SCOPES OF WORK FOR RECOMMENDED NEAR TERM TASKS 

Follow-up to the LCC Workshop, March 30-April 1, 2010


Title: Integrating National Conservation Initiatives - First Steps

Scope of Work:  
To incorporate the priorities of State Wildlife Action Plans (SWAPs), Migratory Bird Joint Ventures (JVs), the National Fish Habitat Action Plan (NFHAP), and The Nature Conservancy Ecoregional Assessment into LCC conservation goals.

LCC Criteria for Science/Information Needs/Priorities to Inform Decision Making:
· Broad applicability

· Diverse partner base

· Landscape or watershed integration
· Short-term achievability (phased products)
· Geospatial component
	Description
	Timeline

	1. List of priority species and communities by LCC (from SWAPs and National Conservation Initiatives)
	3 months

	2. Database of priority species by habitat in LCCs.
	18 months

	3. Maps and Index of priority places (ongoing or planned)
	12 months

	4. Index of habitat classification approaches and consistent habitat map (where data exists)
	6 months

	5. Index of projects that forecast future climate conditions & response models & their methods.
	6 -12 months


Estimated Cost : $300-500k
Next Steps

1. Common map baseline

2. Implement consistent habitat mapping and climate response models

3. Inventory/Incorporation of long-term science information needs.

4. Broaden the range of conservation partners to include other initiatives.

Short and Medium Term Plans (modified from Wildlife Diversity Recommendations)

1. List of SGCN & FWS trust species, other imperiled species by LCC. – Short Term

2. Database of priority species by habitat in LCC. – Short Term

3. Maps of priority places using common mapping framework. – Medium – Long Term

a. Including descriptions of how priority places were defined.

4. Consistent habitat classification and mapping across all LCCs 

a. Map – Medium Term

b. Index of approaches being implemented, geographic extent, classification level – Short Term

5. Projections of future climate conditions & response models.

a. Index of projects that forecast future climate conditions & response models.

Names of Willing Contributors for Follow-Up:  Andrew Milliken, Mary Klein (or Mahaffy or Boatman?), Arpita Choudhury, Dave Whitehurst (or Pashley?), Chris Iverson (?), Joni Ward, Wes Burger 

Title: DOI Outreach Strategy and Marketing Plan

Scope of Work:

Revisit vision, mission, goals to be sure partners, agencies, and leadership understand these fundamentals in light of the expansion of both LCCs and CSCs beyond their original framing in their originating bureaus. 

· Take advantage of early FWS and USGS and on-the-ground work, not supplant it. 

· And each LCC and CSC will be different (different resources, partners etc.)

· There must be a balance between top-down, too-early definition versus free-agency at the local level.

· Address “climate” versus “natural resource management” focus, and how to incorporate other DOI endpoints, which have not been represented to date. 

· “Sustainable landscapes” may be a framing concept; potential need for supporting, integrating, and communicating about major land and resource management balancing issues. 

· Must address the long term process for partners’ involvement (steering committee membership, roles, and responsibilities). This must accommodate great diversity of partners and different landscape-level contexts (different issues, different organizational involvement). 

· Joint venture governance model is useful

· MUST be done at high level with all federal agencies. Existing DOI documents are DOI-centric and address these issues at a very high level. Need to broaden and deepen. 

· BUT framing MUST be done with partners

Interagency, fed/nonfed, staff / mid-level working group to be tasked, with DOI leadership Energy and Climate Council oversight. Needs both HQ and field representation. 

· Define audiences

· Address mission goals, etc. 

Once message is defined, engage serious marketing and communications planning and resources 

· Professionals that can help with shaping the materials and messages) 

· Lots of LCC-level action but must be provided with better information re message, mission etc

· National and regional level are gaps. 

· Utilize agency and other resources to get messages out (e.g.)

· Congressional relations

· Intergovernmental affairs

Timeframe:

· Urgent, ASAP (esp. regarding message clarification and amplification)

· Consider making at least some progress on this before making any other major announcements about the initiative

· Partnership conversations must not be rushed
· PHASING: Leadership clarity first, then existing partners next, then other partners

Estimated Cost:

· Mostly staff time and resources

· Some costs for travel, production/printing, support for partner engagement (tribes, states, NGOs)

· Estimated at $200k
Names of Willing Contributors for Follow-Up:  Robin O’Malley, Dan Lechefsky, Brian Anderson, Arpita Choudhury, Karen Murphy

Title: Achieving benchmark functionality for modeling priority LCC resources

Scope of Work: 
A threshold of functionality is needed for the ability to model resource change across the network.  Assemble the data and models to project future resource states in priority resources

Step 1: Define the minimum functionality needed by the LCCs to project future states of priority resources; write an RFP to help fund the 9 initial LCCs to achieve that functionality

Step 2: Each of the 9 initial LCCs writes a proposal outlining what additional data sets and models are needed to meet the minimum functionality

Step 3: Make selections via outside peer review, and initiate funding (each according to need)

Step 4: LCCs assemble the data and models and achieve functionality standards. 

Step 5: Repeat as new LCCs are added

Timeline (duration per step):

· Step 1: 6 mo

· Steps 2-3: 4 mo

· Step 4: 1-3 years

Estimated Cost:

· Step 1:  $50k

· Steps 2-4: $1.35M (9 LCCs X $150k)

Names of Willing Contributors for Follow-Up:  Jeff Burgett, Monica Tomosy, Linda Purviance, Cheryl Hickam, Melinda Knutson, Al Fisher 

Title:  Information Needs, Existing tools and Science information Gaps to support the LCC Network

Scope of Work:

1. Catalogue existing natural resource management plans at state-level or higher

a. Include:

i. SWAPS

ii. Fish Habitat Initiative

iii. Joint Venture

iv. State Agency plans

b. Generate Darwin Core metadata about the plans

2. Synthesize science and information needs from reports

3. Inventory existing management tools to address expressed science and information needs.

4. Identify science and information needs gaps

5. Create database and web-enabled interface.

Equation 1

Needs – Existing = Gaps
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Timeline:  
Two year effort

Year 1:  

· Contracting 

· Inventory and compile

Year 2:

· Complete compilation

· Synthesize

Estimated Cost:  $350-400k

Names of Willing Contributors for Follow-Up:   Monica Tomosy, Paul Schmidt, Steve Fancy, Robin O’Malley, Melinda Knutson, Sean Finn, Al Fisher

Title:  Workshop to determine data requirements to inform a national data management strategy 
Scope of work:  

Initiate a requirements analysis phase for determining data requirements that would inform a national data management strategy that would support a Living National Conservation Strategy.  Details are contingent on the vision for the relationship between CSCs and LCCs.  

Steps leading to workshop:

1.
Form a Data Council (5 – 7 persons)  

Composition.  Full time staff, folks with a combination of skill sets (e.g. enterprise IT management, database, scientific applications) from Federal entities (DOI, USDA, etc) who have worked closely with practitioners in the field.  

Role:  coordinate across LCCs.  Assumption:  Council members are able to interface with an LCC data coordinator from each LCC.

2.
Data Council adopts and adapts a template (may include fields like: ownership, security restrictions, spatial and temporal extent, quality of information qualifiers, spatial and temporal resolution) that can be used to survey data requirements from LCCs.   Perhaps use a stratified template that captures information about a use case, and information about each data set associated with that use case.  Data is defined as:

· Data currently used in projects.

· Data people wished they had but were not able to secure. 

3.
Template is sent out to LCC data coordinators, and offered as POCs for LCC data coordinators if they have queries about intent of template fields, etc.  

4.
Template is sent back to the Data Council 4 weeks prior to workshop start.  Data Council:

· Analyzes and synthesizes data from LCCs.  

· Attempts first cut identification of common data needs across LCCs. 

5.
 At workshop conduct, results of synthesis are presented and discussed.  Include in workshop providers of national scale datasets to help identify:

· Low, mid, high efforts initiatives to meet gaps, and estimates of schedules and budgets for developing these products.

· Mechanisms for managing datasets, that should include:

· Preliminary strategy for data centers and organizing principles for data centers.

· Principles for serving and sharing data.

· Policies for managing data and tools to assist the LCCs in their work.  Includes:

· Circumstances under which LCCs contribute derived data products to a national data set and requirements (data provenance, cross-walks for transforming data sets if any).

· Ways for users to rate and rank data sets to indicate quality of data.

· Formal mechanisms to request changes in dataset requirements from national data providers.

Timeline:

· Data Council formed ASAP, drafts announcement, sends out materials to LCCs.

· Aug 15:  Templates are due.

· Sep 15:  Workshop conduct.  LCCs invited to send either LCC coordinator and data coordinator, or, data coordinator and major LCC partner.

Cost estimate:  $350K

Names of Willing Contributors for Follow-Up:   Vivian Hutchison, Joe Miller, Cheryl Hickam, Brian Wee, Nora Devoe, Brad Andres, Al Fisher 

Title:  Secretarial Order Implementation Advisory Staff Group

Scope of work:  

Require each DOI bureau to provide one or more detailees to join an interbureau staff group tasked with developing a national working framework for Secretarial Order 3289 implementation, end-to-end (LCCs, CSCs, place-based collaborations and their interoperations).  This will include consideration of what the pieces are and how they interoperate, in order to get to that end-to-end approach.  It is envisioned that these discussions will evolve to a process for implementing centers and the broader goals of the S.O., including making recommendations with respect to working groups necessary for implementing the framework.  The staff group will also provide continuing support related to national operations beyond the initial implementation.  The staff group will also address the question of when and how to include stakeholders and develop options for stakeholder participation, recognizing FACA and other considerations.

Other roles and important considerations of the staff group include:

· Identify and make recommendations with respect to emerging issues

· Liaison function with bureaus

Those detailed to the team should be senior professional staff with extensive experience in bureau program management and operations.  This group, charged with implementation of the Secretarial Order, reports to the Energy and Climate Change Task Force.  The group is an advisory group and does not have line authority.  The staff team will need to have staff support.

Timeline:  Immediate
Cost:  In-kind.  Bureaus to provide salary and related costs.

Names of Willing Contributors for Follow-Up:  Chris Iverson, Kim Magraw, Marcia McNiff, Kit Mullen, Frank Shipley, Nancy Green

