Atlantic Coast Joint Venture

Management Board Meeting 
Duck, North Carolina

March 11-12, 2008
Action Items

Report on national meeting on JV allocations

Andrew to work with subcommittee on NAWMP Policy Survey
Strategic Plan draft for July

Additional PRISM
Comments to Tim Plan approval by April 15.  Final to be posted shortly thereaafter

Welcome and Opening Remarks

Review and Approval of Minutes and Action Items from Summer Meeting  

Management Board Chair Ken Elowe (Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife) welcomed the Management Board to North Carolina and reviewed the meeting purpose, agenda and logistics.  He noted that Fred Harris of the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission would be joining the meeting later to officially welcome everyone.  Ken noted that an overall theme to the meeting was to discuss the role and best purpose of the joint venture within the larger conservation community, particularly in the implementation of the biological foundation.
Andrew Milliken (ACJV) reviewed the action items from the previous meeting and referred to a handout with actions taken.  Most actions will be discussed later in the agenda and are referenced in these minutes.  Andrew noted on the action item regarding the Appalachian Mountains Joint Venture that ACJV and Appalachian Mountains Joint Venture (AMJV) staff were to draw boundary map that portrays those states interested in participating in the AMJV.  This map was displayed on an easel in the room.  

The board unanimously approved the minutes from the July 2007 management board meeting in Portsmouth, New Hampshire.  The final minutes will be posted on the ACJV website ()

Biological Foundation 
Presentation

Judd Howell (USGS Patuxent Wildlife Research Center) made a presentation outlining the ACJV Biological Foundation Plan for the board (presentation available)
He described the purpose of the Biological Foundation Plan to articulate the need and describe a framework and next steps for the Atlantic Coast Joint Venture’s biological foundation in the context of the joint venture’s activities of planning, implementing and evaluating conservation actions.  He noted that the plan is guided by several documents and initiatives including the Atlantic Coast Joint Venture Strategic Plan, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Manual Chapter on Joint Ventures, the North American Waterfowl Management Plan and Continental Assessment and the Strategic Habitat Conservation approach articulated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and U.S. Geological Survey (discussed later in the morning). He outlined and described the four elements in the joint venture’s biological foundation:  biological planning, conservation design, monitoring and research that operate within an adaptive resource management feedback loop to improve future delivery of conservation actions.  He noted that the plan describes each element in the biological foundation, describes the need for that particular element, lists the next steps needed in the joint venture and indicates what resources are available and what projects have been completed or are underway.  Priorities for future projects under each element will be part of an appendix that will be kept up-to-date on the Atlantic Coast Joint Venture’s web site.  
Judd finished his presentation with comments about the need for full participation of all joint venture partners.  Atlantic Coast Joint Venture staff will provide a coordinating role to ensure effective execution of this framework but success can be achieved only if all partners are fully engaged.  In some cases that will mean the contribution of increased partner dollars and staff time to help with specific priority projects.  In other cases, it may mean being strong advocates for change in management actions or policies that can affect land use and other conservation decisions.  

He noted from his experience at the Patuxent Wildlife Research Center that monitoring is critical to show progress, to gain credibility and justify future funds; that research must be focused on high priority activities and must be cost effective and that adaptive management process are critical to maintaining credibility.  How do we as a partnership maintain and carry through the effort-achieving goals and objectives with limited budgets?  We need to use staff, adjust priorities, and exercise our “power”.  State directors can be advocates for a strong biological foundation.
Discussion
Paul Schmidt (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Division of Migratory Birds) asked how the ACJV would describe the difference between biological planning and conservation design in terms of spatial context, ecological considerations, social and economic considerations.  Andrew and Tim Jones (ACJV) replied that they consider biological planning to be all about populations - understanding status, trends, priorities and limiting factors including habitat limiting factors.  Conservation design is about developing tools to address limiting factors.  For habitat limiting factors that means tools that guide where we need to do what on the landscape.  Population-habitat modeling is used in both biological planning and conservation design.  Conservation design is also the step in which we need to integrate among multiple species objectives.
Ken Elowe stated that it is important to integrate people into the population objective setting stage.  It is critical to get feedback and buy in by society.  He also stated that there is never enough information to fully “design” a landscape.  In the ACJV, we are not necessarily dealing with restoring and sustaining habitats and populations but we are trying to slow the rate of decline of loss of habitat.  The realistic goal may be to stabilize a population at a lower level than exists at present.  We need to think about what metrics are being used for monitoring progress.  These metrics should guide our work right now while we continue to refine our objectives.
Tim expressed concern about realistically being able to fully integrate the general public into the process – he thought that was the role of the initiatives.  Ken responded that the initiatives are many of the same staff and partners particularly in state agencies.  John Stanton (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Region 4) noted that Comprehensive Conservation Plans and State Wildlife Grants are two places that there is an element of public input.  As the State Wildlife Plans are revisited, there are opportunities for public input.  Ray Whittemore (Ducks Unlimited) emphasized the importance of involvement at a public policy level - more advocacy through legislators.  Paul Schmidt mentioned that it is a matter of scale.  Public doesn’t necessarily understand large scale conservation.  Chris Canfield (Audubon North Carolina) agreed that public does not understand policy and biology at multiple scales.  It is critical to link regional issues back to the local scale and listen to the public.  Dan Forster (Georgia Department of Natural Resources) stated that the plan should be based on science.  The transition to implementation is where we need to get input from public.  Ken noted how important it is to show the link between local efforts and national efforts. Andrew added that we need to incorporate the uses of the landscape by people and the needs of wildlife populations (as expressed as population objectives) and balance what a landscape can support.  Tim noted that we need to be clear about what it means to “sustain” a landscape.  

Gwen Brewer (Maryland Department of Natural Resources) added that we need to include the academic community in these conversations and to get their support for research.

Ken asks if we need to change our metrics for measuring success.  Paul responded that measurements are not likely to change in dramatic ways.  We need to explain better the dynamics of ecosystem challenges.  Different vocabulary and understanding of issues; should be a broad discussion between national efforts and policy leaders.  Marvin believes Congress is where we need to focus.  

Ken asks if the ACJV should use the population objectives that have been provided to us by other plans?  Paul—yes.  Andrew—yes it is part of the JV’s responsibility to deliver objectives of continental plans but it is also our responsibility to indicate what is realistic by assessing the capability at BCR and flyway scales.  This assessment may lead to the revision of top-down objectives based on bottom-up habitat assessments.  The multistate grant project is an example of this type of assessment that we hope to apply JV-wide.  
John Frampton (South Carolina Department of Natural Resources) feels that the JV needs to facilitate conservation not try to design and coordinate exactly what happens where.  He wants to make sure the joint venture is still focused to getting projects done on the ground not just on research and monitoring.  It is important to develop a biological foundation but this must be balanced by the opportunistic and willing seller nature of land acquisition. 
Ken asks who does the work if the JV doesn’t?  Andrew answers that the JV partnership-not the staff-is where the work is to be done with staff as facilitators and coordinators.

Mitch says it is critical to buy habitat strategically.  Not just buy what you can buy.  Research can be cheap rather than spending money in the wrong way as was done for years in the Prairie Potholes.  Paul emphasized that random acts of conservation will not serve us.  We must strive to more strategic in our approaches.

Approval

David Norris reported that the Waterfowl Technical Committee and a subcommittee reviewed the plan and recommended its approval with minor edits.
Gwen Brewer reported that the Integrated Bird Conservation Committee (IBCC) reviewed plan and recommended its approval.

Ken summarized:  plan is needed, it’s a foundational plan but not specific on how each item would happen.

Ken asked the board for approval of the plan.  Plan was approved unanimously with the understanding that the few edits that were identified would be incorporated.  Board was given a month to get any final edits to Tim.
Update on Multistate Grant for Conservation Design

Steve Williams and Jaime Collazo of North Carolina State University presented an overview on the multistate grant project on conservation design (link to presentation).
The overall objective of this proposal is to develop a consistent methodology and to enhance the capacity of states, joint ventures and other partners to assess and design sustainable landscape conservation for birds and other wildlife in the eastern United States. Specifically, this project would develop and implement a framework and tools to 1) assess the current capability of habitats in ecoregions in the eastern United States to support sustainable bird populations; 2) predict the impacts of landscape-level changes (e.g., from urban growth, conservation programs, climate change) on the future capability of these habitats to support bird populations; 3) target conservation programs to effectively and efficiently achieve objectives in State Wildlife Action Plans and bird conservation plans and evaluate progress under these plans; and 4) enhance coordination among partners during the planning, implementation and evaluation of habitat conservation through conservation design.  The project is funded through the multistate grant program and matched from Gap Analysis and other sources. Steve provided additional detail on tasks that will be undertaken under each of the objectives above and how existing Regional Gap Analysis products will be used.  
Andrew reminded the board that the National Conservation Need on conservation design was developed based on the recommendation of the ACJV and thanked the Board for being involved in the process and supporting the approval of the NCN and the subsequent grant proposal.  This project is a key component in moving the conservation design element of the biological foundation forward.  Regional Gap Analysis will give the joint venture a consistent set of habitat data layers of both north and southern portions of this joint venture and this project will be a prototype for relating those data layers to bird and other wildlife populations.  For the project to succeed it will be critical that the ACJV board and technical committees to stay engaged in the process over the next few years.  The technical committees will have an advisory and technical role.  Early on, the principal investigators will need input from SAMBI state working group partners.  These partners and the board members from those states (VA, NC, SC, GA, FL) will be contacted over the next few months.
Tim noted that the project is not directly a climate change modeling effort.  It will take the results of climate change models developed by others and relate them to bird populations using the population habitat relationships developed in this project. The project will focus on a set of represent species associated with assemblages or guilds that will serve as an index of biodiversity.    

Strategic Habitat Conservation and applicability to ACJV

Marvin Moriarty (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Northeast Region) provided an overview of the Strategic Habitat Conservation (SHC) of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and U.S. Geological Survey (link to SHC Report).  SHC is all about partners collaborating on landscape level conservation.  The Fish and Wildlife Service is making shift in their way of doing business to a proactive, science-based, strategic approach.  The approach defines what, how much and where we need to deliver habitat and other conservation to achieve defined biological outcomes (generally population objectives).  Like the ACJV Biological Foundation Plan, SHC includes biological planning, conservation design, conservation delivery, monitoring and research in a cycle of adaptive management.  To date, SHC has been an internally-driven process within the U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service and U.S. Geological Survey.  There is a need for buy-in and to capacity building within the Service.  The framework will help the Service achieve the six resource priorities laid out by the Director (National Wildlife Refuge System, landscape Conservation, Migratory Birds, Threatened and Endangered Species, Aquatic Species, Connecting People with Nature) and will help staff incorporate this approach into their daily routine.  The Service has regional teams to help guide initial implementation and understanding (Andrew is current chair of Northeast regional team).  Ken Elowe and Andrew are members of the national team.  This is not an addition to what people do in their job but it is a shift in how they approach their work.  There are no new resources to implement the framework at this time.
Ken Elowe provided the national context for SHC.  Trust has been placed in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, states and other partners to support wildlife and habitat protection for future generations.  We must be credible with the public and connect to what is important to them. As a conservation community we have trouble connecting what we do to something that public connects to.  We need to translate public desires into doing something on the ground.  The Service needs to be complementary and not redundant in their efforts particularly to states.  They need to get states and conservation organizations involved and would like their feedback so they can develop complementary roles in conservation.  This could change the role of Service to facilitators of trust responsibilities and help people understand their everyday efforts.

Paul Schmidt added his view of SHC as a maturing of conservation.  As evidenced by the Biological Foundation Plan, the ACJV is maturing at a fast rate.  One weakness in the Service maturing has been in articulating our objectives that are fundamentally population-based and our ability to monitor these populations and the impact of our conservation actions in a meaningful way.  He hopes that the work of the Service is focused on and complementary to the work of the joint ventures.  He thanked Ken for his contributions and leadership in SHC and in the joint venture.
Discussion on Biological Foundation

One question emerging from the Biological Foundation discussion that has been discussed in the past is the relationship with NABCI.

Paul explained that NABCI integrates bird conservation initiatives effectively but needs a better connection to joint ventures.  NABCI expects that JV’s will deliver regional planning scale and on-the ground implementation.  Sharing and exploring these expectations with JV’s has not been done completely or consistently.

Ken asked if the ACJV needs to be more involved.  Paul thinks there needs to be a continued discussion as NABCI and the Association of Joint Venture Management Boards mature.  He had hoped that the Association of JV Management Boards would be the communication link between NABCI and the JVs but they have not played that role.  The lack of consensus among JVs about this role is based in part on “paranoia” by some JVs about the role of the Association speaking for all JV’s. NABCI will be asking all JV’s to have a joint meeting but only have one representative on the NABCI committee that would come from the Assoc. of JV Management Boards.

Ken re-asks do we need NABCI’s input into what we are doing?  Paul replie that yes, weaving the efforts together is very important.  It is important that NABCI and the joint ventures share what each others expectations are.  

Andrew stated that there is no entity available evaluating how we are delivering conservation to other initiatives besides waterfowl through NAWMP.  Paul says evaluations of and by initiatives is happening and an assessment of landbird conservation by Partners in Flight is likely next and is looking to his office to fund it.

Ken is looking to Board to see what his role/commitment should be in the Association and NABCI.  So far, his involvement has been very limited besides Hill visits.  He is willing to step up efforts if it’s not a waste of time.
State Wildlife Action Plans and Regional Monitoring Projects
Scot Williamson (Wildlife Management Institute) reported on the status of Northeast Regional Projects through the Northeast Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (NEAFWA).  There were three projects initially funded through Doris Duke and the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation including regional habitat classification and mapping and regional metrics for measuring success under State Wildlife Action Plans.  The northeast states subsequently agreed to pool a percentage of their State Wildlife Grant funding to fund regional projects.  A NEAFWA RCN process was developed with the Wildlife Management Institute serving a coordination role (link to RCN grants webpage).  In 2007, there were eight grants funded and NEAFWA is now moving on with RFP for the 2008 cycle - 15 pre-proposals were submitted with roughly 400K in the pot.  There is a 50% required non-fed match.  States are starting to reach a place were they can do more coordinated implementation which fits in nicely with ACJV work.  WMI could build capacity and interest to export this approach to other regional associations.  They would look to other regions to perhaps be more flexible.  Mike Slattery (National Fish and Wildlife Foundation) noted that NFWF hopes to identify $10 million from corporate interests to be matched by Doris Duke for landscape acquisition in the future. 

Tim Breault presentation on Southeast Regional Projects
The Southeast region has a wildlife action plan committee to facilitate implementation of coordinated projects across the region.  A number of projects were funded through the Doris Duke NFWF funds including support for the Southeast Aquatic Resources Partnership.  They have identified other projects including synoptic shorebird monitoring and especially climate change.  There is great interest in pooling resources in the Southeast where it makes sense but their has been concern over the 50% match required by these grants (link to presentation)  

Report on Atlantic Flyway State Wildlife Action Plan Bird Conservation Database 
Melanie Steinkamp reported on progress on this database project.  She is working with AFWA and USGS and contractors to see if there is an existing process that can tag unstructured text from state wildlife grants so that it can then be queried.  In the meantime, they are working with a contractor that is organizing information manually.  They need to complete the project before September and hope to have something to show at summer meetings in July.
Report on Coordinated Bird Monitoring in Northeast and Southeast
Mitch reported on the Northeast Coordinated Bird Monitoring project that was funded through a multistate grant (link to website). There have been two regional meetings of state and other partners, statisticians and others involved in monitoring.  The project has funded partner meetings, the development of the framework and specific monitoring needs.  The partners have made recommendations and priority actions for implementing the framework and regionally coordinated monitoring plans for a variety of bird groups.  Mitch is involved as co-chair of the forest bird monitoring group while Melanie is involved as co-chair of the waterbird monitoring group. There is a steering committee meeting in March in Hadley.  

Tim Jones noted that bird monitoring in the Southeast is not formally coordinated yet.  An American Bird Conservancy proposal was not funded in the most recent round of multistate grants.  In the meantime specific monitoring projects are moving forward that are being designed to address conservation actions needed.  The Painted Bunting monitoring project is moving forward with significant staff support from Tim, Kirsten and Craig.
Implementation of Program for Regional and International Shorebird Monitoring (PRISM) in ACJV States

At the winter meeting, there was a request from the Program for Regional and International Shorebird Monitoring through the IBCC that state board members help ensure good coverage in their states.  Manomet prepared specific letters to each state (ME, MD, RI, CT, PA, VT).  Southeast letters will be going out later through the SAMBI monitoring effort.  The following states reported: Maine (Ken Elowe) believes that their sites are covered; New York (John Major through Andrew Milliken) is coordinating with Manomet to cover sites; Connecticut (Greg Chasko) indicated that a state wildlife grant is being use to cover their sites; and Maryland (Gwen Brewer) is regularly monitoring their two sites and checking that data is being entered into the proper place.  States that have not yet received letters will be getting them soon.
Report on expanded Flyway waterfowl, waterbird and shorebird monitoring in National Wildlife Refuges and expansion to State and other managed areas
John Stanton reported on a program for coordinated Flyway-wide waterfowl and shorebird monitoring for State Wildlife Management Areas, National Wildlife Refuges and other managed lands (link to presentation).  The SAMBI database started in 1996 when Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia and Florida met to coordinate migratory bird habitat management efforts originally for shorebirds and waterfowl.  The over-arching goal is to deliver habitat conservation for all birds across all habitats.  A web-based SAMBI database was developed with the ability to store waterfowl and shorebird survey data based on voluntary participation.  The purpose of database is to monitor relative waterfowl and shorebird population numbers; delineate annual successes toward shorebird habitat goals; support other local and regional bird survey & monitoring needs; and provide a public site to view shorebird & waterfowl population numbers. We are now moving toward a flyway-wide database.  The overall purpose is to guide and evaluate conservation actions.
· Next steps

· New, web-based, statistically-robust database to store monitoring data

· Encourage partners to adopt changes recommended by NABCI report

· Support CBM in coordination with Northeast

· Working on multiple spatial-scale design

Jon Andrews noted that FWS Regions are collaborating (finally) and that we need this type of information to redirect existing resources to better manage migratory birds

Ken Elowe asked how this effort fits into CBM efforts in the flyway?  Does this need to expand beyond NWR lands

Marvin Moriarty – this is going to be discussed at the Service Directorate level.

11:45
Lunch

Reports from Waterfowl Technical Committee and IBCC (12:45-1:45 p.m.)
12:45
Report from the Waterfowl Technical Committee (WTC)
David Norris

1:00
Report from the Integrated Bird Conservation Committee (IBCC)
Gwen Brewer

1:15
Discussion of Management Board Action Items from IBCC and WTC
All

1:30
Discussion of revised Technical Committee Structure, relationship
Gwen Brewer


to Atlantic Flyway Nongame Technical Section
Chris McGrath, NC WRC 



All
Grants and Funding  (1:45-2:45 p.m.)
1:45
Grants Updates and Issues

North American Wetlands Conservation Act  
Rob Deblinger

Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Act
Craig Watson

National Coastal Wetlands Conservation Grants
Ken Elowe, Andrew Milliken


National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
Mike Slattery, NFWF


Other grants
All


Status of Puerto Rico Projects
Jose Cruz-Burgos
2:45
Break
3:00
Joint Venture Budget Status and Future Budget Allocations
Paul Schmidt, Sherry Morgan

Bird Habitat Conservation in North Carolina (3:15-4:15)
Welcome to North Carolina; Presentations by North Carolina
Fred Harris, Joe Fuller
Wildlife Resources Commission, National Wildlife Refuges,
Jon Andrew, John Stanton

Audubon North Carolina
Chris Canfield

PRISM

Joined by Joe Fuller, NC and David Smith

Technical Committee Reports

Waterfowl Technical Committee – David Norris

Joint meeting with BDJV to discuss matters of concern in common

BDJV will be focusing research on linking populations to habitat measures

Formed working group to set research priorities

Formed joint committee with ACJV subcommittee to help develop wintering black duck habitat objectives

Update on NWI prioritization of re-mapping effort; initial effort to be completed by end of March

Habitat trend assessment – NALC data set available from 1970s, 80s & 90s; will use NLCD to do coarse level assessment of habitat trends for ACJV

NAWMP is starting triennial reporting (assessment); ACJV is first up this summer in July 

Migration habitat model goal is to assess amount of migration habitat available

ABDU winter carrying capacity study updates

DU has initiated a solar-powered satellite telemetry study

Andrew Milliken reported on accomplishment reporting
IBCC – Gwen Brewer

Met March 4 with AF Nongame Technical Section

Items for further discussion


Shorebirds (from nongame Tech section)



Migratory stopover/winter concentration areas need to be indentified



Impoundment management across flyways


Bald Eagle habitat – post-listing concern

Ad hoc committee to explore issue – wintering concentration areas may not receive as much protection as before


Northeast Coordinate Bird Monitoring Framework



Endorsement requested


Coordination with initiatives and states on conservation design



Requested coordination as project moves forward

IBCC recommendations/requests

State participation in bird initiatives – asking for state representation in regional working groups

Biological Foundation Plan


Recommended approval to Mgmt Board

IBCC re-structuring

Charge to IBCC from ACJV Mgmt Board (July 2007) to develop final proposal for structure that incorporates nongame bird member from each state


- improve function of IBCC as nongame technical committee

See Gwen’s slides for restructure slide (Gwen referred board to minutes for detail on why structure is as proposed)

WTC and Non-game technical committees will continue to meet at the Atlantic Flyway meetings (winter/summer).  Other sub-committees may occur outside this venue (e.g., other meetings) and via web-conferencing (or other remote means)

Chris McGrath (NC) important to note that the Non-game Technical Section of the Flyway is bound to discuss issues that solely regulatory in nature.  This structure allows state members a venue to address issues that are of a non-regulatory nature; can revisit in the future if not working

Gwen - Another means of coordination is for chairs of one group to attend to attend the other’s meeting

Ken Elowe noted that this sets up a logical structure for him to get his staff to these meeting vs all the other initiative meetings, especially given travel restrictions in state budgets; this was echoed by several board members (Dan Forester & John Frampton)

Andrew noted that the sub-committees could eventually merge with the regional initiatives

Judd Howell moved that we accept IBCC recommendation in an adaptive management framework, Dan Forester seconded; unanimous vote for board

NAWCA Update:

Rob Deblinger – Wayne McCallum and Rob have served on NAWCA Council and Staff for 7 years;  appropriation is just shy of $42 million (45% Canada, 5% Mexico and 50% US);  NAWCA council recommending $84 million dollars in projects; less competitive now than at any other time (standard grants); this past round funded all but 2 or 3 proposals; excellent communication with ACJV staff

Andrew – last round of standard grants there were 11 total grants selected; 19 small grants recommended (final recommendation next week at NAWCA meeting); 13 submitted projects for FY09 – Heart of the Great Swamp project should be added to handout

Paul Schmidt noted that MB Commission is meeting tomorrow and will hopefully adopt NAWCA recommended projects; possibly 2 more projects will be accepted under the Duck Stamp Act monies from this Joint Venture; the small grants program has been expanding;  Mexican projects are also bumping up against limits

Neotropical: more and more applicants are seeking advice from the JV.  We don’t know much about them.

Mitch has the summaries of the current proposals.

Paul S. Those projects will be selected very soon and it’s very competitive.  $5 mil. Funding and $15 needed.  

Ken Elowe – coastal grant program; in Portsmouth we discussed land donation as in-kind match vs monetary match; response to submitted letter was that land donations are in-kind match but the coastal grant program will evaluate potential change in the future

Andrew M – coastal wetland grant program has increased over the last few years; program is under-used in this JV, especially in the Southeast; good program for projects not competitive in the NAWCA program; RFP expected to go out in a week or two with a late June deadline

Mike Slattery, NFWF – profound changes within the organization.  Tim Mail, Jim Sidel (fish). 

· Four initiative efforts adopted by board: oystercatchers, red knots, seabirds & Attwater’s Prairie Chicken

· interested in species that have ripple effects (keystone species); not ruling out habitat and other issues in the future

· Investment Strategies: conservation importance, risk & benefits/cost

· Risk – chance that investment actual return is positive

· Investment risk

· Conservation recovery plan

· Identification of threats…..

· See slides

· Estimate benefits through population change

· Hopeful at next board meeting will get:

· American Woodcock, Golden-winged Warbler, Cerulean Warbler

· Southeastern grassland, open pine, early successional habitats

· Am Oyestercatcher

· Reduce predation

· Reduce human disturbance

· Enhance population assessment & monitoring

· Effects of global climate change

· Important dates

· April 1 – pre-proposal deadline

· June 1 – invitations for full proposals

· October – funding decisions available

· December – grant agreements completed

· $5 million per year for each keystone initiatives

Seabirds presently just pacific (albatross) species; board is interested in investing funds where they can make the most difference – this may help make the Atlantic more attractive; 

Scot Williamson - Is there a role for the ACJV and partners in making this keystone initiative happen?  

Three areas of initiatives:

1. Charter

2. Keystone

3. Venture – tend to be riskier investments, longer time to repay investment

Judd Howell – PWRC has non-profit group that advocates for them; this past spring asked for $$ to hire post-docs to assess climate change issues of importance to JVs’; monies not appropriated

Puerto Rico

NAWCA grant @ Northeast Ecological Corridor – Joes Cruz-Burgos

Significant ecological connections to Upland and marine environments

NAWCA for phase II of project (180 acres)

Proposing marine reserve to 9 nautical miles from shore

Humacao Nature Reserve – proposed brood rearing lagoon; rebuild levy to increase nest success for waterfowl (without this project nest loss approx 96%)

Andrew asked how much time is government giving PRDNR?  Answer November 2008

BREAK

Paul Schmidt – JV Budget Status & Future Budget Allocations

FY09 Budget includes a number of initiatives including migratory birds

2 major components


JVs


Science part of populations

To further SHC initiative through migratory birds

FY09 budget includes increase of $8 million new monies

4.2 million: increase surveys (2 million) and focal species initiative (expansion beyond original 9 species)

4 million increase for JVs

· Current budget approx 10 million; 14 million in FY09

· 1.5 million towards new JVs:  AMJV, Oaks and Prairies, EGCP, Rio Grande, some funds to Central Hardwoods & ??; $300,000 for new JVs

· 2.5 million to existing JVs

· Process to be completed over next couple of months

· Criteria have been developed

· Not proportionally divided as in the past

· Based on past JV performance based on capacity

· Improvement of birds of conservation concern

· Conservation design

· Ability to track net landscape change

· Allocate based on ability to develop SHC capacity or SHC derived objectives

· How will increases be used to expand SHC

· Demonstrated partnership development

· Accept responsibility of delivering all-bird conservation

· JV Management Board

· Evaluation strategy to guide evaluation and monitoring efforts

· Stay true to FY09 “Green” book strategy

· Budget scenario

· Unlikely that we will have budget Congress will pass and President will sign in advance of the election

· Possibly will have another continuing resolution of “last” years budget

· Timing unfortunately is not good given partisan politics present in Washington

Questions?  Preliminary allocation by later in summer but must go through directorate before becoming public

Bird Habitat Conservation in North Carolina

Joe Fuller – Status of Agency Lands (state game lands)


Primary funding sources



Clean water mgmt trust fund – to protect and restore surface water quality

Since 1996 > $800 million appropriated; $84,000,000 to NCWRC & 50,000,000 to non-profits

Natural Heritage Trust Fund – protection of significant natural heritage areas; approx $14,000,000 directly to NCWRC

Wildlife Endowment Fund – can only use interest; approx $3-4 million per year


NAWCA – 7 standard grants over 7 years, this impacts approx 6,100 “new” acres 

(these don’t include match acres); primarily used for wetland development/restoration some for acquisition

Chris McGrath 

One recent effort is the development of NC Birding Trail; partnership of 6 organizations; first portion completed in Coastal Plain; monies from proceeds help offset cost of current and future expansion of trail

Jon Stanton, FWS

· 10 NWRs in NC; primarily in Coastal Plain with primary interest in migratory waterfowl

· Combined lands: 391,000 acres

· Presidential Proclamation waters: 52,700 acres (established in 1930s, closed to all hunting)

· Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Planning: all units completed and have approved CCP by 2012; see http://www.fws.gov/southeast/planning
· What does SHC mean to NWR System?  Allows us to be more efficient and effective…

Chris Canfield, NC Audubon

· This area was proposed as a NWR in this area, 

· Pine Island is one of the last traditional hunt clubs

· 5,000 acre marsh that is hunted under lease

· After lease runs out NC Audubon will take over full mgmt

· IBA program is blueprint of conservation effort in NC Audubon

· Approx 100 IBA sites; 15 are key sites (under threat or opportunities)

· Audubon was lead in outer landing field fight with Navy

· 2 flyway focus areas to work in

· Coastal area

· Forested habitats

· Still a lot of issues to work out on what this really means

Wednesday, March 12
· Ken Elowe thanked Chris Canfield and Audubon NC for the excellent job hosting our group on Tuesday night at the hunt club.
· Andrew Milliken introduced Scott Robinson, with Georgia Department of Natural Resources, coordinator of the Southeast Aquatic Resources Partnership, who joined the group.

· Craig Watson outlined the day’s lunch and field trip logistics.

Annual Accomplishment Report to Board  
Andrew Milliken reported to the Board on accomplishments and activities of the joint venture in 2007.  He thanked the Management Board chair and vice-chair and various committee chairs, as well as NAWMP and NAWCA representatives.  Andrew reviewed habitat accomplishments for the year (>400,000 acres in 2007), including NAWCA grant highlights.  He discussed the Multistate Grant for conservation design, and other activities that will be the focus of ACJV efforts in 2008.  There is renewed emphasis in 2008 on improving coordination and collaboration with NRCS, Audubon, the National Fish Habitat Partnerships and the Flyway Non-Game Technical Section.  Andrew reviewed current methods of tracking accomplishments and the future direction that the for more spatially-explicit accomplishment reporting.  An example was provided for the Lowcountry Focus Area in South Carolina of tracking the amount of managed lands in each focus area, the amount of each habitat type in these managed areas and the additions during the most recent year.
Andrew reviewed the budget for fiscal years 2007 and 2008.  The joint venture was level-funded at about $760k for the last two years.  With increased fixed costs for salary and operations, the joint venture relies on the Division of Migratory Birds to cover some of the common costs and overhead (about 15% of the budget).  Because of the tight budgets, there has been no discretionary funding for projects.  A priority for any future increase in funding is to have discretionary funds available.
Other goals for 2008 include making sure that the new nongame technical committee structure functions well, that planning progresses in the Piedmont, and that strong relationships are maintained with adjacent joint ventures as well as species joint ventures and fish habitat partnerships.
Joint venture staff outlined projects underway and planned emphases for 2008.  North Atlantic Coordinator Mitch Hartley talked about early-successional habitat initiatives in southern New England and the Champlain Valley.
Science Coordinator Tim Jones discussed his efforts on a waterfowl migration (non-breeding) model, work on habitat objectives for American Black Duck, finishing the Biological Foundation Plan, continued work on the NCSU/Auburn conservation design project and the SAMBI wetland bird monitoring project, NSST committee efforts on alternative performance metrics, NWI prioritization, he will be attending the waterfowl policy summit in August, and hopes to more fully engage academic partners in the coming year.

GIS Analyst Kirsten Luke discussed her work, which includes secretive marshbird monitoring which is being piloted in the upper Midwest (Wisconsin) and then in New York, and may become a national program.  She has worked on the Painted Bunting survey design, the Ding Darling NWR Comprehensive Conservation Planning process.  In the future she will be working on the waterfowl migration model and try to improve availability of GIS layers for partners, through the ACJV website.

South Atlantic Coordinator Craig Watson has been busy with NAWCA grant projects, coastal grant efforts, and the new bird initiative in Florida.  He is also working on revising SAMBI focus areas using new Regional GAP Analysis data, and engaged in several species-specific initiatives, including Rusty Blackbird, American Oystercatcher, Painted Bunting, Ivory-billed Woodpecker and Swallow-tailed Kites.  He has recently begun to work with Dr. Sid Gauthreaux, who has used NEXRAD weather radar data to map important habitats used by birds during migration.  There is a strong use by birds of existing bottomland hardwood focus areas.
Mid Atlantic Coordinator Melanie Steinkamp discussed a recent workshop by the Minerals Management Service (MMS) workshop held at NCTC.  This meeting focused on off-shore wind development and potential threats to marine birds.  A follow-up meeting was held with MMS staff to continue the dialogue on how to improve monitoring and assessment using ships of opportunity, existing data sets, etc.
Outreach Coordinator Deb Reynolds discussed her efforts on ACJV quarterly newsletter, maintaining BCR and other ACJV web sites, updating fact sheets and creating new outreach materials.  She talked about the new all-bird initiative in Florida and how she helped them with some outreach materials, and offered to do this for other states.  Deb worked with outreach staff from eight other joint ventures across the United States to create a new national fact sheet for joint ventures.  
Jim Fenwood asked about planning in the Piedmont and Craig said he’d discuss this further in BCR updates.  Scot Williamson asked about coordination with adjacent joint ventures in Canada.  Andrew mentioned collaborations on technical issues (e.g., through Black Duck Joint Venture) and in the past during BCR planning (i.e., BCRs 13 and 14).  Marvin Moriarty urged joint venture staff to work with their counterparts across the Canadian border.  Marvin also expressed his support for Melanie’s cooperation with MMS, which he thought was important.  Dan Forster expressed his appreciation on the joint venture’s leadership, and also how well they have communicated and reported back to the management board on their activities.  He mentioned that the ACJV Strategic Plan is due to be updated in a year or so, and asked if there has been enough progress made (e.g., completed BCR plans, conservation design underway) and shifts in emphasis (e.g,. global climate change) to warrant some changes and updates to the Strategic Plan.  He asked about how the joint venture would be moving, in light of the current and projected future budget environment.  Andrew mentioned that the initial strategic plan listed in an appendix a “dream budget” of $2.5M, which is still unrealistic but demonstrates what priorities we would choose to fund and relative emphasis among programs and activities.  Andrew asked for feedback from the board in terms of how the joint venture should grow if budgets increase.  He will be attending a nation l joint venture coordinators meeting in April and will report back to the board in July.
Rob Deblinger discussed how NAWCA Council staff deal with NAWCA proposals, and what they need from ACJV staff to help with this process.  He mentioned other joint ventures and how they had worked to educate NAWCA staff about projects and areas that hadn’t been scoring well but were worthy of NAWCA funding.  He specifica;lly mentioned the need to educate the Council Staff on the benefit of projects in the Piedmont BCR.
Ken Elowe raised the question of including Audubon on the ACJV Management Board.  John Frampton raised concerns about Audubon activities in the past, such as their “Refuges in Crisis” document, which he said caused a lot of problems.  Ken reiterated his own fears about Audubon’s advocacy role (in contrast to The Nature Conservancy, for example) and how that may affect the joint venture.  Marvin Moriarty and Dan Forster asked about what interest Audubon had expressed to join the joint venture.  Gwen Brewer suggested that Audubon play a role on the technical committee side of the joint venture (e.g., IBCC).  Ray Whittemore asked about how Audubon was restructured, and how that may relate to their participation in the joint venture.  Andrew said that their past structure as independent state entities did not, in his opinion, lend itself to management board participation, since each state office may have relatively little to do with any other state office.  John Stanton voiced his disapproval of Audubon as a board member.  Tim Breault agreed that Audubon could participate without necessarily being a board member.  He said they have good relationships with Audubon, but it varies over time.  He thought that participation in the ACJV could better improve them, and provide them with more scientific information that could help them in their own work.  Mitch Hartley mentioned the variability among state Audubon offices (e.g., scientific abilities), and the lack of clear hierarchy and communication up and down their structure.  Ken said he had heard enough consensus and that the joint venture should continue to invite them opportunistically but not consider their membership at this time.
Similarly, board members discussed whether NRCS should sit on the management board.  John Stanton and others suggested that the agency varies a lot from state to state, and that they should be more fully engaged in the JV (across most or all JV states) before they are invited to the management board.
Ken Elowe expressed his appreciation to Board members for making the effort to come to the ACJV board meeting, given state travel funding, etc.  He mentioned how and whether future winter meetings of the ACJV Management Board could be combined with the Atlantic Flyway Council (AFC) meeting but not be done at the North American Wildlife and Natural Resources Conference.  Scot Williamson mentioned that about 50% of North American attendees fly-in just for the AFC, whereas 50% of attendees stay on to attend additional meetings held at the North American.  John Stanton suggested that it would be unpopular with many state directors to decouple the North American and AFC meetings.  Dan Forster mentioned that currently the North American is basically a full-week event, with AFC meetings and so on included.  He would prefer if the flyway meeting was done in conjunction with the ACJV.  Delaware agreed, since travel to the North American is typically more expensive than travel to ACJV-related meetings.  
Ken Elowe asked Andrew Milliken about the timing of decisions about future budget allocations and any potential increase.  Andrew said that the July meeting would be a fine time to revisit this issue.  Ken also asked about the planned 2009 update to the ACJV Strategic Plan.  Andrew suggested proposing strategic plan changes to the Board at the July meeting and asking the Board for approval of the revised plan at the winter 2009 meeting (i.e., one year from now).  Ken reiterated the importance of the Strategic Plan as guiding ACJV staff activities, and urged the Board to take the opportunity to influence that plan.
Marvin spoke about the USFWS’s Strategic Habitat Conservation (SHC) efforts, and the important role that Andrew Milliken has played in the regional implementation team charged with developing and rolling out SHC at the regional level.  Marvin also gave Andrew a STAR award for his efforts.  Andrew said that he felt that there was such a great alignment with SHC and joint venture activities that his efforts were well spent.
BCR Updates
Mitch Hartley mentioned that in the Atlantic Northern Forest (BCR 14) the joint venture and USFWS Populations Brach staff are trying to engage partners and begin to start building some of the basic bird-habitat suitability models that will be needed to do conservation design in northern states, after the Northeast Regional Gap Analysis efforts are finished (in 2010 or 2011).  Ken mentioned that nearly three million acres of Maine’s 10M acres of industrial forestland are now under some form of protection (including a recent 300k acre easement with Plum Creek).  Ken said that the Maine Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit is working on landscape management models with the timber industry, and trying to assess which species will be carried along with the focal species that have been chosen to represent the successional gradient (e.g., American Marten and Lynx).  Andrew Milliken asked about the potential for using carbon credits to promote later-successional forest management.  Terry Sullivan said that TNC just finished a feasibility study of capturing carbon through forests and other uses.  Their report is available online and Terry will provide a link here (http://conserveonline.org/workspaces/necarbonproject)
Mitch Hartley updated the board on BCR 13 (Lower Great Lakes/St. Lawrence Plain Bird Conservation Region) activities, which include past, current, and future NAWCA grants in the St. Lawrence Plain, Montezuma wetlands complex, and Lake Champlain (respectively), other important grant opportunities (e.g,. FEMRA grant administered by USFWS’s NY Field Office).  Coordinated bird monitoring efforts are underway in New York, and these are focused on BCR 13’s highest priority birds and habitats:  grasslands, shrublands, and wetlands.  There are lots of on-the-ground projects underway by partners, including the state wildlife agency (NYSDEC), Ducks Unlimited, NRCS, and Audubon New York, and these are either well coordinated or focusing independently on high priority needs.  One example of the strength of the partnership in NY is a recent call by the NRCS state wildlife biologist who asked the ACJV and other partners to be coauthors on an upcoming presentation at the Northeast Fish & Wildlife Conference about coordinated bird conservation in New York.
Melanie Steinkamp and Craig Watson presented updates on BCR 30 (New England Mid Atalntic) and SAMBI (South Atlantic Coastal Plain Part of BCR 27)
Tim Breault discussed the Florida Bird Conservation Initiative (FBCI).  He was initially somewhat overwhelmed by the acronyms and various activities under all the different bird initiatives, plans, etc.  The state is not trying to duplicate the existing plans but rather implement the goals in existing plans and State Wildlife Action Plan.  They are developing voluntary partnerships and building public support (through outreach, education, and ecotourism), cooperating with the bird initiatives, and developing and maintaining a website that will gather existing data.  There are 26 major cooperators on board.  Current projects include a Snail Kite Habitat Suitability Index, and a Snowy Plover Breeding Survey.  Next steps include forming an annual ornithological congress, developing the FBCI website and listserve, and developing a final species priority list.
Melanie presented the website for the Northwestern Atlantic Birds at Sea Conservation Cooperative, to make the group aware of this site and effort.  
Ken Elowe welcomed four new members to the ACJV Management Board:  Terry Sullivan (TNC), Mike Slattery (NFWF), Jim Fenwood (US Forest Service), and Jon Andrew (Region 4, USFWS).
National Fish Habitat Partnerships

Jessie Thomas gave a presentation on the National Fish Habitat Initiative and the Atlantic Coastal Fish Habitat Partnership.  LINK to PRESENTATION HERE).  Scott Robinson of the Southeast Aquatic Resource Partnership gave a presentation (LINK HERE).  Ken Elowe asked Scott what the initiative’s priorities were, in terms of restoration versus protection.  Scott said that nationally protection is viewed as the highest priority due to its greater efficiency.  However, restoration projects seem to be attracting most of the funding.  Ken pointed out the high degree of overlap in the priorities of ACJV and the Fish Habitat partnerships, in terms of protecting watersheds and riparian areas.  Andrew asked whether, eventually, the partnerships will have a national/regional “priority area” or focus area map.  Scott said that it was a goal of his group; Jessie answered that they had not yet decided.
Tim Breault expressed his enthusiasm for the fish habitat partnerships, and how there is now greater alignment with the bird habitat joint ventures.  Jim Fenwood mentioned the Partnership in Amphibian and Reptiles Conservation (PARC) and how that group is also trying to engage with these other national initiatives.  
Craig Watson asked Scott about Altamaha and Santee River systems, which are SAMBI focus areas.  The strong overlap in priorities would seemingly present a good opportunity to pool funds and collaborate to protect some of those areas.  The USFWS has funded the national fish habitat partnerships at the level of $3-5M per year, which funds most projects currently, through a nationally competitive process.
Andrew Milliken pointed out that National Coastal Wetlands Grants Program may be a good fit for both the bird and fish partnerships, since (unlike NAWCA) they give credit to  fish benefits in particular.  Also, the USFWS’s Strategic Habitat Conservation (SHC) efforts is bringing together the bird and fish (and endangered species) programs like never before, to develop common habitat objectives and priorities.
Andrew Milliken asked Mike Slattery about the potential for NFWF funding towards the overlapped bird/fish initiatives.  Mike expressed enthusiasm for all the overlap discussed, and suggested that NFWF would be seeking that kind of overlap in terms of directing funding.  Jessie Thomas expressed her gratitude for the invitation to the ACJV Board meeting, and said that she learned a lot at the meeting.
John Frampton n gave a report about the North American Waterfowl Management Plan (NAWMP) Planning Committee and their recent meetings (in January).  The Plan Committee is hoping that joint ventures can get more involved in policy issues.  The committee recently sent a survey to all joint ventures to gauge their level of involvement with policy issues.  The deadline for responses is April 15, and Andrew will share his response to the Board at the summer meeting.  There is going to be a waterfowl summit in August, limited to 225 people, to discuss and address all the issues raised in the NAWMP assessment last year.  The NAWMP Plan Committee no longer endorses joint ventures, as they used to, since most joint ventures are now all-bird JVs, and the USFWS now takes on this role (i.e., approving and funding new/existing joint ventures).  The NAWMP Plan Committee has asked every joint venture to present to them on a three-year rotation basis.  The ACJV, along with the Black Duck and Sea Duck and neighboring Eastern Habitat Joint Ventures, will be making the first of these presentations this summer in Prince Edward Island.
Ken asked Dan Forster and Ray Whittemore to serve as a subcommittee to review the policy survey that was just sent out to the ACJV.  
Tim Jones reported on efforts to reinvigorate the National Science Support Team (NSST) of NAWMP.  That group is developing a work plan for the coming year.  They completed a survey of all JVs and their ability to track landscape level trends in habitat change.  NSST has asked about the utility of NWI data to evaluate waterfowl habitat.  
Tim Jones presented a report on the Black Duck Joint Venture.  That JV’s Technical Committee and Management Board met recently in New Jersey.  Also the Canadian Wildlife Service and USFWS recently agreed on a joint harvest management strategy for Black Ducks.  That represents a major step forward, after a long time in the making.  The AFC reacted positively to that strategy.  There were six research-related proposals received by the BDJV, and their technical committee recommended three projects for approval.  The BDJV has about $110,000 to put towards these projects.  The three projects funded were:  a black duck habitat model by Eastern Habitat JV partners, a satellite telemetry project by DU (in VA, OH, and ?), and an effort by Patuxent NWRC to incorporate Eastern Plot Survey data into the ???.
Tim Jones also presented a report on the Sea Duck JV.  A new Atlantic coast sea duck survey has been developed and was flown this year.  Crews flew both “parallel” coastal surveys, and perpendicular (East-West) surveys from Florida to Canada.  Those surveys will be repeated next year.  Melanie added that the MMS is interested in these survey results for their planning purposes.
Greg Moore reported on the Arctic Goose JV.  They identified five key recommendations by the NAWMP Assessment team:
· Improve communications with habitat joint ventures and NWRs

· Factor Climate change into future resource planning

· Incorportate other partners (e.g., Russia, Iceland, Ireland) into arctic goose planning

· Increase outreach and communication overall

· Increase attention to Brant with future efforts.

The Sea Duck Joint Venture is also trying to increase engagement with university partners.  A draft (?) plan is being approved by the SDJV Management Board at the North American.  Andrew Milliken pointed out that, like Black Duck, Atlantic Brant is a priority for ACJV partners and we would be happy to engage with those two priorities above.
Andrew Milliken gave a synopsis of recent Capitol Hill visits by the Association of Joint Venture Management Boards.  ACJV staff provided outreach materials to some states (e.g., Georgia and New Hampshire) that participated in those hill visits, as part of the Teaming with Wildlife effort.  In the next couple of months the JVs hope to make a series of key hill visits, to support—at a minimum—the President’s budget request, or possibly more.  Marvin said that hill visits are important, and while it is hard to measure immediate benefits from such efforts, his experience is that over the long run persistent efforts pay off.
Andrew Milliken reported that the Environmental Affairs committee of the AFC recommended two letters of support:  one for the President’s budget increase for Joint Ventures, and another supporting proposed funding levels for NAWCA.

The Summer Meeting of the ACJV Management Board will be in Princeton, NJ, in conjunction with the AFC meeting.  It will be approximately 2-6 PM on Wednesday evening, typically just before the welcome reception.
Craig Watson Jose Cruz and Eddie Ventosa for making the trip from Puerto Rico to stay engaged with the joint venture.  Ken Elowe thanked the folks from North Carolina for hosting our meeting.  Ken also thanked Andrew and other ACJV staff for hosting a productive meeting.
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