North Atlantic Landscape Conservation Cooperative Steering Committee
November 17, 2010, New Castle, New Hampshire
DRAFT Minutes

Action Items
LCC staff will amend the vision and mission statement based on the discussion at the steering committee meeting and send out to the committee for review by early January.

Andrew Milliken will edit the technical committee description based on the discussion; put out a call for nominations for technical committee members; and bring these nominations back to the steering committee for approval by late January.

Andrew Milliken will edit the Request to Partners and Partnerships to Identify Priority Applied Science and Capacity Needs based on the meeting discussions and send out that request to partners and partnerships in December with a February deadline for submission.

Andrew Milliken will work with the technical committee, members of the Northeast Fish and Wildlife Diversity Technical Committee, Scot Williamson and other interested partners to plan a June synthesis and prioritization workshop incorporating issues raised during the discussions.  The Fish and Wildlife Service will provide funding and staff in support of the workshop.

LCC staff and steering committee members will continue discussions with marine partnerships including Northeast Regional Ocean Partnership, Mid Atlantic Regional Council on the Ocean and Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission and agencies including NOAA and BOEMRE on relationships between the LCC and existing marine partnerships.

Andrew Milliken will coordinate with Upper Midwest Great Lakes and Appalachian LCC coordinators and committees to reach agreement on boundary changes agreed to during meeting.

Megan Nagel will draft a write communications strategy and send it out to the steering committee for review targeting the audiences identified during discussions. 

Steering Committee members will provide a point of contact for communications needs within their agency or organization to Megan Nagel.

LCC partners will notify LCC staff  who the single North Atlantic Steering Committee member will be for their agency or organization by January 7, 2011.

Ken Elowe will serve as the chair of the Steering Committee for a term of up to two years.  He will develop a nomination process with the committee to elect a vice-chair/chair elect.

Andrew Milliken will poll the committee for availability and set up a conference call for late January to review the status of the above action items and plan for an April meeting.

Andrew Milliken will work with NEAFWA and NH Fish & Game Department to set up an LCC meeting for Wednesday, April 20 following the Northeast Fish and Wildlife Conference.
Introductions and Review Agenda 
Ken Elowe (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) opened the meeting by welcoming everybody and thanking them for their participation. Meeting attendees introduced themselves.  A total of 39 steering committee members, staff and guests were present in the room or on the phone representing a quorum of the steering committee. (Full attendance list is provided at the end of the minutes).

Ken noted that the North Atlantic Landscape Conservation Cooperative is poised to be a regional leader in landscape conservation. He went on to say the meeting will focus first on the mission and vision which will set the stage for why we are participating in the LCC and how it is important to conservation in the North Atlantic.  Second, how the North Atlantic LCC should take advantage of existing science and work that is happening right now and how to leverage those efforts to meet knowledge gaps and science needs that are a priority for North Atlantic LCC partners. It is very important that the North Atlantic LCC build off science and governance efforts that exist already and not be redundant. The North Atlantic LCC staff is conscious of how much the North Atlantic LCC partners have on their plate already and the need to have the LCC be value added. Third, governance and leadership – the North Atlantic LCC needs to move from interim status and formally establish the membership of the Steering Committee.  In terms of leadership, if it is the will of the steering committee, Ken is willing to act as chair for now but with the understanding that partners should take over soon.  The leadership issue will be revisited at the end of the meeting.

Approve Minutes from Last Call
Relative to the review of the minutes from the October 14, 2010 North Atlantic LCC Interim Steering Committee conference call, Ken noted that the minutes were sent out several weeks ago and were posted on the website.  Ken Elowe first apologized on behalf of the North Atlantic LCC staff for anyone who had any trouble getting onto the call.  Ken entertained a motion to approve the minutes; Hector Galbriath (Manomet) moved to approve the minutes and the motion was seconded by Dave Chanda (New Jersey).  The motion passed unanimously with no discussion.  

Action items from last call and actions taken
Andrew Milliken (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, North Atlantic LCC) added his apology about the difficulty with the call and reviewed the action items from that call.  He noted that all action items were completed or are underway and the results of most of these actions would be covered during the meeting.  He thanked steering committee members for their input via email on the vision and mission, potential partnerships, request for science needs and boundary issues.

Review of North Atlantic LCC Background, Activities, Decisions, Governance and Projects from Last Year
Andrew Milliken made a presentation reviewing the “State of the LCC” – providing information on the history and purpose of LCCs, reviewing the last year in the North Atlantic LCC, and looking forward into the next year (link to presentation). 

He noted that landscape conservation and Landscape Conservation Cooperatives are part of the evolution of conservation to be more effective under changing conditions particularly the unprecedented scale, pace and complexity of resource management challenges amplified by a rapidly changing climate.  He reviewed the history, adaptive framework and components of Strategic Habitat Conservation in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and U.S. Geological Survey and noted that this approach was consistent with the Northeast States Regional Conservation Needs (RCN) Program and The Nature Conservancy’s Conservation by Design approaches.

Andrew noted that idea of Landscape Conservation Cooperatives as self-directed science-management partnerships was first introduced in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Conservation in Transition document and then in the Service’s Climate Change Strategic Plan and Department of Interior Secretarial Order that followed.  The emphasis in these documents was on the need for collaborative science-based approaches to addressing climate change and other major drivers In landscapes around the country.

He reviewed the FY 2010 federal LCC base funding and positions from the Department of the Interior including $20 million nationwide from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, $5 million nationwide from the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), and support for positions for each LCC from the National Park Service.  In the northeast, the USGS support is for positions and post-docs through the Leetown Science Center.  The Park Service Northeast Region is hiring a liaison/ecologist at the Cooperative Ecosystems Study Unit at the University of Rhode Island and the National Capital Region is hiring an urban ecologist with national urban LCC responsibilities. The U.S. Geological Survey is also developing Regional Climate Science Centers and is expecting to develop a northeast center in FY 2012.

Implementation Actions in FY 2010 and the first part of FY 2011 for the North Atlantic include the completion of a development and operations plan in December; agreement on a structure and governance document;  hiring of a coordinator (Andrew Milliken), Assistant Regional Director for Science Applications (Ken Elowe), Public Affairs Specialist (Megan Nagel) and Appalachian LCC Coordinator (Jean Brennan); agreement with U.S. EPA on a liaison position to the LCCs (Tai-ming Chang); selection of initial conservation projects; and development of an interim steering committee.  He briefly described the projects funded with $1.7 million in regional and national LCC funds and noted that fact sheets for some projects are posted online (http://www.fws.gov/northeast/science/nalcc.html).

Key next steps include holding calls and meetings to fully establish the steering committee; implementing FY 2010 projects; assessing science needs and ongoing work of partners and partnerships to guide decisions on future staff and projects and based on this input; supporting priority projects and hiring staff to address greatest needs supporting a conservation framework.

Rachel Muir (U.S. Geological Survey) added that a series of projects have been funded by the USGS in the North and South Atlantic LCCs.

Andrew noted in summary that: “The Northeast Region’s natural systems and landscapes are impacted by increasing land use pressures and widespread resource threats amplified by a rapidly changing climate. Several existing partnerships already leverage resources and strategically target science to inform conservation decisions and actions.  Landscape Conservation Cooperatives should complement, strengthen, and help this network of partnerships work in unison to ensure the sustainability of the Northeast Region’s land, water, wildlife and cultural resources.”

For this meeting moving forward, he and the staff need guidance from the steering committee on the following items:
· Vision and Mission
· Technical community that builds on existing partnerships
· Assessment of science needs and synthesis of completed and ongoing work
· Process for selecting projects
· Scope of involvement in marine zone
· Recommendation on boundary changes
· Communications tools/outreach needs
· Steering committee governance and leadership

Updates and guidance from national LCC network and Department of the Interior 
Doug Austen (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) summarized the national situation with LCCs.  Each LCC needs to reflect the specific nature of the geography and partnerships in their region, yet they all have things in common – a lot of the science transcends LCC and Climate Science Centers and is needed nationally. In D.C., he and others are bringing groups together and showing that these LCCs are guiding conservation towards the right things in the right places and show we are developing LCCs effectively and efficiently.   The Congressional Research Service report criticized federal land management agencies for not working together very well on climate change. We are going to asked to be accountable and effective, and have performance measures. Spotlight is going to be on climate change, so Congress will be looking at LCCs critically. The science and work we are doing already will show good progress.  There was a national LCC coordination meeting last week, with a cross section of coordinators and partners involved with LCCs working on national coordination and communication issues. He asked the partners to make sure that you all are helping us to build this consensus to reflect everybody’s collective interests. He is happy to answer questions about the national level and respond to concerns as best he possibly can. 

Dean Smith (Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies) asked: will the Fish and Wildlife Service be building a database about national LCC funded projects?  Doug replied that they have not yet done so but they are building on data frameworks that exist and it is one of the priorities.

Doug noted that how LCCs interact with the Climate Science Centers (CSCs) and USGS will evolve over time as the relationships develop.  Rachel Muir added that the CSCs are an evolving process as the LCCs develop. Those CSCs will be regionally based. So the Northeast will be coordinated by the Northeast area – which Rachel represents. Andrew Milliken asked what is the status for determining the location? Rachel responded that it is a competitive bidding process, primarily for universities. The Request for Proposals for the Northeast will go out in early 2011. Rachel will be sure to get that information out to LCC partners.

Doug noted in summary that there is a lot of coordination work to link all of these different assessments to create cohesive information systems and assessments of the resources that we can all use. 

Andrew Milliken noted that a recommendation out of that national meeting was that the LCC coordinators working as a group represent their steering committee partners and provide national coordination and leadership and only elevate issues that cannot be resolved to a higher level body.

Draft Vision and Mission Statement 
Ken Elowe noted that the development of consensus on a vision and mission is a critical process.   At the Albany conference five years ago that resulted in the genesis of the Regional Conservation Needs (RCNs) was the realization that we can’t do it alone and it would be redundant if we all tried to.  He does not want to presume why the partners are here but wants to talk about it and try to get us all on the same page and that’s the goal of the mission and vision. 

He noted that the mission should evolve from looking at “what is our potential, together?”  He asked Dick Barringer (University of Southern Maine – New England Governors) why he’s here – the New England Governors have made a commitment to working with the LCCs.

Dick reviewed the history of the Governors Conference.  Back in 1908, President Theodore Roosevelt gathered governors together to discuss the depredation of the eastern forests and headwaters and the Northeast governors created the 1911 Weeks Act that created the Green and White Mountain National Forests. In commemoration, in 2008 New England Governors created a committee to look at how to carry that mission forward.  They recommended five initiatives: farms as farmland, forests as forests, connecting people to the wild, protect wildlife habitat, and coastal and estuarine habitats. Governor’s charged their state officers to design these initiatives and work with federal agencies and NGOs to further flesh them out. He and others persuaded the governors that the best way to address habitat and landscape conservation is through LCCs – which the governor’s approved. Governor Patrick chairs the Northeast Governor’s Commission and is enthusiastic and drives this forward. The Maine Governor is new and the house and senate in Maine is now Republican – so things may change.  The New England Governors met with Secretary Salazar and the Secretary of Agriculture – they were enthusiastic about working through and with LCCs. They are now meeting with private philanthropies to see how they can support the Governors Conference initiatives. 

Ken thanked Dick and asked the group: are you comfortable with the potential for the mission and vision and what we can accomplish – what are the opportunities and what are the concerns? We don’t want to gloss over any issues that you may have. What are the potential opportunities?

Hector Galbraith (Manomet) commented on outcomes vs. outputs.  We provide outputs and provide planners and managers with science and tools – these are outputs not outcomes. Are we in the business of providing outputs or outcomes?

Patti Reixinger (New York) made the point that these LCCs are coming out of climate change but are becoming broader – is this LCC usurping other coordinating efforts?  If the LCC is all things conservation then it needs to be more explicit because right now it is mostly perceived as a climate science partnership. I don’t know if this LCC is a mechanism for regional planning for specific species – it’s not yet clear enough how this partnership affects all the other things that we do. 

Ken asked in looking at all the mandates and challenges that you have when you go back home – is this partnership something that gives you the potential to accomplish what you cannot on your own?

Rachel Muir noted that Patti brought up a question that can go in the mission – explicitly how we interact with other partnerships and multi-jurisdictional partnerships - that clarifies our supplementing and correlative rather than usurping role.

Hector Galbraith stated that our job in the LCC is to do science and develop science tools and provide them for users. Part of developing those tools is testing them in the field. Testing by working with the people actually doing the conservation to use the conservation tools – then we would have a direct outcome of acres conserved in addition to the output of science tools. 

Dave Chanda suggested reporting of results of the use of LCC outputs by partners to measure tangible outcomes. This reporting needs to be a part of the process from the beginning to track our progress.

Ken noted that part of that outcome is understanding the relationship between what you are doing on the ground and predicted future conditions and desired future conditions including species populations.

Wayne MacCallum (Massachusetts) asked about the references to cultural resources that are prominently addressed in this document - why are they there?

Doug Austen replied that the primary document that resulted in LCCs being broadly based including cultural resources came from Secretary Salazar – looking at larger ecosystem perspective – conservation is not just fish and wildlife. The cultural aspect we are struggling to define, but there are resources that are impacted by climate change and the same study of, for example, sea level rise can be used for preservation of coastal cultural resources. The Fish and Wildlife Service is working with National Park Service as equal partners. 

Rick Harris (National Park Service) replied that cultural resources are not just buildings, but cultural landscapes that include key species. Climate change is affecting these cultural landscapes over time and we need to look at how we preserve them.

Lise Hanners (The Nature Conservancy) noted that the working together part of the statement is important, but insufficient – it’s not all we want to do. The components lay out what we can do now – a good series of steps for what we can do. But the part of the mission that is less clear is the definition of common goals - what does that mean and how will we do that? 

Synthesis of key points so far:

1. Are we in the business of outputs or outcomes? 
2. Are we doing climate science or all conservation needs science?
3. How do we establish common goals?

Ken asked what do we hope to accomplish?  We need to figure out the future we are trying to achieve. From a process standpoint, we can put that in the mission and vision document or set it as something we do – try to agree on that desired future condition (common goals).  

Lise Hanners said we need to articulate what have we done, where are now, and where are we going.

David Whitehurst (Virginia) noted that we need overarching goals that relate to wildlife and cultural resources and then determine objectives and goals for what this LCC will help us achieve over time. Articulating those goals is what we should spend some time on. But the mission statement seems more like a strategy, how we are going to accomplish are goals. We can’t just do outputs, we have to ensure they drive outcomes.

Wayne MacCallum said the goal should be sustaining diversity of resources in the LCC – this would encompass species, cultural resources, etc.  He is fine with the notion of ecological planning that Rachel brought up but then Doug talked about systems, and if you think along the lines of systems, we may want to be more explicit. We’ve edited out any reference to management and it seems we are talking about joint planning, taking science, directing toward management efforts to sustain diversity goals. Implicit in conservation is that we are going to take action. Are there other conservation actions out there that are not fundamentally achieving those goals? How do we interact with groups carrying out those conservation actions?  As scientists, how far do we want to wade into that cultural resource side of the world? Science might tell us we need to do something that is at an absolute fundamental conflict with the cultural resource perspective?

Ken asked: could this provide the forum that addresses those conflicts without having to go to a political or negative forum?

Mary Foley (National Park Service) noted that we are going to have to confront the conflicts because people are always going to be making a choice to keep a dam or keep a lighthouse in a landscape because it is culturally important. 

Ken noted that there is a lot of value in bringing the ecological discussion to the landscape planning so that we can incorporate land use change, development, etc. into the design.
Rachel Muir added that with fish habitat partnerships – they seemingly have conflicting interests among the partners but the science brings them together and they find that they have much more in common. That past condition information feeds into planning now.

Lise Hanners suggested making sure systems function as best we can get them, considering cultural resources and needs because people are a part of the process and it is important to incorporate them into planning and design.

Hector Galbraith added we are also in the business of preserving cultural resources contingent on that our overarching goal is fish and wildlife resources.

Ken summarized that whatever your mission is as an organization or agency is what you will bring to the table to feed your perspective of the discussion about how to do planning. 

Scot Williamson (Wildlife Management Institute) suggested that the LCC serves as the forum for coordination of an organization of thought because we don’t yet have common goals – they are defined in other ways. If we try to synthesize derivatives of those goals to encompass everybody they will be so overarching as to be almost meaningless. 

Eric Palmer (Vermont) suggested that the mission for the first couple years is prioritization. A lot of the stuff that is missing is that we haven’t been working together for long enough to really fill in the blanks with our mission statement. We want to work together but can’t necessarily work out specific goals and objectives right now until we’ve worked on this together a little more. 

Ken asked is this a good enough mission for you to be at the table? You’ve got other groups, technical committees, what is it that we do that serves your time and allows you to want to be a part of it? He would love to see us design a holistic landscape and what it might look like in 100 years so that we’re not stepping on each other during the implementation phase – but that is his personal view. Is this document enough for you to want to stay involved at this point?

David Whitehurst stated that we need to be clear and explicit about what it is that we are about –he understands it is a huge undertaking – it’s been over a year, and DOI still doesn’t really know what they want out of this. It is time for us to get to the point, what this is about, and whether or not we participate. At the level goals he is thinking about… the science we need for ecological information is the same that people need for cultural preservation. Let’s get goals out so people can decide whether or not to participate. The reason other partnerships like JVs are successful is because people who allocate resources can participate and get things done. If we don’t do that soon, we will start to lose people. 

Mike Slattery (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) noted that the tension between outputs, outcomes and support for delivery causes us to lean to more rather than less explicit language to describe value added. He keeps coming back to the joint venture habitat partnerships - the real reason for their success is trust. That trust took a long time to develop – beginning with NAWCA and NAWMP. So now we struggle with how we cast ourselves for coordination, financing, forums – how do we measure success? It is difficult for all of us to take our trust forward and put it into the outcome of the tools that we produce. The LCC is in the business of outputs, but our success will be measured in terms of how strongly it reflects improvement in agreed upon natural resources. We need to put our faith in the implementing organizations to demonstrate success with outcomes.

Tai-ming Chang (Environmental Protection Agency) noted that he sees a shift happening in the future – we have the same goals in interacting with our counterparts in the EPA as you do on the states. This shift gives the opportunity for conservation partners to bring in non-traditional partners to do landscape planning because we are doing parallel efforts. We can build the momentum to work together. 

John Arway (Pennsylvania) addressed the question why are we here and how will you keep us here. His agency was not allocated any additional money, just got across the board cuts – how can the LCC help him do his job better and link to his strategic plan to make progress to benefit fish and wildlife resources in his state? 

Ken made the point that we know we are going to have to operate on a landscape level because we can’t afford to keep going species by species and we have to be accountable to our public for some sort of landscape 10, 15, 30 years from now. In order to leverage our resources and create common science tools – that was the nexus of the RCN program. He sees this LCC as ramping that process up with more partners, more resources, and the idea that we’ve got to ensure a common landscape of the future.  We are going to do whatever this group thinks is best to do at that scale of conservation and then articulate what is it that we need to do to get there. What do you need to get there?

David Whitehurst agreed that’s exactly what this is all about. The State Wildlife Action Plans are recognition that we have large numbers of species in series decline over a large landscape because of issues that traditional fish and wildlife agencies don’t deal with (invasives, habitat change) and we need tools that address and help us deal with those threats and the changing landscape.  We need to figure out what we need to do, what tools we need, develop tools to address those needs, and how we as partners can make those tools happen so that we can use them. Let’s face it, why should each state be doing a vulnerability assessment? A partnership like this should be doing that so anyone, state or NGO, can take that information and use that. He wants the capacity to function at a new level so he knows what his agency can do individually and what we can do together. The idea that any one state can do anything on their own is out the window, we’ll be lucky if we can do that in this partnership.  We need to set goals and work together to accomplish them because the way we used to do conservation by single species and single state no longer works. 

Ken asked: does that sit well with everyone? If these last few comments seem to encapsulate what you are looking together, we can take a stab at rewording the mission and vision to reflect this discussion and re-disseminate that?

Rachel Muir made the point that we are doing science differently now too, traditionally it was stove-piped, now it is systems-oriented and demanding integrated information.  A group like this will change the way that we do science. It is the science of the future.

Rick Bennett (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) asked do we want to look at common outcomes that everyone can link to?  Ken replied that yes he thinks we have to go there when we start talking about the science we are producing because the specific goals we are trying to achieve will drive the science we are trying to do. 

Hector Galbraith indicated that he likes Ken’s idea that we’ve got a statement that might not be perfect, but we’ve got a vision for the future. We might want to wordsmith the goals and the missions – but it is a reasonable basis for moving forward. The LCC is a regional organization so we need to be thinking regionally and that needs to be reflected in our goals. With that one caveat, he is fairly happy with the edited version of what we’ve got.

 Ken said that we will take some of the notes from this conversation and capture as edits in the vision and mission. Whether we have the right words on paper, verbally we are all on the same page about why we are here. I want to make sure that we consider all counter opinions. 

Mary Foley noted that a communications and outreach strategy is completely necessary because we are going to need to bring partners and the public along who may be hostile to what we are doing.

Ken and Andrew both agreed and noted that we have space for that (outreach) conversation later in the afternoon and should really delve into that particular point.

Doug Bliss (Canadian Wildlife Service) noted that the conversations they have had with partners in Canada reaffirm what a number of people in the room have said. Canadians are also just beginning this process and also finding how disjointed science is. From a science perspective, they see value in the LCCs identifying regional concerns and facilitating science integration.

Summary of Discussions with Existing Formal Partnerships and Discussion of Need for Task Groups 
Andrew Milliken noted that he has met with a number of regional conservation partnerships over the last few months and referred to a handout of those partnerships.  The feedback from those partnerships is that they see value in integration, bringing together resources and priorities for science, and the potential LCC role as an umbrella partnership to accomplish something the partnerships can’t do separately. They would like to relate more formally to the LCCs, but for the most part see that happening at the technical level rather than the steering committee level.  This integration could be through a technical committee – one option for that technical committee is provided in a handout.

David Whitehurst suggested having those existing groups feed up what their science needs are and information needs are – they could feed into an integrated committee that sorts through all those different needs are and indentifies what is really needed at the landscape level and make recommendations to this steering committee what it is we should do that is targeted and effective across the region so that everybody can benefit. If the LCC could develop some structure like that, it would very useful so that we can direct money to priority landscape needs.

Doug Austen agrees with David and noted that some of the other LCCs are doing that because it is really a foundational piece of building up and moving forward. LCC can sort of float above and pull together commonalities to address them. 

David Whitehurst provided an example.  A few weeks ago they brought the Eastern Brook Trout Joint Venture and Appalachian Mountains Joint Venture together for a joint session and found out they both need information on Marcellus shale and instead of us trying to address it separately, the best place to address a need like that is in the (Appalachian) LCC because it is a broad regional need not specific to a taxonomic group.

Anne Kuhn (Environmental Protection Agency) noted that there are many different ongoing monitoring approaches that take a gap analysis approach and then pool that monitoring data to fill those gaps.

Rachel Muir indicated that she started a process to bring together the fish habitat partnerships to develop a common set of science needs that were specifically designed to be general in character that different partnerships and those that are overlapping can use the common science. They are working to develop that common list of needs and that would be in part to inform prioritization in the LCCs. 

Andrew mentioned that we don’t need species-specific technical committees because those already exist (through the joint ventures, fish habitat partnerships, Northeast Partners in Amphibian and Reptile Conservation, etc.) – but we do need a way to bring those groups together.  The Northeast Fish and Wildlife Diversity Technical Committee does integrate among state biologists from those groups and will be important for making the LCCs work and link to the RCN program but we should not expect them to take on the additional workload of being the work group for the LCC and collating data needs etc.   His recommendation is to pull together an LCC task group or technical committee that represents a cross section of these existing regional partnerships, taxonomic groups, and geographic areas and is composed of both science-oriented managers and management-oriented scientists.  The group would make recommendations on regional LCC needs addressing the question: what are the large, regional or landscape-scale needs that we should be focusing on? This team would make recommendations to the steering committee about how we move forward.  

Ken Elowe noted that these large regional issues are important, but just as important are the local issues and how they fit into that regional picture.  We’ve got a lot of local landscape needs in the states that are fair game for the LCC to address through this process.

Bill Hyatt (Connecticut) likes this idea, but with overtaxed staff, suggests we draw from people outside this room and perhaps from people in the academic community. Andrew agreed and suggested we break from the traditional model used by the JVs and other partnerships that assumes we have to have a technical representative from each agency or organization represented on the steering committee.  If the steering committee agrees that we don’t need to mirror steering committee representation on the technical committee then we can bring together a group of conservation managers and scientists that represent different taxonomic groups, regional areas and organizations.

Lise Hanners asked there is a group that serves this role nationally and is there an intent for other LCCs to do this as well? Andrew replied that initially what will likely happen at the national level is that the LCC Science Coordinators from around the country will get together and serve that role.  Other LCCs are all developing technical committees but the approaches and composition varies at this point. 

Andrew asked the steering committee - is it okay to pull together this technical committee of scientists and managers that is not on a one to one basis to the steering committee?   The group agreed.

Scot Williamson pointed out that there are four LCCs in the region that the RCN applies to – however we can be most efficient with working with other LCCs we should do it. He further pointed out that the group should define the state of the science – where are our gaps? Focus on core science and our understanding.

Dave Chanda said that the steering committee should be involved in approving who sits on the technical committee.  Andrew agreed - nominations should made by LCC partners and approved by the steering committee. 

Tom Decker (Vermont) asked would the CSCs be okay with LCCs prioritizing their work? Rachel Muir replied that yes, I would think so as they will be a part of the steering committee and the LCC would essentially be the CSC’s customer and partner in developing science. 

Lise Hanners noted that we should make this committee flexible and not be standing so that we can change it or get rid of it if we need to.

Rachel Muir recommended having a steering committee liaison embedded in the technical committee.

Doug Bliss asked if needs assessment will be a part of what this team does?  If we have discussion of needs it will help inform our specific discipline needs.   Andrew replied that will be part of their role.

Adrianne Harrison (NOAA) asked about the existing partnerships list – is this a final list?  Andrew replied that it is a working list that identifies the large regional partnerships but we need a bigger list that includes as much as possible what is going on in the Northeast. His intent was to focus on the larger partnerships, no necessarily trying to capture the smaller scale (e.g. sub-watershed) groups.

Andrew indicated that he will edit the technical committee description based on these discussions and organize a way of collecting nominations and then bring these nominations back to the steering committee for approval.

Process for Assessing Science Needs and Soliciting and Selecting Projects 
Andrew Milliken asked: how do we identify partner needs in a systematic way to provide feedback to the LCCs and the partnerships? We are not talking about all science needs, but needs that are focused on larger, landscape-scale issues - we do not need to know about every single project out there. He referred to the handout on the revised Science Needs Assessment which asks the questions:
1. What are the highest priority science needs identified by your organization or partnership to inform management decisions in the North Atlantic LCC (or Northeast)?
2. For each need identified, is the need best met though funding projects (usually contracted and shorter term) or by adding capacity (usually additional staff and longer term)?
3. What recently completed, ongoing or planned projects and capacity are addressing regional or landscape scale applied science needs of your organization or partnership?
He noted that we want to make this request fairly soon and ask for the feedback soon in order to have an initial synthesis by the NEAFWA meeting in April. He asked for feedback on the request - is it clearer? Does it make sense? Is this something we want to put out and start collecting needs with a due date around the end of January?

Wayne MacCallum asked how this request integrates with the technical committee? Andrew replied that this information would feed the committee who would then synthesize the information and determine the highest priorities.

Hector Galbraith asked about the product of  the workshop proposed in the handouts.  Andrew replied that the initial output would be a compilation of needs and projects. The second thing would be a synthesis of common needs and recommendations of how we can be value added to these partnerships.  David Whitehurst added that the product will be the projects that we fund to address those needs.

Lise Hanners noted that we need to add “landscape-scale” to the request to make it really clear what kind of needs we are collecting and what an on-going project is. Andrew clarified that he was thinking of science, monitoring, and technical products that are ongoing.

David Whitehurst stated that one of the important parts of our communications strategy is that if one of our partners completes something that is useful to the other groups we need to make sure people know about it. Once we complete projects we need to make sure people are aware of, have access to and are using these tools. 

Adrianne Harrison (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration) made the point that if you limit to projects that are already regional in scope you may lose a lot of information and needs. For example, the Northeast Regional Oceans Council (NROC) rolled up state and county needs for LiDAR to create a regional data set.

Dean Smith asked why wouldn’t we you establish the technical team first and then have them refine the request for the needs assessment?   Andrew replied that if we had that group already he would agree but we’ve got to keep this process moving. We need to fund projects in the spring and are hoping to hold this workshop in June.  Adrianne Harrison noted that doing the request first will allow the needs to drive the technical committee which in the end we may result in a more effective team.

Andrew discussed the idea of a regional workshop, probably in June to present results on completed and ongoing RCN and LCC projects and to determine priorities and next steps.  It has been about five years since the original workshop in Albany that came up with the first set of priorities for the RCN program.  Andrew referred to the workshop proposal handout that he developed with Steve Fuller (New Hampshire Fish and Game Department).  The idea for this workshop was discussed and supported at the Northeast Fish and Wildlife Diversity Technical Committee Meeting and the Northeast Wildlife Administrators with the understanding that the LCC would provide financial and staff support. 

Eric Palmer (Vermont) noted that he doesn’t see much in the description about a prioritization process – should that be included? Prioritization formed the basis of the RCN process for the first couple of years. Andrew agreed.

Paul Phifer (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) said that it sounds like you have two meetings: one is a science conference for presentations and the other seems more like a role of the steering committee LCC – they should be setting the priorities.  David Whitehurst added that we could get in trouble setting priorities outside of this group.  Andrew replied that the prioritization aspect of the workshop needed more thought.  The output would be a consensus on recommendations that would then feed to NEAFWA and the LCC steering committee.

Scot Williamson agree that this would be really timely for the RCN process but questions whether we can get it all done in three days and really in the next few months.  Andrew replied that they were discussing hiring a temporary staff person to focus explicitly on this process to ensure it gets done, possibly through the existing contract with Wildlife Management Institute.

Lise Hanners summarized that we need to 1) get needs assessment out; 2) form the technical committee; and 3) host a workshop guided by input from the Steering committee via the technical committee.

Wayne MacCallum asked for clarification on how the RCN program is going to integrate with this process or not. How are directors going to look at the RCN process and how will those two groups relate?  Ken Elowe replied that when you look at the RCN process and the suite of species that the LCC is supposed to cover they overlap almost completely. The RCN process has to inform the LCC and the LCC needs to build off and complement the RCNs.  He added that the LCC may need to make some funding decisions before June that the collection of needs will help inform. The idea for the workshop is really, where will we go in the next 5 years and how do we get this larger technical group to move forward together with integrated process and effort?

David Whitehurst added that once we identify what the science needs are then we have a variety of different options about where we take them. Some may be more appropriate for RCN, some for LCC, some for USGS, etc.

Wayne MacCallum asked for clarification on the workshop - are you envisioning a consensus or are you thinking something more structured and formal with application to some sort of criterion?  When you do it on a consensus basis voices are stronger than others; he is more comfortable with a scoring process. Andrew replied that what he hopes would come out of this is some sort of consensus on high priority projects as recommendations for the RCN and LCC process.  Scot Williamson added that he thinks both approaches are important – the quantitative scores but the synthesis and clarification of ideas that comes from dialogue is vital and we need to do both.  Andrew agreed to work with Scot Williamson on the workshop including hiring temporary staff.

John Arway noted that what occurred this last year with the LCC really trying to show some progress, funding was also provided for climate change through the RCN process – there should be a way for these processes to be complementary. 

Andrew made the point that we have to be prepared to make some decisions on funding LCC projects before all these processes are completed. You may have noticed that $260K went to WMI for LCC support – these are funds being held in reserve for this group to make a decision on sooner than the process we’ve laid out.   In FY 2011 – we are going to have to show some progress in selecting projects by April – so we will need an interim process for making funding decisions. We can draw from the information provided by partners between now and then.  Ken added that last year we drew from the RCN, some of the joint ventures and fish habitat partnerships. That could continue – using the technical committees for feedback.

Wayne MacCallum asked if we are looking for a one-time funding opportunity or a multiple year outlay of funds? If it is more short term he would be more comfortable and it would be easier to show progress and noted that we have to be able to show a delivery, an outcome. Anything that has been successful with that Congress is partnerships that have partners bringing their resources to the table – which the joint ventures do.

Rachel Muir mentioned that she would like to see coordination among the three LCCs so that we can meet the needs of all the LCCs as well as we can. 

David Whitehurst added that both in terms of needs and determining projects – anytime you build on existing projects, you are leveraging funding and demonstrating partnership effectiveness. 

Mike Slattery added that perhaps an easy step beyond that is to ask the chairs of the technical committees to come back with a unified, prioritized needs proposal.  Ken replied that he is not sure that we have the time to do that. 

Lise Hanners asked if we can direct some of those activities and projects towards some of the categories we have (in the mission statement) so that we are contributing towards the mission?  Andrew replied that we should use the framework and components as a way of prioritizing and organizing projects.

Marine Representation and Ongoing or Planned Marine Planning Efforts
Ken Elowe introduced the marine discussion by stating that we would like marine planning efforts to complement the LCC and vice versa. In many respects, it is similar to the conversations we’ve had with the joint venture and other large partnerships. He asked for input from steering committee members.

Adrianne Harrison noted that the Northeast Regional Ocean Council (NROC) is preparing a proposal in response to a $20M request for proposals for coastal and marine spatial planning by NOAA. Other regional partnerships like the Mid Atlantic Regional Council on the Oceans (MARCO) are eligible. Coastal and marine spatial planning is really a way to do spatial planning and proposed use planning all on one map so we have a better idea of how ocean resources are interacting with human needs.  Pieces of New England ocean planning likely overlap with LCC needs.  Much of the planning addresses ecosystems services. There is also a focus on the  migration of species of interest to this region including marine mammals, birds and fish.  Beyond the intertidal, the gaps in information make it difficult to do any type of planning. 

Paul Phifer noted that NROC and MARCO are regional bodies that preceded the national plan.  The National Ocean Plan that came out recently divides the U.S. Coast into regions and divides the work among themes.  The first theme is coastal and marine spatial planning. He has concerns about redundancy – it makes sense for NROC to lead this effort in the North Atlantic. 

Rick Bennett noted that NOAA is starting some marine and spatial planning with partners - their next meeting is December 9th. 

Ken asked how do we keep these efforts from being redundant?  They should complement each other – the LCC looks at the entire resource base from terrestrial to continental shelf and contributes to marine and spatial planning efforts. 

Wayne MacCallum asked are the fish councils with statutory responsibility involved and don’t the partnerships including the LCC, have a responsibility to have them involved in our partnerships?

David Whitehurst asked is Department of Commerce interested in working through LCCs rather than all these ocean councils?  Doug Austen replied that he LCCs have been working with Commerce and have a wide open invitation to participate. Some of the LCCs are entirely marine. The Department is not dictating how each LCC participates – that will be up to them.

Bill Hyatt asked have we reached out to each state with a marine planning division?   Ken replied that yes, he has talked with several states about marine representation.  David Whitehurst recalled the conversation on the LCC conference call that the states want to be the one to contact and involve their state partners. But he wants to understand their potential role before reaching out to them.

Jad Daley (Trust for Public Land) noted that this NOAA effort could really be reaching into some of these same areas – defining where the LCCs meet the sea is really important moving forward.

Andrew noted that the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Council has a habitat committee that addresses some of the spatial planning issues as well.

Paul Phifer noted that with the Cape Wind project, we did not have adequate information to deal with the overlap of proposed wind development and important marine resources. 

Tai-ming Chang noted that the Council for Environmental Quality has initiated coastal and marine spatial planning data subgroups to work on identifying the science and data needs.  Adrianne added that the northeast has created a working group around the idea of a data portal and may have already done a gap analysis.

Ken asked - does it make sense for this LCC group to provide some facilitation for marine spatial planning?   Mary Foley replied that she doesn’t see how the marine partnership is different from other fish and wildlife partnerships.  Ken responded that here might be no difference here between some of the other groups but want to be sure to cover all of our bases. Rachel Muir agreed but coordination is extremely challenging as these two groups do not interact nearly enough.  

Ken asked - is there a group besides the LCC that would do the necessary coordination?  Adrianne replied that there is a strong separation – these groups do not interact typically. Maybe they feed their reporting into the LCC efforts to integrate them - that might be more successful.

Hector Galbraith noted that adding marine planning is a capacity challenge and we may bite off more than we can chew.

Jad Daley added that so many of the systems we are trying to do planning for have interactions with marine environments and it would be unfortunate if we weren’t integrated or at least talking throughout this process. And then further inland we need to think about how we work inland with other agencies such as USDA. 

Wayne MacCallum noted that the difference is in the law and who has jurisdiction. In the marine side of the world it’s more complicated – the federal government has responsibility for part of it. If you don’t have those entities with legal responsibility at the table I think you are wasting your time and it may not be practical to get them here.  

Bill Hyatt noted that with diadromous fish states didn’t give up their mandate to work with them I the marine zone but chose to focus strategically on inland issues associated with these species.

Lise Hanners noted that she is convinced that trying to separate the land from the coast from the marine is difficult it is probably not going to accomplish our mission. If the primary charge is coordination and integration of data and we are not getting into issues about what our data might lead to, cooperation will be easier but it requires better representation in the LCC.

Rachel Muir responded to the capacity issue.  We might just need one person to be involved in both partnerships. She could perhaps task the folks at a USGS center to be a resource for the LCC.

Ken noted that in reality, we don’t want this issue of NROC trying to decide how far inland they want their border to go, we need to look at how we prevent redundancy.   Bob Lent replied that the answer is that we should reach out to NROC but need to define what we want before we reach out to them. 

Rick Bennett noted that it seems like it is very hard to separate terrestrial, coastal and marine issues and needs and when we put out a call for science needs, why wouldn’t we go to marine partnerships including NROC, MARCO, and the Atlantic State Marine Fisheries Commission?

David Whitehurst asked are we going to reach out to the marine partnerships to find out what type of relationship might be advantageous to both of us? Do we have a coherent vision to give them? We should reach out and we should look to bring that part of the world into our world but maybe we should focus more on bringing our house into order so that we can explain how we work and more clearly what our goals are so that we can explain what relationship we would like. Right now we should focus on short term progress.  Tom Decker added that as a state with no marine environment he agrees with David. It’s a place we need to get to but not quite yet.

Ken agreed that there are enough overlapping resource issues that we need to remain aware of and start the conversations with marine partners, but without diluting our present capacity to deal with the major issues in front of us. 

Susan Sullivan mentioned that she thinks that people who already sit on NROC’s board are here right now – aren’t they already participating in that sense? Maybe ask those people to bring their perspective to both boards?  Mary Foley then asked who would be the responsible party for research needs, science, voting, etc.

Rick Bennett noted that there needs to be communications between those of us here with MARCO and NROC at the time that is deemed appropriate and let their state colleagues speak with their state marine colleagues. 

Ken noted that this discussion is so that we don’t presume a course of action, but that everything we do, direction and scope, is an intentional decision.

Steve Weber noted that in New Hampshire he has had a really difficult time trying to break those barriers just within his own state.

Ken suggested we wrap up this discussion – this is a conversation we need to keep going. But we also need to get linked up with the conversations that some of these marine bodies are having. 

Jad Daley mentioned that as an action step we create a Venn diagram of federal and state partnerships that are out there. How to consolidate the lining up exercise to understand how we relate to each other and what already exists so that we can better clarify next steps. Are we an umbrella or do we play a different role?

Potential Boundary Changes with Adjacent LCCs
Andrew Milliken summarized the issues we are trying to address.   The specific issues are confined to the boundaries between the Upper Mississippi Great Lakes and North Atlantic LCC in eastern New York and western Vermont and  Appalachian LCC and North Atlantic LCC in New York, Connecticut and Massachusetts.  Those are the issues that we talked about in the last call. What can we do to this set of boundaries to make this more workable in the Northeast Region? Also, what can we do in the Northeast to work across LCC boundaries more seamlessly?  He referred to the map that was provided as a handout.

The specific issues that have come up is that westernmost part of the North Atlantic LCC – the Adirondack/Tug Hill section - is separated from the main part of the LCC by the  Champlain Valley which is lumped with the Upper Mississippi Great Lakes LCC.  A number of partners including Vermont have said that boundary does not make sense from their perspective - the Champlain Valley will be ignored and it will be hard for Vermont to participate.  The proposed solution is to draw a boundary from the northern edge of the Adirondacks across the international border to Vermont and include the Champlain Valley and all of Vermont in the North Atlantic LCC.

The second issue is the finger of the Appalachian LCC extends across the Hudson valley into Connecticut and Massachusetts apparently following the Hudson Highlands and trap rock ridges.  This extension does not make sense ecologically or logistically and actually cuts off the Hudson River and Hudson Valley from the Atlantic Coast. The solution is to draw a new Appalachian/North Atlantic boundary at the western edge of the Hudson Valley in New York thereby including the Hudson River and Valley and all of Connecticut and Massachusetts (and therefore all of New England) in the North Atlantic LCC.  The related boundary issue is where to draw the line between the Hudson and Mohawk Valley and the Great Lakes.  The suggestion is to use the Mohawk/Great Lakes watershed boundary.  Over the phone Patti Reixinger (New York) felt that the Mohawk should be included in the North Atlantic and that we should also consider putting the Tug Hill Plateau into the Great Lakes LCC.

There was input and consensus via email and phone before the meeting by the affected state representatives: Wayne MacCallum from Massachusetts, Bill Hyatt from Connecticut, Tom Decker from Vermont and Patti Reixinger from New York. Andrew asked if there was consensus from the larger group to work with adjacent LCCs on these boundary changes.  There were no objections.  Lise Hanners noted that she agrees but has issues with including Tug Hill with the Great Lakes that she will follow up with Patti Reixinger through The Nature Conservancy’s New York chapters.

David Whitehurst noted that Connecticut and Massachusetts don’t participate in the Appalachian Joint Venture because it doesn’t make sense.  This change would be consistent with the joint venture approach. 

Andrew also noted that the other part of the conversation that we need to continue to have is that we make sure that when we think about doing projects that we are not constrained by LCC boundaries when it does not make sense. We should work across them when they make sense. 

The group agreed on an action item that Andrew would work with the Adjacent LCCs to agree on these changes.

Communications Tools and Outreach needs from Steering Committee
Megan Nagel presented several outreach tools for the group’s consideration including the North Atlantic LCC.org website that she is constructing and asked the questions:
1. Pictures –Are you willing to contribute your professional or near professional quality photos for the Website?
2. Additional tabs in the header besides Home, About, Meetings, Projects, and Contacts?
3. Organizational prominence –Will your organization allow the display of your logo on the Website? Would you like a description of each organization on the site?
4. Moving forward: Is it acceptable to post the materials the USFWS has already developed for the North Atlantic LCC on the Website?
5. Any additional items or information you would like on the Website?

There was some discussion and agreement to provide feedback to Megan via email.  Megan then addressed new media and discussed the recommendations that the LCC include:
1. Implement a blog for story updates, resources, and entries from LCC partners.
2. Start a Flickr stream for LCC photos.
3. Consider how Facebook and Twitter might be best leveraged for the North Atlantic LCC.

It was agreed that new media only works with continuous maintenance and we should wait to implement those tools until we were ready to commit to them.  We could develop a Flickr page right away and begin experimenting with blogging.  

Megan then went through a tutorial on SharePoint and the group agreed to use SharePoint to share documents.  Megan will set up access.

It was identified that the North Atlantic LCC needs a written communications strategy. Megan will write the initial draft and send out to the steering committee for review. The communications strategy will work to address the target audience identified during discussion. Those target audiences are: scientists, local volunteers, Congressional, non-profits, “traditional” audiences, and 15-30 year olds. 

Megan asked for each organization to identify a point of contact other than their steering committee member (unless the steering committee member chooses to remain the point of contact) for communications needs such as photos or logo files. 

Megan agreed to send a follow-up email to the steering committee detailing the action items identified during the communications discussion.

Structure and Governance
Andrew reviewed that we had agreed to for the structure and governance and that there were two things we needed to do as a group: determine who the single point of contact and voting member will be from your organization on the Steering Committee? (ideally in the next couple of weeks).  Secondly discuss leadership and how would you like to transition leadership to the partnership.

Dave Whitehurst nominated Ken to be chair and the group quickly seconded and agreed unanimously.

Bob Lent noted that he thinks it is really important for the Fish and Wildlife Service to be the chair during this interim time and thinks it should be for two years. 

Ken Elowe replied that he thinks we also need a vice chair for when he is unavailable and for including additional perspectives in the leadership.

David Whitehurst noted that as chair, Ken could establish a nominations group to look at who the appropriate people are to hold some offices. I think it is important to have the Service lead during the interim as well and then after a year or two we can look at appointing a new chair and in terms of decision making in the short term, having to run it through a group this large can be difficult. Ken replied that at least for the interim, we need to run decisions through the steering committee when necessary. 

Steve Weber agreed that it does make sense to formalize that decision. He made a motion that we install Ken as chair for a term of two years and that during the time when the vice chair or other positions are called for we deal with that as needed. Rachel Muir seconded.

Andrew asked that we be more formal about the vice-chair selection process.  Rachel Muir proposed a friendly amendment to create a nominations sub-group to vote in a vice- chair at the next meeting.  The group approved the motion unanimously.

Rachel asked about task groups or committees? Science and outreach?  The technical committee discussed earlier will move forward.

Ken replied that for communications, we will have Megan get in touch with you about who she should speak with in your organizations for communications purposes. We can formalize a committee our next meeting if needed.   

Next Meeting
After a short discussion, the group agreed to meeting the day after the Northeast Fish and Wildlife Conference (Wednesday April 20) in Manchester, New Hampshire.  Andrew will also set up a conference call in late January to check in on a few items including the needs requests. 

Krista Kartstensen (USGS) noted that she has done a preliminary analysis on landcover change in the North Atlantic LCC that she could share after the meeting for those interested

Adjournment
Ken thanked everyone for all their hard work –he is very excited about the opportunity for conservation and will be sensitive to competing needs. 

The meeting was adjourned at 5 p.m.
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