North Atlantic Landscape Conversation Cooperative
Conference Call
October 14, 2010
2:00-4:00 p.m.

Action Items

Andrew Milliken will follow-up with each person who indicated they were unable to dial in to the conference call via email or telephone after providing the meeting minutes for their information.

Megan Nagel and Andrew Milliken will provide meeting minutes and attendance list from the October 14, 2010 conference call in a timely manner.

Megan Nagel will provide a list of steering committee organizations and initial representatives

Steering Committee members and partners will send suggestions for edits to the Mission and Vision document in the next two weeks.  George Gay and Hector Galbraith will work on language related to adaptation planning and implementation.

Steering Committee members and partners will forward suggestions for additional potential partnerships to Andrew Milliken

Steering Committee members and partners will forward suggestions for a science capacity and needs request to Andrew Milliken

Ad-hoc committee to include New York, Vermont and Massachusetts will review potential boundary issues.

Steering Committee members and partners will forward suggestions for revisions to the November 17 agenda to Andrew Milliken

Agenda Item 1: Introductions, Agenda, Approve Minutes

I. Introductions

Ken Elowe (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Assistant Regional Director for Science Applications) opened the call by thanking everyone for participating in the call and asking all to introduce themselves. Ken apologized for the technical difficulties of the conference call as some people could not dial in due to problems with the telephone provider. Ken also said that moving forward he does not necessarily want to be the one leading the calls as the North Atlantic LCC is not intended to be led by but rather facilitated by the Fish and Wildlife Service.  The partners need to help lead and he would welcome somebody else taking the lead if partners wished. 

II. Agenda (Handout 1)

Andrew Milliken reviewed the agenda for today’s call and referred to Handout 1. Ken Elowe called for any additions to the agenda to be articulated at this point. Rachel Muir (USGS) said that it was important to include projects funded by other partners to support LCCs in any project summaries.  Andrew Milliken (North Atlantic LCC) asked that we should send him any projects that were funded in FY2010 to include in this list for future discussion of North Atlantic LCC funded projects. 

III. Approve Minutes from August 5, 2010 Conference Call (Handout 2)

Ken Elowe then asked for a motion to approve the minutes. Seeing no discussion he called for a vote. Bill Hyatt (Connecticut) moved that the minutes be approved and the motion was seconded by Rachel Muir (USGS). The motion passed unanimously. 

IV. Action items from last call and actions taken (Handout 3)

Andrew Milliken discussed briefly the actions taken on action items since the last conference call deferring most to discussion later in the call.

1. Marine Representation with States and other Marine Partners
Conversations with state and federal partners to be summarized later in call

2. Putting together a request for science needs
Still a work in progress, need input from committee members, to be discussed later in the call

3. Potential LCC Boundary changes
Initial discussions with adjoining LCCs, need input from affected states and other partners

4. Partnerships: Report on meetings and list
Numerous meetings have taken place, will discuss later in the call

5. Communications: Megan
Websites and tools put together; to be presented later in the call

6. Minutes provided
Done

7. Draft Agenda for October call and November 17th Meeting
Done

V. Update on LCC staff including EPA Liaison and Appalachian LCC Coordinator

Ken Elowe introduced Dr. Jean Brennan, the new Appalachian LCC Coordinator and Tai-Ming Chang, EPA Liaison to the Northeast LCCs. Tai is on a two-year detail working with the North Atlantic and Appalachian LCCs. Tai said that he would be like to work with all partners to link projects and funding to LCC and EPA efforts. He also asked that we contact him with any questions and he looks forward to aligning EPA science efforts with the rest of the Northeast. 

Rachel Muir asked Tai if he would be the point of contact for Marcellus shale issue including related research and monitoring or if they should use the point of contacts already in place. Tai replied that he would act as a liaison to put people in touch with the appropriate contacts including project leaders for Marcellus shale already in place at EPA.

Ken Elowe clarified that part of our efforts are to compile information on the existing capacity of the partnership and avoid redundancy to identify ways to bring all or our efforts together. Lise Hanners (The Nature Conservancy) noted that a list of the of Steering Committee members and their positions in their organizations would help partners identify possible places to work together and who has been involved with the North Atlantic LCC thus far. Ken Elowe replied that this understanding would be a helpful part of conversation about establishing the Steering Committee during the November 17th meeting in New Hampshire where we should solidify the Steering Committee membership. Ken Elowe also indicated that in the meantime, they would include a complete steering committee list with the October 14th meeting minutes.

VI. Draft vision and mission statement

Ken noted that the handout is purely a draft and a starting point for discussion. It is critical that the committee all develop this into something that is useful for them. 

Andrew Milliken introduced the draft North Atlantic LCC Mission and Vision statement. He underlined the fact that this is a rough draft and a basic starting point because what the LCC is and does needs to be articulated by the partnership.  The rough draft is based in part on language used in the joint venture and may therefore look familiar to some partners and also from strategic habitat conservation documents. Partners should not feel limited by this document in terms of their thinking about the vision and mission. Andrew Milliken encouraged partners to provide input between now and the November meeting.  We may also want to consider an ad-hoc committee to put together a revised draft to discuss at the November meeting. Ken Elowe then asked for comments and reactions to the draft document, he was particularly concerned to hear what we liked and did not like about the draft mission and vision statement. 

Jad Daly (Trust for Public Land) said that he thought the draft looked really good. He particularly liked the Components and Goals part of the document was the most effective presentation of what it is that LCCs do that he as seen. He also noted that the Coordination and Organization section of the Components and Goals is particularly helpful for describing the role for the LCC in the regional conservation community.

Rachel Muir also liked the draft, but would recommend some revision of language. She asked that we look particularly at the Biological Planning section of Components and Goals and would recommend changing it from Biological Planning to Ecological Planning. Rachel Muir noted that the change is necessary because much of what we are doing is looking at the ecological underpinnings of biology – the broader focus is probably a better representation of the overall goals of the LCC.

Andrew Milliken pointed out that much of the language in the draft was based on joint venture and other partnership documents that focus on populations and that Ecological Planning might be a better way to represent the overall goals of LCCs to conserve our land, water, cultural, and fish and wildlife resources – not just fish and wildlife populations. Rachel Muir answered that then we may want to reexamine what terms we use and the scope of those statements in the mission and vision document.

John O’Leary (Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife) asked if one of the goals for the LCC is to set the agenda for the USGS Climate Science Centers (CSCs). Rachel Muir articulated that the relationship has yet to be worked out but the existing science centers are going to try to support the LCCs as much as possible. Andrew Milliken said that he envisioned the CSCs and LCCs working closely together on a common set of overall conservation science goals and efforts. He also reminded us that the Northeast CSC won’t be established until 2012, so we have some time to articulate that relationship. Rachel Muir indicated that conversations like this one are happening around USGS and now is the time for us to discuss how we see the relationship evolving in the northeast.

Dave Day (Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission) noted that a listing of organizations and their science and staffing capacities would be helpful for understanding the landscape of science capabilities. Ken Elowe said that in addition to compiling this list, it would also help to identify where science capabilities merge and what is missing across the Northeast landscape.  Andrew Milliken suggested that until such a list could be compiled, Handout 5 from this call provided a list of the partners that he has either met with or will be meeting with that may have an important role as part of the technical committee in the northeast.

The conversation turned back to the agenda as George Gay (National Wildlife Federation) asked that the Components and Goals section of the Mission and Vision document capture earlier conversations about the LCCs needing to support on-the-ground adaptation planning.  Ken Elowe clarified that LCCs need to link what we do with on-the-ground action. 

George Gay then asked for a timeline for the additions discussed above to be included in a re-draft of the Vision and Mission document. Ken Elowe said that if anyone should have any suggestions for working and listing to please send them to Andrew Milliken within the next two weeks. 

Lise Hanners asked us to consider if LCCs were more about compiling, facilitating, and coordinating; is the LCC providing original documents someone is producing for the LCC or are we are purely distributing tools that the LCC has compiled. Ken Elowe responded that LCCs were not just compiling existing work but also a forum about how to move landscape conservation for species forward and ensure our success. LCCs are an intentional coming together of needs and science/design work.  Andrew Milliken noted that it is important that that we agree on the tools we should all use to be most effective in achieving our goals. Some of it will be LCC-funded, some partner funded, and some put together by existing partnerships like Regional Conservation Needs (RCNs).

Bill Hyatt noted that the point about looking forward is captured in the monitoring bullet. Is there something more to it than that? Ken Elowe responded that monitoring gives you a status of what’s effective but how - when you come together as partners with different mandates and public expectations – do you bring all of that together to create consistent tools for conservation and speak with one voice about a conservation approach. Ken Elowe went on to say that it is more than just monitoring, it’s also how we go about designing tools to ensure the future of fish and wildlife. 

Bill Hyatt noted that if that was the case then there may be a need for additional language to clarify that point. Andrew Milliken suggested it could be added under the coordination bullet. Alternatively, Lise Hanners suggested adding the language to the Mission or Vision section of the document.  

Hector Galbraith (Manomet) agreed with George Gay’s earlier comments that there needs to be a clear statement about the relationship between advice and implementation and the role of demonstration sites.

Ken Elowe asked for any additional comments and Andrew Milliken suggested those interested in working on revising the Vision and Mission document get in touch with him so that they can work to get the document revised before the November 17th meeting. George Gay and Hector Galbraith agreed to work together on the advice vs. implementation section of the document.

Ken Elowe thanked everyone for their work over the past year and that chewing on this document really contributes to the national discussion on how the LCCs are going to work, what’s the vision and scope for them.

VII. Partnerships

Andrew Milliken began by saying he is starting with the presumption that the LCC needs to build on existing partners and partnerships and not repeat what’s already going on and that the limited funding for LCCs should complement what’s already going on around the region. He referred to Handout 5 as a summary of who we’ve already talked to about this. These partnerships are mostly the really broad regional partnerships. The table lists who we met with, the focus of those partnerships, and the interactions we’ve had with them so far. We have discussed the appropriateness and willingness of the partnerships to provide technical input and capacity as part of the LCCs.

Bill Hyatt noted that the Northeast Fish and Wildlife Diversity Technical Committee is very active but overworked.  Andrew noted he was at their meeting this fall and had extensive conversations about coordinating RCN and LCC priorities including the idea for a joint workshop in the spring to synthesize RCN and initial LCC results and agree on next steps.  Scot Williamson (Wildlife Management Institute) agreed that we should go back to the original priorities agreed to at the initial RCN meeting in Albany.

He asked about Canadian partners and would be willing to help forge those connections and is especially interested in the involvement of the provinces in the northeast directors and RCN process.

Rachel Muir mentioned that she is trying to pull together an ecohydrology workshop and Andrew asked Bill Lellis if the work that Leetown Science Center is doing with the LCC is related and could be coordinated with this workshop.  Bill agreed that they are putting together a work group on ecohydrology out of the Conte Lab and could put a workshop together as a part of that.   Andrew noted that Rachel, Bill, and Hector Galbraith (Manomet) and he may want to get together on ecohydrology.  Rachel noted that ecohydrology information can be rolled into the vulnerability assessments now. 

George Gay suggested that the LCC considering adding the “Staying Connected Partnership,” which is focused on the landscape from Tug Hill west of the Adirondacks into Vermont, New Hampshire and Maine.   He said that they have many partners and that it would be able to provide a resource to the LCC and meet many of our goals. Rachel Muir added that another example of a partnership we should consider adding is the Delaware Bay Estuary group who’s focused on climate change.

Andrew Milliken said that his focus in looking at these initial partnerships was to concentrate on whom had the technical expertise in specific areas or species. Ken Elowe further clarified by saying that they had looked at what committees were out there articulating conservation needs and science so we would not have to repeat those in the LCC. He said that they are looking at the difference between those organizations that are planning vs. restoration/implementation to see how they could contribute to the LCC components of conservation design and development of tools.

Jad Daly commented that is an interesting question to ask because there are so many different powerful coalitions but how are they helpful to the LCC? He said there is value in articulating how different partnerships are valuable at what scales to make sure we are contacting the right people at the right time. 

Ken Elowe said that the LCC staff will start compiling both sides of that equation then and provide that list for feedback.  Andrew Milliken asked people could call or email him with suggestions on additional partnerships that we should reach out to. 

Andrew Milliken then suggested that we move on to Handout 6, highlighting the projects including the two additional projects that we added at the end of the FY2010 with end-of-year funds. The sea level rise/plover project is a foundational project for understanding the dynamic relationship between beaches and sea level rise and birds and other wildlife using these beaches.   He also mentioned that the group needs to make decisions on priority projects as a partnership and so along those lines that last project listed was a way to put funds into an agreement for partners to decide how to spend in FY2011 while obligating those funds in FY2010. The funds will be going to WMI who will subcontract with agencies, organizations or universities once those decisions can be made.  

Referencing Handout 7, Andrew Milliken said we need to identify science needs but if we are not careful how we articulate the context and the request we won’t get helpful answers, just a list of everyone’s favorite project.  This Science Need collection form is the first attempt to evaluate their needs to be an easy way to collect information – may be to structure as a website in the future. Andrew Milliken asked for some general thoughts about whether this is going in the right direction.  He is hoping that we can come out of the November meeting with a set request to send out to partners and start collecting information.

Mary Ratnaswamy (USGS Patuxent) asked Andrew to clarify what he means by “existing capacity” and Andrew Milliken responded that the LCC needs to make that really clear and ask questions like “What’s your capacity for some of the major components for Landscape Conservation outlined in our mission and vision statement?” The base capacity, in terms of number of biologists, is important but not the whole answer.  We need to match our request to what the greatest LCC needs are as articulated by the partners.

Rachel Muir said that she’s been working with the three fish partnerships that overlap the North Atlantic LCC to identify a shared set of science needs and priorities. The science and data committees are looking at what their greatest needs are together. We have not addressed capacity or what can be brought to bear on the LCC issues across the region. 

Ken Elowe suggested that another way to look at that is who has time, capability and capacity in a very general way. There may be a lot of expertise but not a lot of flexibility. But knowing what’s out there is important so that we don’t try to develop redundant capacities somewhere else. 

Andrew Milliken again reminded folks that if you have ideas between now and November with ideas on how to structure this please let me know.

Ken Elowe asked Scot Williamson for any lessons learned in the RCN process from his perspective would be helpful.   Scot noted that he may have more coherent thoughts when we meet face to face but might that we might want to crosswalk our RCN and LCC needs assessment. The Northeast Fish and Wildlife Diversity Technical Committee has put a lot of strategic thought into developing their requests and would be resources for us. 

Ken Elowe suggested that we are really addressing the broad scope of partners needs. There are a lot of agencies that address a broad swath of species including those of greatest conservation need from State Wildlife Action Plans. We may need to look at a smaller universe of species that can represent all of them; e.g. take care of all species by learning from a few of them. He said he would like some input on how much that approach makes sense to you and how to make it work. 

IX. Marine spatial planning

Ken noted that has been talking to the states about how they would like to be represented in relation to marine planning – some states have jurisdiction and other don’t. He will try to finish up these conversations before November. The other thing that’s happening is a number of ocean related partnerships that are out there and trying to reconfigure their purpose. Folks like the Northeast Region Oceans Council (NROC) group that has a component for marine spatial planning and efforts from NOAA are underway as well.  It seems from what he has heard that the LCC has the largest umbrella of conservation planning purpose under which the specific issues dealt with by these partnerships can be coordinated.  The short synopsis is: we are still exploring how we might complement some of the marine efforts that are numerous and diverse and how they can complement our efforts. 

Mary Ratnaswamy asked what marine groups were reached out to.  It would be interesting to know what partnership groups are within NOAA that would be interested in working with the LCC.

Andrew noted that we have had some conversations with Bureau of Ocean Energy Regulation and Enforcement (BOEMRE) as they have the lead for coastal and marine spatial planning for the national ocean plan in the northeast and mid Atlantic coastal regions.  Amardeep Dhanju (BOEMRE) noted that they are looking forward to coordinating with the LCC and considering attending the November meeting. 

Ken asked if anyone doesn’t think we should include marine spatial planning? There were no objections.

8. Boundary changes

Andrew: Handout 8 – don’t want to spend a lot of time on this especially as some of those states that are really interested in this weren’t able to get on the call. He is working with the other LCC Coordinators to make some adjustments to the North Atlantic LCC boundary where it makes sense for partners and LCCs involved. We should think about minor boundary changes that would help us do our work. And if you are interested in thinking through some alternatives, please let me know and you can be involved in laying out some options for November. Please let me know if you are interested.   He noted that the boundary with the northeastern end of the Appalachians and eastern edge of the Great Lakes LCCs were areas to review.  Ken suggested that Massachusetts, Vermont and New York participate in those discussions.

9. Communications

Megan Nagel provided a summary of what she has been developing for websites and other communications tools.  She has reserved the domain name noarthatlanticlcc.org and will be developing a draft .org website for consideration at the November meeting.  She has also been active regionally and nationally on developing a Sharepoint data sharing site that will be open to all partners and consistent across LCCs.  She has asked that the northeast be a pilot area for the development of these tools.  Ken noted that in the northeast we are leading the country on this tool development and the committee input is guiding what the rest of the LCCs do. So your feedback is very important.

10. November Agenda-

Ken noted that the draft agenda is just a jumping off point and we recognize that this is a valuable opportunity and want to make it as productive as possible. It may seem kind of dry at first, but there is a lot of opportunity in this agenda to expand to meet our needs. What do you as an organization need from an LCC? What can you bring? What are your science needs? November provides us with the opportunity to have this really important discussion about what you need and how we can get your needs met. 

We don’t need to talk too much about this right now, but please let us know how we can meet your needs through the agenda in the next couple weeks.

Andrew noted that to make this meeting effective we also need the input on those things we’ve identified today and feedback from partners before the meeting.

Ken noted that he would like to solidify the steering committee membership, what organizations are on it and who and at what level of representation. He asked how the group would like the Steering Committee to be led? He has been filling in but who will lead future meetings? We are here to do whatever you need the most. Does anyone have thoughts on chairmanship?  

Eric Palmer noted that often when we think of leadership we think of the person running the call but we are looking for a different role than just someone to facilitate the process so that the steering committee can lead. 

Andrew responded that following the joint venture model, the administrative facilitation and executive secretary roles are filled by the staff and role of the Chair and Vice Chair is to talk with their colleagues and lead meetings and discussions. The burden of work in terms of coordinating work between meetings and after meetings would fall on the staff. But there is a need for leadership from with the partnership as well.

Ken suggested that what the group could do between now and November is talk amongst yourselves and see what type of Chairmanship you would like from this group and we can solidify this in November.

Andrew said that we will try to get these meeting minutes out fairly quickly because so many people couldn’t make it on the call and we will get their input by contacting each person not on the call individually. He apologized again for the technical difficulties. 

Ken asked for any other items people would like to bring up before we adjourn? 

Andrew asked that if partners have not responded and you are planning on coming in November, please let him know as soon as possible. Please make lodging reservations by October 23rd. 

Ken adjourned the meeting at 4 p.m.
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