work for the UIC, but rather hopes to receive input about existing strategies for reaching out to users. 

· The mid-term evaluation will assess the extent to which the priorities identified in the Cape Town Ministerial Declaration are being realized. The evaluation will assess progress toward achieving strategic targets that support these priorities, including intended outputs and outcomes of the specific task activities.

· In the course of the evaluation, the Evaluation Team will review, among other things, the GEOSS strategic targets, overarching tasks, and subtasks in GEO’s Work Plan.

· Since GEO’s strategic targets are set for 2015, the evaluation can only assess progress to date.  

· Recognizing that the quality of information in the task sheets varies considerably, the task sheet template is being revised to include questions that will generate necessary measurable information, including milestones, and planned outputs. The revised task sheet template will become available when the online task sheet management system currently under development by the GEO Secretariat becomes effective. UIC’s help in defining who the users are is important here.

· To date, the M&E WG has developed a summary plan for the first evaluation; the detailed plan will be developed in January 2010 by the Evaluation Team. According to M&E principles, the group does not want to create new work for the GEO Secretariat or task leads, and will therefore utilize tools and processes that are already available in GEO. The group will mine the task sheets and, if additional information is needed, may then reach out to leads via a questionnaire or phone call. It could be useful to have someone from the UIC present at the M&E WG and Evaluation Team meeting when developing the detailed evaluation plan to explain how CoPs could be the mechanism for reaching users. Y. Gevorgyan will propose this to the M&E WG.

· The M&E WG will present the M&E Framework Document and the Summary Plan for the First Evaluation to ExCom the week of 21 September 2009. The Summary Plan describes the scope of the evaluation, provides a matrix with potential evaluation questions, and defines roles of the various groups that would be involved in the process. The M&E WG will seek ExCom’s endorsement of the proposed strategy, including recruitment of up to 15 members to the evaluation team. 

Discussion
· The UIC provided feedback on the proposed questions for the evaluation. Comments included:

· The questions are general—will they provide sufficient information?

· Mapping to the Cape Town declaration is difficult. CoPs map more to SBAs. 

· The UIC is conducting a new activity, called User Type Analysis, to define a common set of users with sufficiently broad definition to be useful to GEO as whole. CoP could be a user category. 

· The UIC considers the full spectrum of users, which includes data providers all the way to political decision-makers. 

· CoPs are probably the most effective way to reach a variety of users. One version of the task sheets asks which CoPs are involved in the task. The UIC could help by talking to the CoP points of contact.  If the M&E WG provided specific questions for CoPs, the UIC could help get answers. 

· E. LeDrew suggested that the UIC consider this topic for its November 2009 meeting agenda. The UIC may invite some CoP leads to this meeting. Y. Gevorgyan thought M&E WG might have specifics by then about how it proposes to communicate with users. 
Review of GEO Secretariat Performance

Presentation

· Fernando Ramos presented the process for the GEO Secretariat performance review. 

· The GEO Secretariat Director must report annually to the GEO Plenary on the GEO Secretariat’s performance on well-defined indicators. The draft proposed Evaluation Document defines the indicators. 

· The UIC will not evaluate the GEO Secretariat directly, but will contribute to some sections of the evaluation. 

· Both the GEO Secretariat and ExCom will comment on the review results. 

· The GEO Secretariat would like UIC feedback on the draft Evaluation Document. 

Discussion

· Several UIC members said they did not receive the most recent GEO Secretariat emails to UIC members. 

· The group discussed the need to know what specific duties the GEO Secretariat staff had been assigned in order to comment on their performance. 

· The review process should provide specific benchmarks. 

· It would helpful to have the opportunity to provide comments directly to the GEO Sec support staff to be constructive.

· The UIC encourages the GEO Secretariat, when possible, to place meeting documents on GEO’s website in a timely manner (at least two weeks before a meeting, assuming they are ready in time) and to set meeting dates and locations well in advance to make it more possible for people to attend meetings and obtain less expensive flights. 

· E. LeDrew encourages anyone who wants to contribute further comments to reread the draft document and submit comments by email by 18 September 2009. F. Ramos thought GEO Secretariat could also accept comments after the ExCom meeting. 

Action Item(s)
· Action Item: GEO Sec will check the UIC member email list (e.g., send out a test and request a response) to make sure all UIC members are on it and the list is working. 

· Action Item: UIC members who would like to comment on the draft proposed Evaluation Document should read it this week and email comments to E. LeDrew before the evening of 18 September 2009.   

Wednesday, September 16
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Recap of Actions from September 15
· J. Connery reviewed the action items from the previous day. 

User Type Analysis Group

· K. Fontaine reported that the User Task Analysis group met the evening of 15 September 2009. The group will develop a taxonomy and definitions of user classifications. As a first step, the group will review similar work by others and determine the extent to which the work can be mapped to GEO. They plan to either identify a scheme or discuss options at the UIC meeting in November 2009. 

Call for Proposals (CFP) 

Presentation: CBC-UIC Joint Report

· Members of GEO’s Capacity Building Committee (CBC) joined the UIC for this topic.

· Lawrence Friedl, on behalf of the CFP management team, thanked the GEO Secretariat staff for their help and presented the status of work on the Call for Proposals. (See slides for more details.)

· The CFP seeks proposals for projects to apply Earth observations to improve policy decisions and management decisions.
· The CFP team is finishing Stage 1, Concept Proposals, and moving into Stage 2, Full Proposals. 

· GEO received 135 submissions in June 2009. Of these, 110 were Type I or Type II proposals and 18 were Type III proposals. The rest were proposals for advisors or erroneous. Over 40 people reviewed the Concept Proposals. 

· Each review team includes a subject expert and someone knowledgeable about GEO The review process is about a month later than planned. 

· Proposers are being told that their proposals are either accepted, accepted with concerns, or declined. This initial communication is being followed up with detailed comments to each proposal team about what they did well and where their proposal can be improved. The review process provides an opportunity to teach Type I proposers how to write a better full proposal.

· Of the total number of proposals, 57 were in water; 18 in health; 3 in energy; and 32 in agriculture. GEO may want to promote more proposals in energy during the full proposal stage. 

· Asia, S. America, and Africa were well represented among submitters. Around 20 percent of countries that were either the proposal lead or the target of project were not GEO members and could represent a recruiting opportunity. 

· L. Friedl asked the UIC to comment on whether the team should stick to the original schedule, which involved full proposal review from mid-December to January. 

· He asked UIC and CBC members to remember four important points:

· The proposal teams can submit directly to the full proposal stage.

· GEO will attempt to broker funding for the selected projects.

· Advisor proposals are accepted at any time.

· There is a need for more reviewers of final proposals (reviewers are heavily represented in N. America). 

· L. Friedl asked UIC members to support this effort in several ways, including:

· Distribute the CFP to GEO organizations and interested parties.

· Encourage submission of full proposals for energy-related projects.

· Encourage people to be project advisors and/or reviewers.

· For those with contacts in research organizations that might be interested, either pass their names to the CFP team or help broker relationships.

· Consider whether your organizations or CoP can “adopt” and nurture a project. 

· Consider serving as a project advisor. 

· The CFP Management team requests the opportunity to inform GEO Plenary VI of the CFP status. This could be done as part of the CBC and/or UIC presentation or separately. 

Discussion

· Participants at the joint session on 14 September 2009 discussed the CFP schedule and generally agreed the schedule should be extended to encourage more proposals and higher-quality proposals. The UIC discussed the ramifications of this change. Key points included:

· This change would not significantly impact the CFP team’s presentation to GEO Plenary VI. 

· The revised schedule might mean that fewer Type III projects would be ready to showcase at the 2010 Ministerial; however, the CFP team could select specific projects and encourage them to be ready for showcasing at the Ministerial. 

· The deadline for full proposals should be moved from mid-December to 10 January 2010. 

· Identifying reviewers ahead of time is critical to meeting the revised schedule. A large number of full proposals are expected, so a big effort is needed between now and early January to identify at least two reviewers per proposal. All channels (including letter from GEO Secretariat, CoPs) should be used to identify reviewers. Candidate reviewers should be asked to point out any conflicts of interest that might exist.  

· The UIC will try to include this CFP on its November 2009 meeting agenda and invite the CBC co-chairs to that portion of its meeting. 
· The UIC could identify someone to be the point of contact for different continents. The CFP management team could then follow up with these people to get more contacts.

· A report on the CFP is not currently on GEO Plenary VI agenda. The report could be embedded into both the UIC and CBC reports, with the CBC highlighting resource aspects and the UIC highlighting the need for reviewers. The fact that full proposals can still be submitted should also be emphasized.

· The issue of open data policy might be too much for Plenary VI but appropriate for Plenary VII. 

· The group discussed ideas for connecting with resources organizations. Key points include: 

· A GEO Network for Capacity Building (NetCap) project has recently been approved by the European Commission. This project has a brokerage function in it to connect GEO initiatives with possible resource providers. The CBC is responsible for resource mobilization. 

· Organizations such as the World Bank do not fund projects directly, so they are not “resource providers.” They give grants or loans to countries that provide expertise for projects that help achieve the organization’s goals, such as reducing poverty. Projects from the CFPs can show how Earth observations can be successful, but this is just the start of the process. Reaching out to contacts in the right way is essential—i.e., by starting a dialogue rather than asking for money. 

· The CBC would like to work with the UIC to get this type of communication going. However, more time is needed to do develop a plan under CB-09-01. Organizations identified under CB-09-01 could potentially be tapped as reviewers of proposals submitted under the CFP. 

· K. Fontaine co-leads GEO Task ST-09-01, whose purpose is to compile a list of resource providers. A preliminary list has been developed, including what type of resources the organization provides, but the organizations have not yet been contacted. This list could be useful to the CFP work. 

· The group discussed GEO responsibility after brokering the relationship between a project and a resource organization. Key points included:

· Once the handshake has been facilitated by GEO, the result is a contractual relationship between the project team and the funding agency, and GEO is not involved in that contract. However, if several organizations put money together, GEO could potentially have a role in overseeing the consortium.  

· Current plans are for GEO to stay involved to ensure the projects do result in examples of the type of benefits GEOSS can provide. Specifics will be worked on a case-by-case basis. GEO may also have a responsibility to make sure the project runs well, so that it reflects well on GEO, and in evaluating the success of projects, particularly the showcase projects. Guidance could be helpful to make sure the project is conducted in a way that applies to and is harmonious with GEOSS. 

· This may need further discussion in the UIC.

· The UIC received an inquiry whether support for developing the User Requirements Registry might be proposed as a project under the CFP. However, this is not a suitable project since it is an infrastructure project rather than a use of Earth observations in practical applications to improve policy or management decisions. 

Action Item(s)
· Action Item: L. Friedl, K. Fontaine, Imraan Saloojee (GEO Sec), Tyra Brown (NOAA), and Mark Noort (International Institute for Geo-Information Science and Earth Observation) will meet to discuss the resource lists and make sure they are shared across the STC, UIC, and CBC.

· Action Item: The UIC co-chairs will organize a time for the UIC, STC, and CBC to convene during the week of the November 2009 plenary to discuss various needs related to the CFP, including the need for reviewers of the full proposals.   

· Action Item: UIC and CBC members should encourage members in their own organizations to be project advisors for projects proposed under the CFP.

· Action Item: L. Friedl will email UIC and CBC members the list of the various areas of expertise desired for CFP review panels and project advisors. 

· Action Item: Any UIC member with suggestions for reviewers, project advisors, or resources organizations should email them to Lawrence Friedl, Imraan Saloojee, and Fernando Ramos.                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

User Requirements Registry 

Presentation
· Hans-Peter Plag reported on a project to develop a prototype of the User Requirement Registry (URR). (See slides for more details.)
· The vision for this component of the GEOSS Common Infrastructure dates back to a 2006 UIC meeting. The URR is currently a component in the GCI but does not exist beyond a concept. Funds for developing a prototype became available in August through Gary Foley, UIC co-chair, and the project was kicked off in early September. The goal of the immediate project is to build a prototype by December 31, 2009.

· The URR will provide an ongoing mechanism to collect information on what types of activities are conducted (e.g., tsunami prediction) and requirements are needed by various types of users (e.g., disaster managers), whether systems and components in GEOSS meet those needs, and where gaps exist. The URR will include reporting, publishing, and analytical functions.

· This component is related to work under US-09-01a, which is harvesting information on user needs and priorities from currently available documents. Results of the work under US-09-01a will provide input to the URR. In addition, the URR will enable a rolling review of requirements, as described in GEO’s 10-year implementation plan. 

· The URR can also provide a professional networking function, helping to connect users with similar requirements and interests in applying Earth observations for societal benefit. 

· Examples to be demonstrated in the prototype include air quality user needs in the health SBA (this input will come largely from work under US-09-01a), geohazards, and geodesy. Additional examples can be added as feasible in the time frame. 

· The hope is to have a version available for demonstration and comment, by invitation, at the GEO Plenary in November 2009. 

· The project team includes Hans-Peter Plag, Jan Connery and others at ERG (an EPA contractor), Rudy Husar, and Doug Nebert (U.S. Geological Survey).  

Discussion

· The work must ensure that the URR will integrate well with what the existing components of the GCI. The project team will be working with Doug Nebert and the GEO’s Architecture and Data Committee (ADC) to ensure this is so. 

· The URR must truly focus on serving users.

· Important questions to be considered during development include: Who is responsible for following up after users have registered components? What about look up topics for which no definitions exist yet in GEO? Who maps requirements to needs, etc.? What is needed to ensure the sustainability of the registry over time?
· The reports of US-09-01a will provide important input. 
· The URR will work only if users go to this site and register requirements. Therefore, the URR will need to be sufficiently attractive to users to foster their participation. This could include user-driven functions such as professional networking and wikis.  

UIC Activity Plan 

Presentation
· K. Fontaine presented the status of the UIC Activity Plan and the activities listed in Appendix B (Table of Activities). 

· A draft of the plan was first produced in February 2009 and revised for the UIC’s May 2009 meeting, where it was adopted. This plan is entirely internal to UIC. It will not be distributed for external approval, but the UIC is talking to other committees about collaborative activities and is communicating the plan to the GEO Secretariat. 

· The Plan is a living document; the current version is dated 2009–2010. Activities listed in Appendix B will be closed as they are completed.

· The table prioritizes activities into either Tier 1 (short-term activities that support existing GEO Work Plan tasks and have a specific deadline) or Tier 2 (longer-term or ongoing activities that are foundational for the UIC and/or GEO). The implementation steps listed in one column of the table are there to provide an idea of what needs to be done, but can be changed by the activity lead.

· Grey shading in the table indicates that UIC has started the activity. 

· The following activities are considered complete as of September 2009 or will be completed by November 2009: 2009.1.1 (Work Plan Analysis); 2009.1.2 (Task Sheet Analysis); 2009.3.5 (User Forum:  Health and the Environment); 2009.5.3 (STC Task Support); and 2009.6.1 (User Engagement Materials). 

· The following activities have been started: 2009.1.3 (Monitoring and Evaluation Working Group); 2009.1.5 (Plenary Activities); 2009.1.6 (Summit Activities); 2009.2.1 (CoP Analysis); 2009.3.1 (Earth Observation Priorities—US-09-01a); 2009.3.2 (User Type Analysis); 2009.4.1 (UIC/CBC Call for Proposals); 2009.4.2 (Applications Best Practices Study); 2009.4.3 (Applications Examples Project); 2009.4.4 (Symposium on Socioeconomic Benefit Techniques); 2009.5.1 (GEOSS Common Infrastructure Evaluation); 2009.5.2 (GEOSS Registry Population); 2009.6.4 (Training: Air Quality Applications); 2009.6.6 (Awareness); 2009.7.1 (Activity Plan Management); 2009.7.2 (Meeting Management Techniques); 2009.7.3 (Periodic Reporting); and 2009.7.4 (UIC Membership Analysis). 

· Additional highlights:

· Activity 2009.3.4 (Visualization and Analysis Tool Needs): This task is related to, but not addressed by, work under GEO Task US-09-01a. It involves looking at existing opportunities and demands that users have for visualization and support tools. L. Friedl is willing to provide leadership as a sponsor of this analysis for some SBAs.
· Activity 2009.3.5 (User Forum: Health and the Environment): The first user forum on health and the environment was a joint IEEE-GEO workshop in Geneva in July 2009. A second forum will be held 12–13 November 2009, in Washington, DC, just prior to the GEO Plenary.  

· 2009.4.2 (Applications Best Practices Study): This activity involves reviewing international efforts to identify best practices. Some work has already been done on U.S. activities, but broader study is needed.  

· 2009.4.4 (Symposium on Socioeconomic Benefit Techniques): NASA is working on this and anticipates the symposium will be held May 2010. 

· 2009.4.5 (User Engagement Handbook): This activity has not yet started. Volunteers are needed. It could involve compiling information on user engagement approaches used in different countries. 

· 2009.5.1 (GEOSS Common Infrastructure Evaluation) and 2009.5.2 (GEOSS Registry Population): The UIC conducted GCI usability testing at the International Symposium on Remote Sensing of the Environment (ISRSE) conference in May 2009 and reported the results to the IOC Task Force via the ADC. Doug Nebert put together an ad hoc committee, which developed a fast-track plan to create improvements based on the results to make the GCI more user-friendly by the end of August 2009. The original concept under Activity 2009.5.2 of getting all committees involved is still important. Activity 2009.5.2 also relates to the work described earlier to build a User Requirements Registry prototype, so it is still ongoing. 

· 2009.5.3 (STC Task Support): Just this week, those tasks are at point where K. Fontaine can quantify what support the UIC can provide. She suggested those two tasks should be presented at the UIC meeting in November 2009, so the UIC can assign specific duties to volunteers. Under ST-09-01, the STC is analyzing GEO Work Plan tasks for gaps and needs from a scientific perspective. The STC has requested the output of US-09-01a to help ensure that they do not duplicate that work.

· 2009.6.1 (User Engagement Materials): This activity can be marked as complete since materials were developed for the UIC booth at the ISRSE conference in May 2009, but Gary Foley encourages UIC members to continue to provide materials on user engagement. 

· Activities in Section 7 (UIC Internal Management) may not continue to be part of the Activity Plan after 2010, since they will hopefully be complete by then. 

Discussion

· The group discussed the proposal, made at the joint committee meeting on 14 September 2009, to hold a Task Lead Symposium in early 2010. Robert Koopman in the GEO Secretariat is currently managing this activity. This could be a very valuable meeting for at least those task leads who need to connect with one another if it is well planned and facilitated. Such a meeting would enable the UIC to address user engagement activities with task leads in a very efficient way. 

· F. Ramos has proposed having a biannual symposium for CoPs. This is related to CoP development. K. Fontaine would like the UIC to discuss this at its November 2009 meeting. The IGOS meeting could serve as a model. The idea of having a biannual CoP symposium could be discussed at the Task Lead meeting, if it is held. 

Action Item(s)
· Action Item: L. Friedl will let K. Fontaine know when the reports of US-09-01a can be released for use as input to ST-09-01.  L. Friedl and K. Fontaine will follow up regarding ST-09-01 and its connection to US-09-01a.

· Action Item: Fernando Ramos will remind Rik Baeyens, GEO Secretariat, to send the current UIC email distribution list.

· Action Item: Each UIC member should review the UIC Activity Plan and provide comments to K. Fontaine by 30 September 2009 about any activities that should be combined or removed. 

· Action Item: By 30 September 2009, each UIC member should sign up to participate, contribute, or lead sign one or more activities. (This is an ongoing action item.) 

· Action Item: On an ongoing basis, UIC members should encourage other committees to keep the user perspective foremost in their minds as they do their work.

· Action Item: L. Friedl and E. LeDrew will talk offline about the relationship of LeDrew’s CoP guidance document to the CoP Development Task in the UIC Activity Plan. 

2009 GEO Plenary VI Planning  

Discussion

· The group reviewed the Week-at-a-Glance schedule for GEO’s November 2009 Plenary VI and related meetings (see http://earthobservations.org/meetings/geo6.html). The UIC will meet 15–16 November 2009, for two full days beginning at 9 a.m. on November 15. Interested members can have dinner together Sunday evening, November 15. 

· Other events that week include: GEO-IGOS Symposium; GEOSS in the Americas Forum on Coastal Zone Management; Carbon CoP workshop; and GEOSS Workshop XXXI—Using Earth Observations for Health. 

· L. Friedl will present to STC at its meeting on November 13. 

· E. LeDrew will develop and deliver the UIC’s presentation to ExCom and GEO Plenary VI. The presentation should focus on UIC’s accomplishments, including mature results of SBA project US0901a; CFP work; User Testing of GCI; Work Plan Analysis; CoPs; and UIC Activity Plan.  

· The group discussed ideas for its booth at GEO Plenary VI. The booth could include material from the UIC presentation to the GEO Plenary. Posters from CoPs will not be possible due to lack of space. See action items below for outreach ideas that will be implemented. 

Action Item(s)
· Action Item: L. Friedl will find a venue for UIC dinner Sunday evening, 15 November 2009. 

· Action Item: E. LeDrew will draft the UIC’s presentation to ExCom and GEO Plenary VI.  

· Action Item: The UIC co-chairs will email UIC members to ask those attending the GEO Plenary VI to sign up to staff the UIC booth. 

· Action Item: J. Connery will coordinate preparation of materials for UIC booth at GEO Plenary VI. 

· Action Item: UIC members should send any ideas for outreach or booth materials to J. Connery at jan.connery@erg.com ASAP.

· Action Item: J. Connery will develop a UIC communications plan. 

· Action Item: E. LeDrew will develop an email to CoP leads, with input from J. Connery, to request text, graphics, and videos from CoPs that could be displayed in the booth. 

· Action Item: J. Connery and E. LeDrew will develop a handout based on the CoP guidelines regarding how people can join or start a CoP.

· Action Item: J. Connery will work with L. Friedl to prepare a handout summarizing the results and work of US-09-01a. 

· Action Item: J. Connery will revise the UIC interest form.

· Action Item: E. LeDrew will contact the points of contact for the CoPs to seek their input for the UIC’s presentation at GEO Plenary VI. 

2010 Ministerial Planning  

Discussion
· The GEO Ministerial meeting will be held in Beijing in November 2010. C. Dettmann is on the planning task force, which will have its first telecon on 17 September 2009. 

· The Ministerial is a more formal meeting than the Plenary. It provides an opportunity for the UIC to showcase its accomplishments and future plans and, likely, to present them during the plenary session. UIC should plan an exciting booth that will really attract attention. Ideas include: 

· Ask IGOS if they want to prepare something to highlight the fact that IGOS-related CoPs have been launched. 

· Showcase examples from projects that result from the CFP, if they are far enough along. 

· The UIC may need to meet shortly before the Ministerial. At its next meeting (15–16 November 2009), the UIC should fix the dates for its 2010 meetings.

· The UIC should try to prepare user engagement materials in time to showcase them at the Ministerial. 

Action Item(s)
· Action Item: Each UIC member is encouraged to inquire whether their agencies may have resources to contribute to developing user engagement materials (e.g., User Engagement Handbook) for the 2010 Ministerial and report back on this at the November 2009 UIC meeting. Each member should also inquire whether any activities within their organization are relevant to GEO UIC tasks and if so, whether they could be mentioned as work in progress or accomplishments relevant to the UIC.  

GEO-Wiki 

Presentation

· Kathy Fontaine reported for Steffen Fritz (International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis [IIASA]) on a GEO-wiki tool relevant to the agricultural SBA. (See slides and http://www.mdpi.com/2072-4292/1/3/345 for details.) 

· This tool enables Internet users from any region of the world to help improve the quality of global land cover maps. Since large differences occur between existing global land cover maps, current ecosystem and land-use science lacks crucial accurate data on land cover/land use. The tool enables volunteers to review hotspot maps of global land cover disagreement and determine, based on what they actually see in Google Earth and their local knowledge, if the land cover maps are correct or incorrect. They can then provide the correct land cover information on the pixel level. Their input is recorded in a database, along with uploaded photos, to be used in the future as validation sites and, possibly, for creating a new and improved global land cover map.  

· The tool is GEO-portal ready. The group that developed this tool hopes that UIC will promote this tool among GEO CoPs. They would be willing to work closely with CoPs to facilitate this, and with the ADC to register this as a service. 

Discussion

· This is a very promising concept as a user-driven tool—a good example of citizen science. 
· The UIC would like to show this tool in the UIC booth, if that is possible. 

Action Item(s)
· Action Item: K. Fontaine will contact Inbal Becker-Reshef and Steffen Fritz and ask if the group has something they can provide to the UIC to demonstrate at its booth at GEO Plenary VI. 

UIC 2010 Meetings
Discussion
· The third GEO Asia-Pacific meeting took place in Kyoto in 2008. Japan and Indonesia will host the fourth GEO Asia-Pacific meeting in 2010. They could support a UIC meeting in parallel with this meeting.  

· The timing and location of the first UIC meeting in 2010 will depend on whether GEO holds the Task Lead Symposium proposed for early 2010. 

· Three UIC members thought their organizations might be able to host a UIC meeting in 2010 (assuming it was not part of a joint meeting): C. Dettmann (Germany); Manfred Kloppel (United Kingdom); and Oystein Nesje (Norway).  

· The UIC co-chairs will discuss the UIC’s 2010 meeting schedule on their next telecom after receiving information from ExCom about GEO’s 2010 meeting schedule.  

· The UIC would like to hold meetings in other parts of the world than Europe and the U.S. Advance planning is very important to success. Ideally, the GEO Secretariat could support this by marketing GEO in other regions of the world—e.g., by contacting high-level officials in the host country/region and encouraging them to assemble a small national delegation to attend the UIC meeting. 

· The UIC co-chairs group has been working to standardize the UIC meeting agenda format.  K. Fontaine asked for 3–4 volunteers to work with the UIC co-chairs to help prepare the agendas for subsequent UIC meetings—e.g., to determine what topics should be featured at different meetings and who should present those topics. Manfred Kloppel volunteered to help.
· One possibility is to have a different focus for each meeting (e.g., outcomes of user engagement tasks), or a different theme for each year. 

Action Item(s)
· Action Item: F. Ramos will get more information from Masami Onoda about who would be the point of contact if the UIC met in conjunction with the planned Asia-Pacific meeting in 2010. 
· Action Item: C. Dettmann will confirm whether his organization could host a UIC meeting in Bonn, Germany, in February 2009. 

· Action Item: UIC co-chairs will discuss the next UIC meeting times and locations during their next telecon after receiving the GEO 2010 meeting schedule from ExCom.

UIC Input to ExCom Presentation

Discussion
· The UIC supports the GEO Secretariat’s proposal to hold a Task Team Symposium in early 2009 and will communicate the following recommendations to ExCom: 

· Participants in the symposium should include the points of contact for the CoPs. 

· The program should inspire invitees to attend. 

· The program should ensure that leads have enough time to present their activities.  

· Possible topics for the ExCom presentation include: 

· Usability testing—particularly a request to promote participation in this testing.  

· Data-sharing principles—that the UIC has discussed and will draft a reaction to these principles. 

· Preparation for the 2010 Ministerial Summit. 

· UIC support to promote user focus in the ADC’s AIP-3 project. 

· UIC feedback that GEO should not ask CoPs to manage overarching tasks.

Action Item(s)

· Action Item: One UIC co-chair will be responsible for organizing contacts with various task leaders to discuss their role in UIC activities (based on the study that K. Fontaine and L. Friedl did). 

· Action Item:  E. LeDrew will include in the UIC report to ExCom the UIC’s support and recommendations for the proposed Task Team Symposium.

Review of Action Items and Objectives 

· J. Connery reviewed the action items from the day. 

· The group reviewed their success in achieving the meeting objectives and outcomes. All were fully or partially achieved. 
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