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The GEO BON Detailed Implementation Plan Meeting was held at Asilomar Conference Grounds, near Monterey, California, USA, from 22-25 February 2010.  The primary purpose of the meeting was to bring the eight Topical Working Groups that are developing the Detailed Implementation Plan together to further develop their sections of the plan and to help them interact to create a more coordinated GEO BON.  It was attended by about 85 individuals from roughly 20 countries. 
In general the overall results were: resolution of issues within each WG; updated drafts from the WGs for the Implementation Plan; surfacing and discussion of issues involving more than one WG; and overall a stronger sense of community and engagement.  Many people commented on the talent present at the meeting and the level of engagement of the participants.
More results follow, along with questions, next steps, comments assessing the meeting, and then specific outcomes from the working groups.  Some of these points came out of a late Thursday afternoon “wrap up” meeting of the leads.
More results
· Document audience and purpose.  The Detailed Implementation Plan has two audiences and purposes.  First, ourselves, the people in charge of developing GEO BON, because we need a road map for GEO BON.  Second, potential partners and funders, as a communication device so they 1) know that we have a sound plan and 2) can see what it is and what parts they want to engage with.

· Document conciseness.  Conciseness in the document is essential for both of the above purposes.  The 15 page limit per WG seems about right, perhaps even a bit generous.  This will be clearer when the updates are available.
· Document release.  The end result of the current document development process, to be released on 22 May, will be Version 1.0 (or 0.9?) of the GEO BON Detailed Implementation Plan, probably marked with something such as “For comment by the Biodiversity Community of Practice”.
· Document outline.  The possibility of updating the document outline was discussed and, although that could provide some benefits, it was decided the extra effort was not worth it.  In any case it is essential that all WGs follow the same outline or the document will lack integration and be counter to a basic GEO BON goal.
· Working Group continuity.  As long as it is still useful, a Working Group is intended to have continuity from planning through implementation and on to operationalization.  During that time it should be revised and refreshed as appropriate.  There was some confusion as to whether or not WGs would disband after delivering the Implementation Plan.  However, if that happened new groups would have to then be formed to complete the task of finding partners, facilitating funding, and overseeing development and operationalization.  Given that significant investment in forming a cohesive and engaged group has already been made, sustaining that investment makes sense.  However, WGs should be considered fluid and dynamic, else there is risk of fossilization.

NOTE:  This differs somewhat from what was discussed at the June 2009 Geneva SC meeting, whose minutes included: “In most cases, if not all, these groups will cease to exist after completing these plans.”  Thus the SC should evaluate this topic.
· Activities.  Activities can have subactivities—this is useful for organizing them.  For the Schedule, there is no need to include minor activities or subactivities; for Financials minor ones can also be omitted as line items--as long as the costs are captured somewhere in the total.
· Activity specificity.  Specificity in activities makes it much easier to ask another organization to implement them.

· Deliverables.  GEO BON deliverables must be operational and sustainable (with exceptions for any one-off products).  There is no point in developing a product that is not sustainable.
· Financial section.  The purpose of the Financial section of the Implementation Plan is to give us a sense of where the costs are going.  While that section will likely be removed before the plan is released, the information is needed to develop a fund raising strategy or business plan.

· Field site formalization.  There was some discussion on (selecting? and) formalizing field sites, and having GEO BON facilitate this process.  This is an important concept since it could be useful if GEO BON included a global network of in situ field sites, a topic which needs further discussion and clarification.
· Drivers and Threats.  Should these be included in GEO BON?  This question was raised and the answer was “yes” they should be included; it was noted that their inclusion is not now consistent across WGs.

· Indicators.  What is the role of indicators in GEO BON?  Some felt that creating indicators was not within the scope of GEO BON and there was some discussion on this, as well as some uncertainty about exactly how an “indicator” was defined.  Also it was suggested that GEO BON should play a key role in organizing the collection of data needed to assess progress against the new set of 2020 indicators that parties under CBD will negotiate in Nagoya at COP10 (October 2010).  WGs should follow this process carefully and take into account the new set of 2020 indicators when they become available.
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CIRCUMPOLAR BIODIVERSITY MONITORING PROGRAM

Implementation: What We’ve Learned

+ Build on existing monitoring capacity & information
« Startsmall & maintain focus

» Keep it simple (simple organization)

+ Be Relevant - Link to reporting mandates

+ Involve managers and funders in the development

+ Budget for data management, analysis and reporting

+ Show value of integration through results:

— Develop early, targeted products for policy makers,
scientists and the public



Mike Gill of the Circumpolar Biodiversity Monitoring Project (CBMP, a likely regional BON for the Arctic region) provided a great overview of some of the challenges faced in developing a BON, and he itemized some key points that GEO BON should keep in mind when developing its Implementation Plan and activities.   This slide lists those key points:
Questions
· How much polish should the document have?  There was discussion about editing the style and tone for consistency.  People agreed that the entire document should be polished enough so it can serve as a useful communications and engagement tool with the broad external community.  Before selecting an editing approach it was agreed to wait and see how the next version of the consolidated document looks and feels.   
· What is the role of reports?  Some groups have them, some don’t.  For example, WG6 plans to provide maps and other information summarizing the state of a basic set of ecosystem services on an annual basis.  WG5 plans to provide periodic summaries of the state of marine ecosystems. 
· The word  “assessments” has a special connotation and is used for exercises that synthesise existing knowledge (such as the IPCC or MA).  It should therefore not be used in the plan to mean some other type of effort. 

· How standardized should the Regional BONs be?  How do we achieve that level of standardization?  A closely related question is: How does an organization become a regional BON?  What are the criteria and how rigorous is the “approval” process?  A “Guide to Regional BONs” is being developed (by Gary) that is pertinent to this question.  And Mike Gill of CBMP has offered some suggestions based on the CBMP experience.
· Ecosystem map—will the proposed map meet the needs of the other WGs (esp. 2 and 6)?  Can it be updated frequently enough to capture relevant change?  Would it make sense to try or include something a bit different, that can be updated more frequently (eg, a MODIS layer)?  Note that WG4 discussed the development of an ecosystem map for freshwaters.
· When does the role of WG8 (data WG) become critical, and how can its message best be infused into the other WGs? 
· How do the respective pieces of the implementation plan fit together into an overarching program?  How, exactly, does GEO BON go about building the community of practice?
Next steps

· Interactions matrix.  This would consist of (for example) a list of activities (rows) and a list of WGs (columns) to facilitate cross-WG coordination by surfacing overlaps and potential areas for coordination and collaboration.  Bob—did you say you will assemble this?
· Technical Summary.  A 10 page overview of GEO BON that includes contextual information (justification, concepts) as well as implementation plans.  It will go as front matter in the Detailed Implementation Plan and also be useful as a standalone document.  Bob will lead this activity, starting with ~10 bullet points contributed by each of the WGs

· Short summary.  Needed: a 2 (-4?) page summary of GEO BON useful for handouts, etc.   

· Communications plan.  An overall strategy that goes beyond the bits and pieces we have now.
· Steering Committee meeting.  September was suggested, leading to the GEO Ministerial.  Is September early enough?  Perhaps July would be better; among other things that would leave time to prepare for the Ministerial, and for CBD-COP10 side event in October.
· Steering Committee telecons.  Roughly quarterly, the next might best be held either 1) soon, to discuss the Asilomar meeting or 2) around 9 April when the next version of the document is released for comment.
Meeting assessments

· Within-WG interaction was good, but more between-WG time is still needed.

· The cross cutting approach (of sending out a disciple or two from each working group, loaded with questions, to the other WGs) was an effective mechanism to facilitate WG interaction.

· There is still a considerable amount of cross-WG and other integration that is required
· Intro material was useful and the right amount, though more GEO context may have been useful.

· Meeting was too euro/US centered and needed greater geographic diversity.
· It was appropriate to deliberately not have wireless in the meeting rooms.

· Would have been useful to have a daily “wrap up” with WG leads or others to assess results and plan the next day.

· Next meeting: another large meeting like this should be planned no more than about a year away.  WGs should try to obtain funding for, and execute, their own meetings as needed.

· Meeting helped foster the “community” 
Working Group Outcomes
WG1 Genetics

· Overall, our activities and deliverables were “sharpened”, producing a list of 11 compelling deliverables, and the plan was significantly shortened.  We strengthened delivery of the 3 core strategies identified for genetic/phylogenetic diversity, and identified key text contributions to be provided by various members in preparation of the next draft of the Plan.

· The Plan is also now restructured around within vs among species observations and models.

· Among the major issues addressed was the issue of the Plan being too “research-y”.

· We strengthened plans for use of “short-cut” models to make inferences from observations on species abundance and range extent.

· Very good progress was made in identifying and developing collaborations, especially with other WGs.  Notably, we boosted links to and identified nice complementarity with the marine WG.  Also, links to WG2 were discussed and clarified, as were links with WG7--including first steps towards a microbial version of the lens approach.  As a link to WG8, we highlighted “MIENS”, which involves linking sequence data to environmental data.

WG2 Terrestrial Species Monitoring

· The implementation plan outline was revised based on the comments received on the previous draft and on the discussions in Asilomar:

· The new outline is focused on the activities related to observing biodiversity change, and activities more directed towards improving knowledge of distribution patterns have been dropped

· The activities to be implemented are: 

· Developing a network for global species observations: vertebrates (including birds, mammals, amphibians and reptiles), invertebrates (with a focus on butterflies), and plants

· Developing strata analysis for biodiversity data for each type of ecosystem service

· Integration of species monitoring with drivers of ecosystem change

· There were discussions on how the sampling should be organized and the consensus was that:

· It should be taxa-based (extensive site coverage for each taxa) and not site-based (that is, we would not be using a few sites where everything is measured at each site)

· We should strive for harmonizing the sampling methods but not for standardization, as many programs are already on-going and it would not make sense to modify those. Nevertheless a manual will be produced with protocol guidance for new programs.

· A workshop to start working on the regional implementation of WG2 and to identify gaps and discuss sampling protocols was scheduled for July 

WG3 Terrestrial Ecosystem Change
· The objective of our implementation plan is to present the approach for reaching the following mapping and monitoring goals:  that it will be harmonised and exchangeable among countries and other organizations, and that collaboration in a global context will be stimulated.  We will provide global information and approaches for exchange and harmonisation on terrestrial ecosystems, focusing on their distribution, extent, and condition, the change in parameters of ecosystems and identification of  major players, gaps, barriers and opportunities.
· The GEOSS Global Ecosystem Mapping Task, from the Ecosystems Societal Benefit Area, is an important input to Terrestrial Ecosystem Change Monitoring. A second important issue is the development of comparable approaches for different continents to be able to report at a global level. 

· Monitoring of ecosystem change aims to observe both year by year changes as well as long term changes in ecosystems under natural succession and under influence of human impact, land use change and climate change.

· Eight important deliverables have been identified:

· Global Environmental Stratification

· Global ecosystem classification and map

· Terrestrial Ecosystem Functional Index (TEFI)

· Global Network of GEO BON in situ Nodes

· Harmonisation of definitions and standardisation of data for field and EO observation data
· Handbook of protocols for collecting and measuring ecosystem change variables and drivers

· Terrestrial ecosystem function data assimilation Model

· Advice on data sharing of biodiversity data at the international level concerning field and EO observation data
WG4 Freshwater Ecosystem Change

· Having established much of the conceptual basis for the implementation plan in the lead up to the Asilomar meeting, WG4 was able to devote much of the time available at the meeting to sharpen the deliverables.  This was helped greatly by interactions with the other working groups and an improved clarity regarding potential resources and opportunities for implementing GEOBON.  
· We identified four major steps towards a global observation system for freshwater biodiversity and explicitly link each deliverable to these which are:     

· Establishing spatial contexts 

· Improving data collection

· Synthesizing and organizing data for analysis
· Detecting and forecasting change
· WG4 was also able to take a major step away from the prevailing geographic bias in membership and emphasis towards developed countries, but we acknowledge that we have a long way to go before this bias becomes negligible.

· We were able to gain more clarity on the possibilities of developing a global classification of freshwater ecosystems and initiated a dialogue with relevant task in the Ecosystems GEO theme.

· Useful dialogues were established with other WGs during the meeting but many of the issues regarding synergies, overlaps and collaborations (especially 6, 7 and 8) are yet to be resolved.  There is a clear need for deliberate effort in this direction. 

· We resolved to carry out a trial using small datasets from various locations across the globe to explore the potential for using existing data and develop joint applications with some of the other WGs.   
WG5 Marine Ecosystem Change

· We updated the Implementation Plan based on comments from non-present members, and from discussions during our breakouts and at the plenary session.

· Thanks to good cross cutting sessions with WGs 1, 4, 6, and 8 we adopted a number of suggestions and added new members to our working group to "cover" all world oceans, to extend our expertise and to avoid overlap of activities with other initiatives or existing organizations.

· After considerable modification of the document we focused on the deliverables and the schedule, taking care not to be overly ambitious.

· We realized that WG5 has a huge job to do, given the vastness and depth of the oceans on the one hand and the very limited present activities to monitor marine ecosystems biologically (most sustained observations so far are focused on physical and chemical parameters).

· We came to the conclusion that WG5 should concentrate on its coordinating role world wide, i.e. that only by coordinating all past, present and future observation and datahandling activities, serious progress can be made. "Ocean United" is the adagium.

· On a social note: we have worked together very pleasantly, got to know each other very well and therefore built up thrust and good spirits to go on.
WG6 Ecosystem Services
· We had good discussions on a number of issues, and resolved most of them, allowing us to update the Implementation Plan.  The major updates to the plan were completed during the meeting.
· Activities and deliverables were refined.

· We had valuable discussions with a variety of WGs, particularly 3, 4, and 5, to facilitate coordination.
WG7 In-situ / remote sensing integration through modelling
· We resolved a number of key issues regarding the purpose and role of this group, including for example: 

1. That the group is primarily about pursuing a vision for high-level integration of multiple sources of in-situ and remotely-sensed observations through modelling, rather than providing low-level modelling support to other groups; and 

2. That the group (and GEO BON generally?) should focus primarily on using modelling to assist in detecting, and reporting on, change in biodiversity (past to present) rather than on future scenario forecasting. 

· We reevaluated, revised and reorganized our activities and deliverables, resulting in the identification of two major activities:

1. Undertake a comprehensive review of needs, capabilities, opportunities and priorities for using model-based integration of in-situ and remote-sensing data to assess biodiversity change across scales

2. Facilitate establishment of a highly collaborative framework for integrated modelling of global change in compositional diversity, with various sub-activities relating to developing the overall framework, addressing key methodological gaps, and trialling global application using best-available data across different environments (in collaboration with several other WGs)  

WG8 Data Integration and Interoperability
· Reviewed and annotated the WG8 section of the draft implementation plan document taking into consideration comments and feedback received.  Assigned WG members to fill gaps. Also identified some individuals outside WG to help. 

· Clarified role of WG8 in relation to other (thematic) working groups.  Made good start in understanding informatics needs through cross cutting group interactions (each thematic work group sent a representative to WG 8) but more information is still required.  As a follow-on to aid WG 8 in understanding data interoperability issues, a set of guidelines was circulated to the various thematic groups to help them report on data requirements. 

· Although at an early stage, some common data sources and data standards across work groups were identified.
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