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Appendix A: ENRTF Strategic Planning Stakeholder Input Process Visual
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LCCMR Member Summary To be received in early November
*  What did LCCMR members say are the biggest pricrities and possible sclutions?
*  What did experts [people doing on-the-ground research and werk on issues related to the environment and natural rescurces) recommend as goals in the areas of water, land,
recreation, air, energy, fish, and wildlife? Which goal in each area is the highest priority? What strategies for reaching prioritized goals in those areas should have highest priority
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LCCMR Strategic Planning Meeting—Nov. 13

4

= Priority areas
= Areas of emphasis for funding
* Short- and long-term goals and strategies

With this information, members identify 2020-2026:
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