Integrated Land Management Meeting – Winnipeg 3-5-08

1. Teams representing seven successful applicants invited to Stage 2 of the GeoConnections Integrated Land Management (ILM) initiative met in Winnipeg for two-days to learn more about the GeoConnections solicitation, to meet/network with potential participants in the ILM Network, to receive comments on our Stage 1 proposals, and to offer comments on the emerging ILM network. 

David Keeley (GOMC) and David Mitchell (NS Fisheries and Aquaculture) represented the Council’s proposal/application.

2. Full proposals will be prepared over the next 3-4 weeks and five proposals (out of seven) will be chosen. 

3. The context for their solicitation is two-years of meetings, results of related funding programs and other work products that envision an ILM network that responds to the land management and conservation needs of Canada. 
4. The vision is that the network will learn, share and explore successful and unsuccessful approaches to land management. Through it they want to grow the capacity of ILM practitioners. 
5. GeoConnections/NRCAN will provide supplemental services to successful applicants including: user needs assessments, content on ILM, technology needs/applications, and policy advice on implementing the approved work plans.

6. Through the meeting and listening to the proposals from the other applicants we gleaned:

· Place-based integrated plans and implementation policies are a major focus;

· Tools are to be developed, tested, applied and evaluated;

· Possible tools include predictive planning tools, models, maps, options analysis, outreach, cumulative impact tools, etc. There is a distinct interest in dynamic tools that integrate information vs. static, one-off maps and plans;

· Special focus/interest  in responding to cumulative impacts;
· At least 4 of the proposals focus on a specific land area (e.g., watershed, caribou habitat, national park/forest, etc.) that seek to develop management plans and policy responses; 

· Proposals need to move beyond data aggregation to enabling more directly managers to take action;

· Extreme (and well deserved) focus on end-users (knowing specifically what the agencies are, the divisions and the people themselves). They seek to avoid earlier efforts that created tools for a generic audience (e.g., environmental permitting). Want assurance of likelihood of products influencing end-users – so called “uptake” of project results ;

7. Substantial back-n-forth about taking on bold proposals and the fact that maximum proposals are $150K plus match (e.g., avoid over promising and under delivering). 
8. Banter about choosing proposals that are comprehensive vs. choosing an issue (e.g., water demand and supply), considering all influencing factors and develop responses. 

9. Successful proposals will need to be integrative of different land management issues and have an assessment aspect. Those that are single issue will not be competitive.  Our challenge is to write a proposal that creates the impervious surface data layers AND “integrates” it with the other ESIP web-based tools (e.g., contaminants & eutrophication data) so that users have access to dynamic tools for use in planning, policy development and land use decision making.  Demonstrate how the products will be used in the proposal. 
10. Need to be sure to explain how CDGI standards will enable the projects to be successful.

11. They want applicants to be really transparent about the challenges and risks associated with the project objectives. Earlier workshops determined challenges included: analytical/modeling, data, knowledge, engagement, funding and marketing, structural, and governance.

12. Proposals will need to contrast phases of ILM (vision, planning, implementing, and monitoring) against the challenges. (They will provide a table for applicants to complete as a part of the application.
13. Canada is in discussions about creating a national land cover series that could be essential to our proposal. Need to learn more about it from the GeoConnections staffer that mentioned it.

14. GeoConnections estimates that 85% of the resources go toward the project and 15% for network participation

15. Rough estimate of internal use of the funds is 70% on tool development and 30% on dissemination (e.g., training sessions, workshops, PR, outreach, meeting with end-users, etc.)

16. Project sustainability – important to describe how will the proponent ensure the products/tools are not abandoned (e.g., 20-year longevity of the Council, adopted by partners, etc.)

Next Steps

a. Letters of intent are due with the proposal. In order to write the letters of support people will need a 1-page cogent statement of what the proposal is.

· What environmental condition are we trying to improve or protect?

· What current policy or planning initiatives will the proposal respond to?

· Who is directly involved with the policy/planning effort and who do they rely on for advice?

· What do these people need to know (and thus what do we need to know & who do we need to work with?)

· What are the emerging opportunities to role out the products and/or integrate them into parallel efforts (e.g., development of NS coastal and water resource policies, etc.)

· How will we monitor use of our work and report on it?

b. Loop with Larry H and ask him to coordinate ACAP participation and Letter of Support

c. Need to arrange conference call of CD subcommittee ASAP
d. Complete “relation management” chart from the meeting (e.g., persons and agencies that are in charge of the policy or planning of interest). These are the end-users that need to be engaged in the design and implementation of the project. 
e. Strike up conversation with COIN Atlantic about what they are doing, how it relates/supports our interests, and how they might serve as data hub for our work (e.g., Canadian data stored and managed on Canadian servers)

f. Write hard hitting/focused statement on what the issue(s) is that we’re seeking to address. Impact of shoreline development on coastal and marine habitats is the broad issue. Within that issue include:

· Water quality impairment resulting from stormwater (e.g., nutrients, contaminants, sediment, etc.)

· Water quantity issues stemming from increased impervious surfaces (e.g., increased flow, reduced infiltration to groundwater, etc.)

· Role of coastal population and population density indicators – what will these indicators contain, what do they tell us, who are the end-users and how will they use the indicators when available, etc.???

g. Re-read the Stage 1 comments provided on our LOI 

