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Wednesday, March 13 

Welcome
Gwen Brewer and Catherine Sparks welcomed the Board to the Chesapeake Bay Field Office of the USFWS.  Board members and guests introduced themselves.  

Rick Jacobson moved to approve the minutes for the July, 2012, meeting, which was seconded and approved.

ACJV Strategic Planning Process
Catherine reviewed why we are talking about our Strategic Plan and biological priority-setting process:  old plan due for revision, lots of new members, determining role of ACJV with LCCs, and human dimensions not addressed in current plan, for example.  Breck, Craig L., Diane, Gwen, Cathy, and Rick represented the board on discussions as a small group before this meeting, and developed a draft proposal for how we would revise the strategic plan, and link it to new documents that provide more specific detail about ACJV staff priorities and work activities.

Mitch reviewed the discussion last year at Tilghman Island, and how the current strategic plan provides a broad framework, but little specific detail about staff activities or priorities.  The language is open and generic.  Our Biological Foundation document provides more specifics on biological priorities and activities, but still is quite generic.  One value of our Strategic Plan is that it serves as our defacto charter or by-laws. The committee agreed that the ACJV Strategic Plan should continue to be a broad framework,  but felt that we would benefit from having a more specific work plan for staff. 

The board committee came up with a two-part process: 
1. Biological priorities document would be a short summary of current priorities, and be reviewed by our tech committee;  after they have discussed it, it would be brought to the board (with any suggested changes), and would be used as the basis of a two-year work plan, to be approved annually by the board.
2. We will revise the strategic plan to include language on LCCs, human dimensions, etc., restructure the table on annual accomplishments (discussion around why there were so many metrics and how these were meant to be cumulative—not annual-- accomplishments)

Rick asked whether we have ever gone through the tables and actually determine what we are doing related to each accomplishment measure.  Short answer is no. Mitch reflected on the reporting we actually do. Rick commented that when we are rewriting the plan, it could be instructive. Dan reflected that historically, metrics were not included. It was never really intended to be an annual evaluation. Mike Burger commented that performance measures just scratch the surface.  Lise commented that we are trying to do two things:  have an annual plan to focus on what we are doing now, and a multi-year plan to show what steps need to be done to help guide what we want to do long-term.  Cathy stated that it is important to reconcile expectations--for everything you choose to do, there is something that you are not doing. Tim reminded us that there used to be a reporting out of accomplishments at every meeting. We stopped a few years ago, when we moved towards webinars instead of a winter meeting in person. 

 Mike was surprised to see documents focused on staff activities and not partner activities.  He didn’t see priorities of the partnership and thought staff would facilitate those activities.  He suggested that a matrix could be put together that overlays board priorities to see where there is overlap, and then find common ground and staff would facilitate that work.  Mitch responded that the ACJV is not just the staff.  We are often challenged to characterize when we mean ACJV staff, and when we mean the broader partnership.  All of our work centers on engaging with partners and thus board members. Hopefully the new process will get to this idea of finding common ground with the group and then that would be reflected in new work plans. On the science side of things, we formally went out to tech committees priority science needs, thus reaching out to partners. Then we ranked and then we had a list that reflected the larger group’s priority list. This list went to the LCC’s. Gwen commented that at one time we thought more about BCR planning and that is where many individual partners’ priorities came in. This is info we can draw from in our planning. Caleb commented that we need to have a process to allow for shifting priorities. The process should be fluid and take into account new priorities that blend into old. Linda commented that this new process will reflect the priorities of the board. Might be useful to go through list/table in current doc to see what we are doing and what we aren’t and determine if anything is missing. It would be good to indicate what is staff responsibility and what is partner responsibility.  Rick would find it helpful to have this so he would know what he is responsible for.

Dan added that the work plan needs to be driven by staff with oversight and direction from board, but not micro-management. Board would get involved in what the priorities are, and staff decide what capacity and how they can help address them.  Cathy agreed with this recognizing there is a limit to what staff do.

Mitch stated that staff work plans might shift to different priorities as new opportunities and capacity arise. Work plan would be 1-2 years but we would check in with board annually. We would also check in with board more often, when we shift duties (e.g., individual staff percentages change by >10%). This process would therefore be transparent and show the board what we are working on and what things we are not working on or are decreasing efforts towards. 

Lise asked how the plans connect.  We should make sure to knit together that overall plan to connect to our work plan. Think about how they are presented. Caleb responded that we are looking for ways to have board influence and comment on what we are working on as a staff and this would influence how we write our annual work plan. Margaret suggested that priorities will be addressed as time and opportunity present themselves. Craig L. was concerned that we don’t stay on track as new opportunities arise—that  we may not complete tasks, if we keep on shifting. Craig W. said that there are some things that come along that don’t benefit us in habitat acres, e.g., SALCC engagement (keeping up with what they were doing).  For a year and half that was a big time commitment for him, but was very important as the LCCs are helping us with many things now. Diane responded that this new process will be more transparent and that this is a good thing. Perhaps the partners would be able to pick up slack where staff might need to put efforts elsewhere. What if board said don’t work on it?  Mitch responded that it depends on how much board wants to micro-manage staff. This might be a useful discussion in the future. And presentations will show what we are doing and will hopefully reflect future priorities. Dan said there is always risk associated with doing stuff with LCCs but there are opportunities over the year to check in with board. He does not want board to move towards micro-managing. Bernie says that we do need to break down percentage of time being spent on these core functions. And then have time built in for flexibility. He believes it is the obligation of board to help set priorities and address issues of gaps. Mike wants to reemphasize to have activities flow from priorities. He doesn’t see good flow right now.  We discussed whether the biological priorities and work plan should be two separate documents, as proposed, or merged into one.  Over time this may well evolve, but we will start out this way and try it the first year and see whether it makes more sense to do as one document in the future.

Cathy wrapped up. Seems to be consensus that having Strategic Plan serve as a broad foundation is a good idea. The draft “biological priorities” document will be updated to reflect discussions at this meeting, then go out to our Tech Committees. David Viker suggested that docs be better linked, more clearly define roles and responsibilities, and have a 30 or 60 day comment period. Cathy asked group is there a sense that we move forward, that this process be piloted and then we can tweak if we need to after summer meeting, or is this process moving too fast?  Dan said the crux of this is making sure the work plan is connected to ACJV priorities. He is comfortable with what was laid out and comfortable with time line though he is fine with being aggressive.  He doesn’t want staff to get bogged down with developing the plan. Mike agreed; he only questions the linkages between staff work time and priorities and biological objectives. 

Biological Priorities

Diane asked about the newly revised North American Waterfowl Management Plan (NAWMP) and how the Action Items in that plan will fit into ACJV Priorities?  Mitch said there are still many questions about what the (new) expectations are of Joint Ventures.  He recommended that we check in with the board on this (e.g., put it on the agenda of an upcoming meeting) in the summer.  Ken Kriese, FWS’s National Coordinator for the JV program, said that since the Action Plan came out they have formed an Interim Integration Committee (IIC) with several JV Coordinators and the Plan Committee, and they are actively discussing the role of JVs in meeting the seven Key Objectives in the plan and moving forward on implementation of the plan.  They just had a meeting last week (3/12/13) and are meeting regularly.

There were several questions and discussion about how we “tallied” priority species in the presentations and the handout.  We were trying to demonstrate which species were primarily wetland-associated (or wetland-dependent) and which were primarily upland-associated.  By listing all the habitat types in each Bird Conservation Region (BCR), and with some species being associated with both wetlands and uplands, these tallies were confusing and non-intuitive.  

ACTION ITEM:  In the ACJV Biological Priorities Document we need to change labels in Tables 1 and 2 from: “total # species” to reflect what these tallies represent (e.g., “total # wetland-associated species”) 

Presentation 1:  ACJV Background
Mitch provided a historical perspective on how the ACJV was, for its first decade or so, focused primarily on American Black Duck wintering habitat along the Atlantic Coast.  He discussed how our focus shifted dramatically after 1999, when we became an “All Bird” Joint Venture, in terms of expanding to many more habitat types, species, and adding new states.  While JV funding did increase during the mid-90’s and after 2000, most of the increases went into new JVs.  Our funding went towards increasing ACJV staff throughout the entire ACJV geography (i.e., going from one to two to three Asst. Coordinators) and hiring a Science Coordinator.  However, it left us with minimal discretionary funds for science or specific habitat projects.  NAWCA remains (by far) the largest funding source we have for delivery.  Our current staff capacity is two science/GIS staff, two delivery staff, one outreach (half-time) and one administrator/coordinator, to cover an entire US portion of a Flyway;  no other JV covers a whole flyway, or the same diversity of habitats, including 291 priority species identified.  All of the other 18 habitat JVs are more focused.  Ken described how other JVs have gone through prioritization process and changed how they were organized (from having BCR or State Coordinators) to focusing more on priority species or habitats.

There was a brief discussion of why the funding was spent that way, and Craig W. explained that BCR planning took precedence at the time, so staff time was committed to this.  Tim Jones said he was promised project funds in 2003, but that never materialized;  only a small amount of science funds were ever available in any year.  Wayne said that other JVs with larger budgets probably have more corporate sponsorship;  Wayne discussed the history of ACJV expansion over the years.  Ken said no JV programs currently exist to provide substantial “grant funds” to partners.  Dan said ACJV has more staff to do more delivery of NAWCA and similar grant work;  that is a trade-off of having discretionary funds .  

Someone asked if ACJV participates in NOAA Coastal Estuarine Land Protection (CELP) funding?  Mitch:  not much currently;  formerly more. NAWCA funds have been used synergistically with “CELP”funds and helped some of our most successful regional partnerships.  Lise asked about future budget projections.  Mitch: No projected increases and probably modest decreases in near future.  Our limited discretionary funds are currently focused on Kirsten’s position, which is “soft funded” and could be threatened if we experience major cuts.  David Viker suggested that partners may need to help pick up some of the costs of staff if budget declines further.  Mitch said that the FWS Migratory Bird program’s Populations Branch has agreed to cost-share Kirsten’s position, which will be very helpful in buffering us against multi-year cuts.

Presentation 2:  ACJV Highest Priorities 
Mitch described how we are not changing our focus on “All-birds,” but need to prioritize more to effect key species, with our limited staff capacity.   Wetlands and coastal habitats affect the most bird groups (i.e., waterfowl, shorebirds, and waterbirds) and highest number of priority species.  Approximately 90% of ACJV NAWCA projects occur in the US coastal zone.  Also these habitats are very important for some of our highest-priority landbird species, such as Saltmarsh Sparrow.   Our focus needs to be better aligned to our current (and foreseeable future) capacity, and ACJV staff mostly deal with delivery thru national wetland grant programs, and science through the “Integrated Waterbird Management & Monitoring” (IWMM) program that we are leading.   Mitch provided further details about our NAWCA delivery, and how we support all partners in the ACJV area, but have very limited ability to “direct” efforts to particular areas and habitats.

Mitch described how some of our “highest priorities” for staff cover all habitats:  the “Designing Sustainable Landscapes” (DSL) project in the South Atlantic Migratory Bird Initiative (SAMBI) area, and the parallel project being lead now by the North Atlantic LCC.  Also, BCR planning and implementation cover all priority habitats.  However, generally speaking, upland habitats will be a secondary priority for ACJV staff, who will be more likely to engage on upland habitat efforts when a strong partnership is forming in an area or around an issue;  ACJV participation adds value for bird conservation;  and/or efforts are associated with major funding opportunities (e.g., GLRI funding in BCR 13 or the New England Cottontail Initiative in BCR 30).


ACTION ITEM:  Reconcile numbers of priority species among handouts and presentation.  Mention in priorities document that coastal areas face greater risks from climate change, habitat destruction, etc.

Wayne said language is important.  “Wetland associated” may be more appropriate than “wetland dependent.”  We want to be able to score all things we are interested in (e.g., in competitive grants), but scoring criteria still need to be compatible with external (non-ACJV) funding opportunities.

Someone pointed out that the habitat types used in priority/indicator species efforts do not seem to match ACJV habitat designations.  Do we need to use more common terminology?  Craig W. said that habitat designations are very similar, but do use different terminology.  We will look into reconciling terms.

Presentation 3:  The Integrated Waterbird Management & Monitoring” (IWMM) program 
Tim Jones was asked several questions after his presentation.  Margaret asked if the IWMM was focused on species or guilds?  Tim said it looks at species by guild.  Is this presentation available online?  Not yet, but it will be.

ACTION ITEM:  Make IWMM presentation online (DONE:  all presentations are posted online)

Mitch asked “If you had two sites that were equal in all ways, except one site was in NJ and one was in FL, which would be prioritized?  Depends, would need to run the model.  Based on kcal only, NJ likely would be, because more habitat is needed further north (and more is available further south).  But there is more to go into it.  Craig L.  will we be running the model to allocate funds on the ground?  How will we use it to evaluate proposed acquisitions?  Tim said we could assess bird survival with different acquisition scenarios.  Diane asked Tim to talk about how able you are to measure survival for guilds?  Tim said we can, but it depends on the data.  Birds migrate, and we need data on metabolic flight costs, resting costs, and food studies for all the guilds.  We have good data for dabbling ducks, but still not sure how to do shorebirds (apparently for Yellow Legs there are data).  We have thought about all the guilds but the data isn’t as good for other birds as it is for dabblers.  This a place to start, maybe we can fund some research for missing data.  What about the “People objectives” in the new NAWMP plan?  This is not being considered yet.

What help are we looking for, from states?  Tim said state Wildlife Management Areas (WMA) can get online and use the protocols.  Mike Burger asked Tim to please explain the National Land Cover Database and how it is converted to kcal maps.  Craig L. asked how does the IWMM address or replace population objectives?  This program addresses habitat capacity, but not populations.  It may indicate where are the bottle necks.  Was all data collected on managed wetlands?  Not all on impoundments.  Some natural wetlands in the Southeast during pilot phase.  Are assumptions about crops in the Atlantic Flyway valid?  Dabblers are not real field feeders.  Joe Fuller said that dry cropland is not a good indicator of energy on the ground.  Tim said we could further refine this, by identifying croplands adjacent to wetlands.  Mike said that in NY, near Montezuma NWR, croplands and wetlands important.  He asked if Tim has done any sensitivity analysis?  Tim:  we are in the midst.  What happens when you play with the parameters?

Presentation 4:  Shorebirds
Caleb provided a rationale for why ACJV staff should increase their efforts related to shorebird conservation.  The two main reasons were:  1) shorebird global populations are smaller than many other bird species/groups—often orders of magnitude smaller; and most shorebird species are declining, some dramatically;  2)  the new Atlantic Flyway Shorebird Business Strategy is an important opportunity to participate with our partners and we can play an important role in implementing this plan.
Deb pointed out the outreach materials online and in the board packets.  Craig W. said that 98 specific projects were developed, outlining what needs to be done.  That document is in use but not widely available yet.  Trying to scale roll-out. The 98 projects are too detailed to include in the strategy.  Mike:  is there an implementation process?  It has been discusses at the meeting in February, 2013.  Atlantic shorebird efforts are shaping up, and there is a structure in place.  Rick said Caleb did a good job identifying the problem.  The goal (increase shorebird populations by 2020) seems very difficult.  Caleb said that reaching the goal would likely require $20 Million per year, for several years.  Funding sources could include Hurricane Sandy recovery funds, NFWF, NAWCA;  lots of funding sources are needed.  Mike Burger said that the specific goals set in the Strategy can help guide ACJV activities… What are the next steps for asking board whether to support moving forward with shorebird priorities?  This is called out in our priorities document, and hearing no objections from our board or Tech Committees, will be in the workplan that the board will be asked to approve.

Presentation 5:  Designing Sustainable Landscapes (DSL) in SAMBI 
Craig W. and Tim described the DSL project in the South Atlantic Migratory Bird Initiative (SAMBI) area, an effort to produce Decision Support Tools, which began in 2007.  The DSL used a focal species approach (also called “surrogate species”) and landscape change models that include urban growth, and sea level rise, to produce “priority surfaces” (i.e., hotspots/focal areas) across the landscape given specific scenarios.  NC State & Auburn have developed some tools which are available on a website.  Upcoming workshops in the southeast will be held to instruct how tools can be used.  We may re-evaluate focus areas used earlier, with DSL tools.  The idea is that the DSL can incorporate bird/wildlife responses (e.g, population objectives) and inform “where” and “how much” conservation efforts are needed.  Upcoming workshops this summer or fall are planned for Raleigh, Charleston, and Gainesville/Tallahassee, to:  make sure we are asking the right questions, review population objectives, discuss products and how to use them, applicability for focus area revisions, and comparisons across the SAMBI area.  Federal funding and travel restrictions may be a problem.  Can it be done via WebEx?  Maybe, but Sherry Morgan said that FWS may be able to have people travel this year as needed.  In the USGS, it may be more difficult.  

Tim talked about the Designing Sustainable Landscapes project in the Northeast, which is being lead and funded by the North Atlantic LCC.  It is using slightly different models than the SAMBI DSL project, but has similar objectives to assess capability of current and future potential ecosystems and habitats for species.  Model drivers are climate change, urban growth, and vegetation disturbance (timber harvest, storms, etc.) scenarios.  Project website is:  www.umass.edu/landeco/research/nalcc/nalcc.html
Principal Investigator is Kevin McGarigal:  mcgarigalk@eco.umass.edu

Presentation 6: Bird Conservation Region (BCR) Update
Craig W. provided a history of BCRs since 1995.  He described the elements in our BCR Plan (see presentation) and briefly described each of the seven BCRs in the ACJV.  Planning is complete for all BCRs except 69 - Puerto Rico/USVI (due 2013); 29 - Piedmont (due 2013); and 31 - Peninsular Florida (not yet planned).  Future BCR actions include revisiting priority species w/ revised scores, use of DSL products to improve conservation delivery efforts (revised focal areas) for SAMBI, Piedmont;  Northeast DSL efforts.  We may reconvene focus groups to determine state priority implementation needs by BCR (coastal, forest, connectivity, protection, etc.).  

Craig was asked whether wintering habitat is considered in southern BCR planning efforts? E.g., what about salt marsh sparrow in climate change models in south? Craig said yes, it is.  What about a Peninsular Florida plan?  Mitch said as the only “single state BCR” in the ACJV, we will defer to FL partners and Diane Eggeman’s guidance.  Diane said we need to assess and weigh benefits with partners. Is a plan needed, considering the needs & work already being done?

Tim asked about selecting or appointing a Board member as liaison to Piedmont BCR?  That role is meant to provide at least one engaged board member for each BCR, i.e., they would read the plan, talk to partners/staff, etc. Board liaison would present completed draft of plan to the Flyway Council JV Tech Committee.  Actions could begin to be carried out before formal Tech Committee approval.  

ACTION ITEM:  Catherine asked that ACJV staff contact states within the Piedmont to see if they want to serve as liaison and describe what these duties would be.  Margaret Griep volunteered to be the liaison.

Priorities Document
Catherine asked the group for further discussion and whether the group should proceed with a motion to move forward with Priorities/Work Plan process, with caveat that Board would have time to review & provide input.  Mitch said that this year we have to set up a webinar with our Tech Committees (since they met at the end of last month), to describe draft Priorities, then come back to Board if they have substantial comments.  Wayne said we need to clearly define what we meant by “coastal zone” if that is being used as a priority area;  should be broader than just right along the coast as it’s important to capture watersheds/drainages.  Also, we want to allow for flexibility in obtaining funding from multiple sources. Mitch showed the map that NAWCA uses to define and fund projects in “Coastal Watersheds.”  He said that >90% of NAWCA funds in the ACJV come from the designated “coastal” funds in NAWCA, not from appropriated funds, although ACJV staff also prioritize other areas, including some important inland wetland complexes.  Rick suggested that we eliminate reference to the “coastal zone” and stick to mentioning priority birds in all areas where they occur.  Dan said he didn’t think it matters that much whether we mention the coastal zone, because the document is meant to be internal.  Catherine said that we may not want to limit possible partnerships by showing the Coastal Watershed map;  if we make our geographic priorities more general we won’t appear to put limitations on the ACJV partnership.  Colleen said that coming from Vermont, she thought the map indicated that her state would not get any attention.  ACJV staff agreed to incorporate this feedback into the Priorities document before circulating it to the Tech Committees for their review.  Rick asked why BCRs 69 and 31 aren’t mentioned earlier on in the Priorities document?  Mitch and Craig said that it was only because we were presenting information in existing BCR plans, and final species-habitat suites haven’t been yet been determined for those BCRs (though priority species have been proposed in those areas, and organized by habitat type).

ACTION ITEM:  Revised draft of Priorities document will be circulated to the Board & Tech Committees to review before the July meeting, to incorporate edits discussed at this meeting.

Dan asked what we plan to do, in terms of revising the ACJV Strategic Plan, by this summer’s meeting?   Rick, Catherine, and Dan said that they did not expect to adopt a new strat plan at this summer’s meeting, as the original timeline suggested.  However, we should have a clear idea of how we plan to revise that plan, which will be approved in 2014.  We will have a good start with a finished workplan and priorities document by this summer, which is good!  Mitch said he can use Track Changes to show how he plans to modify the plan.  The Strategic Plan committee agreed to meet again before the summer meeting, to check with staff on how they plan to revise the strategic plan and the staff would take their direction and further flesh it out.  Then revisions will be implemented and it will go to the board for their review.  Deb asked for clarification:  is there enough time to work on all three documents by the summer meeting?  Mitch said he thinks we can revise the Strategic Plan before the summer meeting.  Dan said we still have another year to work on the Strategic Plan, so we should focus on the other two for this next meeting.  Catherine said the Strategic Plan should be on the agenda for the summer meeting, and we can discuss the outline of changes.  We discussed which elements are expected to be changed in the revised Strategic Plan, including:  incorporate interactions with the LCC community;  Revise Table 2 (“annual accomplishments”), incorporate human dimensions, make clearer which desired characteristics reflect ACJV staff responsibility vs. the broader partnership, and incorporate new NAWMP revision.

ACTION ITEM:  At the Summer Board meeting ACJV staff will provide 1) an outline of revisions to the ACJV Strategic Plan;  2) Final draft of Biological Priorities document, that has been reviewed by our tech committees;  and 3) Draft of work plan, for board consideration

Mike B. asked how increased effort on shorebirds will be incorporated into the priorities document?   He supports the idea, but wondered how it would be worked in.  We decided to bring up the issue again tomorrow with the group, if time allows.

Thursday, March 14 

Presentation 7:  ACJV Science Program
Tim Jones provided an overview and history of the ACJV’s science program, which is now ten years old.  It includes biological research and conservation planning (See presentation for details), and many example products and studies were provided, such as waterfowl focus area planning, wetland change assessment, nocturnal bird/bat migration in central Appalachians, Painted Bunting population assessment, Black Duck population goals for Chesapeake Bay, focal/representative/surrogate species, spatially explicit black duck habitat goals, NexRad weather radar analyses for coastal migrants, SAMBI DSL, Northeast DSL, black duck annual life cycle modeling, Atlantic Marine Bird Assessment Program for Protected Species (AMAPPS); sea duck surveys, collaboration w/ Black Duck JV on evaluating conservation activities, how we are currently developing population objectives for breeding waterfowl, landbirds, and wetland birds throughout the ACJV, and how we are developing and revisiting the “ACJV Priority Science Needs” (initially developed in 2010 at Tech Committee meeting).  

ACTION ITEM:  ACJV staff should provide a more current link to the Priority Science needs on the ACJV website

Mike Burger asked about the new Northern Forest research project.  Mitch said that FWS Migratory Bird staff are collaborating with R5 northern forest (ME/NH/VT) refuges and researchers at University of Maine, to examine how different forest management practices are affecting distribution & abundance of priority forest birds across northern New England;  field work begins 2013.  There is currently no southern Canada component because they have very different land ownership patterns and management practices there.  

Mike Burger asked whether we had any work focused on salt marshes, or specifically on Saltmarsh Sparrow?  Tim said there is work underway with USGS to assess salt marsh migration in response to climate change;  better models may be needed.  Science Support Program (USGS funds) is funding the project using an NC State student.  Models are being developed to predict distribution of all salt marsh obligate birds (e.g., Saltmarsh Sparrows, King Rails, etc.).

Joe Fuller asked how the Technical Committees’ structure or functions could be improved to facilitate science needs;  he asked how other JV tech committees are structured.  Tim said most other JV tech committees are smaller than ours (e.g., fewer states), but probably are structured similarly.  Progress has been made to increase engagement of Tech Committee and move beyond simple information exchange. Current limitations - not enough staff time (Tim & Kirsten) to be able to coordinate Tech Committees well. Mitch said that in the upcoming months we will be meeting more often with our Tech Committees, by Webinar, to discuss science needs and the priority document.  If that format is productive, maybe we can start doing more meetings like it, between the regular twice-annual meetings, to get more work done.

Diane Eggeman said that the focus of our science program seems to be much broader than the limited capacity of our staff;  she asked if being more focused (on priorities) would improve this situation?  Tim said that he definitely feels overwhelmed.  We need to work more closely with the Tech Committee moving forward, on science priorities and population objectives.  A lot of work has been accomplished over the years, but our capacity is very limited to try and move all our high priorities forward.  Mitch said that we need to try to distribute more of the collective work to our partners, and not have so much of the responsibility for it lie with ACJV staff.

Someone asked if our science priorities are linked to the Priorities Document (i.e., will Tim’s time be influenced by the document)?  Mitch said yes, the priorities document should inform both science and delivery staff.  We have to say “no” to some things;  one clear example of this is us eliminating our efforts on behalf of marine birds;  going forward, this will all be handled by the Region 5 Migratory Bird Populations Branch and other partners.

Margaret asked how many people are on our Technical Committees?  Has it changed? Mitch said around 40.  Staff explained how the development of a Nongame Tech Section of the Atlantic Flyway Council nearly doubled the numbers of partners (mostly state agency but some NGO staff) regularly attending flyway tech section meetings twice per year.

Breck asked why, if there is a Black Duck JV, is the ACJV taking on so much black duck work?  Tim said that the Black Duck JV does not do habitat implementation;  they are more focused on population issues and harvest management.  It is assumed that it is up to the ACJV to be the lead for habitat work.  Black Ducks are one of the highest priority species in the ACJV.  Black Duck JV has provided funding (and shared in the responsibility) for much of the work.

FWS Funding Issues
The FWS has proposed zeroing out the budget for the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) program, which all of the bird JVs rely on to track habitat changes over time.  There have been major budget cuts in the past, and the program is likely to lose funding after this year.  Deb Rocque and David Viker spoke about how the FWS Directorate has determined that NWI is not a highest priority, considering the current budget shortfalls.  

The Migratory Bird Conservation Fund (MBCF), which allocates Duck Stamp funding to National Wildlife Refuges for land conservation, has been decreasing funding to most regions, such as the northeast and southeast, in order to increase funding to the Prairie Potholes because that area is more important for breeding waterfowl, and their populations’ limiting factors are there.  David Viker said that this makes sense, because there is greater conservation need in the Prairie Potholes, although of course Region 4 appreciates the funding they get.  Bernie said that DU supports this change, and also has been pushing for increasing the cost of a Duck Stamp, so more funds are available for conservation.  Tim said that there were many important differences between the Prairie Pothole and Atlantic Coast;  for example, tens of millions of people versus extremely low population density, coupled with the permanence of development as a major threat in the east, versus threats due to agricultural changes in the Potholes, which are more temporary in nature.  Breck added that there is a burden put on states by the Migratory Bird Conservation Council;  whenever they award money in a given state they require a representative to be present for approval of any MBCF project -- can be difficult for state agencies.

Chesapeake Bay Restoration
Mike Slattery and Jennifer Greiner from the Chesapeake Bay Field Office discussed how they are using a “Strategic Habitat Conservation” (SHC) framework in that area.  Conservation design at large scales can inform activities under changing habitat conditions at more local scales.  He cited the Surrogate Species Technical Guidance Handout, using Brook Trout as an example.  The Chesapeake Bay Program was designed around SHC, using LCCs to provide info for on the ground actions, and evaluating results.  Their goal is to serve the needs of partners, such as the Brook Trout & Black Duck JVs, being involved in evaluation of activities.  They want to develop a charter that is a hybrid of the JV and LCC model, involving Biological Planning, Conservation Delivery, Partnerships.  Their projects would involve many ACJV priorities, such as their wetland restoration goal of 30,000 acres by 2025.  They have similar goals to ACJV, habitat restoration to meet population goals (and overlapping species, e.g., Black Ducks).

Presentation 8:  Strategic Communications Planning
Deb Reynolds discussed how the ACJV has used a similar communications strategy for years, but has limited resources.  We think we can and should be more strategic.  If board members saw Ashley Dayer’s webinar on Human Dimensions (available online), we are proposing to work with her to develop a 3-year Communications Plan that would be completed in 2014 (begin work in May 2013).  Plan Components would be similar to the SHC loop (i.e., adaptive management), but with the goal of effective communication (see presentation for details).  We hope to have a final draft to present to the Management Board at a 2014 Meeting.  

Dan Forster recommended collaborating with a small board subcommittee, and several people volunteered to serve in that capacity.

ACTION ITEM:  Outreach Committee of Management Board to consult with ACJV staff on Strategic Communications Plan.  Volunteers include Dan Forster, Gary Casabona, Bernie Marczyk, and Craig Watson.

Lise asked how do our Strategic Plan and Communications Plans line up?  Deb said that our Communications Plan would change as biological priorities change.  May need more frequent updating than the Strategic Plan.  Will the Communications Plan goal be to convey info in the Priorities document?  Deb said yes.

Deb also mentioned that this year marks the 25th Anniversary of ACJV.  We should celebrate, but How?  When to start?  Initial actions she proposed include a logo change (indicating “25 years of conservation”), state fact sheet revisions (i.e., adding the 25th anniversary message), and targeted outreach for congress, based on advice from DU, TNC, etc.  Deb will work with states on further ways of commemorating the 25th anniversary.

Bernie said we need to figure out what the goal of the Anniversary roll-out will be.  Deb said it is an important opportunity to get our message to USFWS leadership and congress.  Colleen said outreach will be important for strategic partners and partnerships.  Deb said that she has limited time and resources, so she will need to be strategic.  Fact sheets are designed mainly for Board members, so please call her with any ideas on how they could be improved.  Craig Watson suggested that we consider also creating fact sheets for audiences other than states, e.g., NGOs, or other agencies.  Is outreach to staffs of agencies and NGOs of Board Member partners a good idea? Mitch asked if Board members would circulate this outreach material within their organization.  Colleen said she thought that was a great idea and would definitely share ACJV facts with her agency.
Mike said it could be good idea, but asked what is the goal of this, given limited staff resources? What is the desired outcome?  Colleen said ultimately we want to leverage more funds and participation.  Gary said that untraditional partnerships and funding sources were possible through greater outreach;  e.g., state or federal highway departments, water resource agencies, etc.  Diane said that the25th anniversary should be a celebration to keep core partners energized and motivate continued support

ACTION ITEM:  Examine ways to roll out Anniversary messaging with Outreach Committee (see Action Item above).  Any others who are interested should contact Deb.

Deb Reynolds closed by saying that there is a new ACJV Facebook Page.  Deb can post partner accomplishments there if they are provided to her.

2012-2013 Grants Handout Summary
Craig Watson provided an overview of FWS grants during FY12.  See handout for details.  No applicants to the Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Act contacted ACJV, which is typical of most years.  Mitch said that he believes that Great Lakes Restoration Initiative (GLRI) funding is tenuous in FY13, but word is that it will be available.  Two projects were funded in 2012.  There was only one applicant to the ACJV for GLRI funds in 2013 (ACJV gets 1/3 of “bird joint venture”funding under this initiative).  

In discussing NAWCA projects, staff shared that ACJV partners have carried out 29% of all US projects, received 28% of all US funds, and produced 42% of the program’s match dollars in the US.  Sequestration is not likely to affect NAWCA much in FY2014 (the current year for projects) for ACJV partners, since our projects are mostly funded by “coastal funds” which is likely safe.  Interior projects reliant on appropriated funds could be affected.  The Division of Bird Habitat Conservation, which administers the NAWCA program, has recommended not touching the Small Grant program, so all the projects about to be funded are probably safe.

Sequestration seems to have affected one National Coastal Wetland Conservation Grant project this year.  Grassy Flats Estuarine Habitat Restoration Project, from R4, is apparently being cut.  As to whether approved projects that had funding cut in 2013 will get priority in 2014, Craig said probably not.  Mitch anticipates that FY2014 will be a big year for ACJV projects under NAWCA.  There is more “coastal” funding this year than normal, and $100M of new funds are going into NAWCA from criminal fines from the BP Oil Spill settlement.  Some of that may be spent in the ACJV.

Partnership Accomplishment Reporting
Mitch said that most state partners have not reported FY2010 through FY2012 accomplishments to us.  Mitch will follow up with new partners (e.g., Audubon, NRCS) about when they need to start reporting.  

We discussed whether to include activities other than protection, restoration, and enhancement with long-term (≥10 year) benefits—for example management activities such as mowing/burning.  Joe Fuller and others said that it may be very difficult for states to report those individual “projects” because it could include a great deal of data, much of which may not be tracked in a central database.  Mitch said that we only need an estimate of acres managed (don’t have to specify activity or habitat type).  Exact coordinates are desirable for state fact sheets, but are not required for all activities.  They will only be displayed on a small sized, large-scale state map, so there should not be any privacy issues.  Cost data also are not required, but are helpful.  We do not financial information to Washington, but it is good to have such data for rough estimates of total funds that partners bring to bear.  Deb said she can work with partners as needed, so that coordinates that can be reported can portray the data adequately;  e.g., a town or county centroid could be usable.  Craig W. said we would look at prior reporting guidance;  he doesn’t think mowing and burning should be included because much of that management is quite temporary.  Mitch said that the “Enhancement” category is broad, and includes creating a habitat (e.g., wetland) where there wasn’t one before, as well as habitat management.  He said he believes many JVs are primarily reporting such short-term activities, so he believes that the ACJV should be reporting management.  Catherine said that we should distinguish between activities and accomplishments.  Mitch said that given the large volume of data that get reported annually, there are serious limitations on staff as to how much effort we can put into reviewing the data and making decisions that require knowledge about individual projects.  We must have a way of quickly and simply summarizing data, so we rely on partners to do some culling and provide us what meets our criteria.  David Viker suggested that every 3-5 years we ask for a general description (qualitative/outreach) of “other activities” (e.g,. short-term management activities) that could be useful for Congressional outreach, but we could handle that differently and distinguish it from more precise “bean counting” required for NAWCA and other grants (i.e., permanent protection).

ACTION ITEM:  partners will send accomplishment information to Caleb/Mitch by April 15, 2013.  ACJV staff will provide additional details about what information is needed and how it will be used, including acreage and cost data.  We will also describe how we can use narrative/qualitative information as well as the “long-term” acreage metrics (i.e., protection, restoration, enhancement).

ACTION ITEM: Discussing BCR Planning in Peninsular FL with Diane, Craig, Mitch, and others in FL

MEETING ADJOURNED 12:05pm
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