Final Minutes

Atlantic Coast Joint Venture

Management Board Meeting 

Princeton, New Jersey

July 23, 2008
ACTION ITEMS
Strategic Plan - ACJV Staff will provide a draft update of the ACJV Strategic Plan to the board and technical committees for review one month prior to the winter meeting.  The board will provide feedback and the staff will present the final draft to the board at the meeting for discussion and consideration of approval.
Congressional Outreach - ACJV Staff will work with board members to develop a congressional outreach strategy for the board at the winter meeting including strategies for working with new members and staff of appropriate Congressional Appropriations and Authorization subcommittee members.
Climate Change - ACJV Staff will summarize and demonstrate the existing and potential roles of the joint venture in addressing climate change and arrange for several related presentations for the board at the winter meeting.

Bald Eagles – ACJV staff to work with technical committees and experts to ensure that concentration areas are recognized in JV planning documents.

Technical Committee Structure – The ACJV Integrated Bird Conservation Steering Committee will provide a written description of changes to the technical committee structure and alternatives for non-waterfowl gamebirds by the next board meeting for board approval.
Accomplishment Reporting – States will confirm that the appropriate member of their staff has been identified to provide accomplishment information to the joint venture.  Staff will provide draft information to the states by December and the states will provide any additional information by February.  The Nature Conservancy will be asked to present their conserved lands database as an option for spatial accomplishment tracking.
Joint Meeting with Eastern Habitat Joint Venture - ACJV staff will work with Eastern Habitat Joint Venture staff to develop a draft agenda and action items for a possible joint meeting in the summer of 2009 in Prince Edward Island in conjunction with the summer flyway meetings.
Introductions
Ken Elowe (Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife), Chair, welcomed everyone to the summer ACJV Management Board Meeting.  Larry Herrighty (New Jersey Division of Fish and Wildlife), welcomed the board to New Jersey.  Ken asked for quick introductions (see attendance sheet).  

Review of Minutes and Action Items from Last Meeting

Ken asked for adoption of the minutes from the winter meeting in Duck, NC.  The motion to adopt was made and seconded and received unanimous approval.  The list of action items from the winter board meeting in was presented by Andrew Milliken (ACJV) and the following comments were made.  
· The Biological Foundation plan was adopted and revisions have been made - the revised plan will be posted on the ACJV website soon.  
· The multistate grant conservation design project partners have scheduled four meetings for partners to interact (NC/VA, SC, GA and FL) this summer and early fall.  Partners should have received invitation and it’s important for Management Board representatives to allow staff to attend.  
· A presentation was made to the technical committees on the integrated flyway wide waterbird monitoring project as requested.

· There is nothing new to report on involvement in PRISM by individual states.  
· Future JV budget allocation process will be an agenda item later in meeting.  
· The results of NAWMP policy survey also will be discussed later in the meeting. Congressional outreach was conducted by Andrew Milliken, Ken Elowe and Gwen Brewer, additional discussion later in meeting.
Updating ACJV Strategic Plan

The ACJV Strategic Plan is to be updated at Winter meeting 2009, five years after the original plan was approved.  We will be discussing proposed changes at this meeting.  A handout of the Table of Contents was provided with italics indicating ACJV staff proposed changes.  The heart of plan is the three main components, Biological Foundation, Conservation Delivery and Outreach and Communication.  We are fortunate in that we just approved the Biological Foundation plan this past winter and can incorporate that information into the update.  We also have had North American Waterfowl Management Plan Continental Assessment and will incorporate issues and recommendations raised during that assessment.  It is important that the strategic plan recognize the limitations we are facing due to limited funding so that we can determine what we can accomplish given the current situation.  We need to add detail on how we interact with Congress and key funding partners.  Ken Elowe asked Andrew to comment on how revisions to plan might move forward.  Staff will take lead on making actual edits and insure the changes are transparent for board review.  Will provide board technical committees at least a month of review time prior to next meeting with discussion at that time prior to finalizing document.  Ken asked whether the board wanted more involvement in actual revision and asked for volunteers to help Andrew and his staff.  Andrew noted this is one of the most important documents for the board and staff as it reflects overall ongoing board direction to the staff and partnership.
Joint Venture Budget Allocation Process

Ken asked Sherry Morgan (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Northeast Region) to discuss the JV administrative budget allocation process.  At our last meeting, Paul Schmidt (Assistant Director for the Division of Migratory Birds, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) discussed how the USFWS will be allocating 1234 funds to JVs.  Historically, JVs were individual line items in the federal budget; that has now changed and the Service receives lump sum to be allocated among all approved JVs.  The FWS is not expecting to have a budget increase for JVs in FY09.  The JV Coordinators met to review guidelines and expectations for allocation of future funding. The Assistant Regional Directors for Migratory Birds then approved an allocation process.  All of the Services programs undergo programmatic evaluations by the Office of Management and Budget, so it is not surprising to see that allocation is tied to performance metrics.  John Frampton (South Carolina Department of Natural Resources) noted that there might be a reallocation of funds for new JVs.  Sherry noted that the process outlined will not take place until after all white space is filled in and therefore the ACJV will not lose monies to fund the Appalachian Mountains Joint Venture.  Wayne MacCallum (Massachusetts Division of Fish and Wildlife) questioned how the Service plans on interacting with the bird initiatives to recognize new JVs.  Steve Rockwood (Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission) asked for clarification on how many JVs are not at minimum funding level of $300,000.  There are four JVs that have submitted implementation plans for review: Appalachian Mountains, East Gulf Coastal Plain, Rio Grande and Oaks and Prairies JVs.
Ken asked for a discussion separate from constraints of budget, what do we want and need from our JV in the next few years to further out.  Andrew noted that as we ask what the highest priorities are for migratory birds (i.e., conservation design process) we could incorporate additional (non-bird) species fairly easy.  Once we get to delivery of habitat on the ground we can fairly easily work with other taxon groups.  Conservation Design and Conservation Delivery are the two places where there may be overlap with needs of other taxa.  Jon Andrew (USFWS, Southeast Region) noted that JVs are proven, cooperative way to conserve land – this is easy.  But how do you get there (design and delivery for multiple taxa)?  That’s the more difficult question.  Building it out is going to be the difficult part without fracturing the core effort.  Ken asked how much infrastructure doyou need to undertake comprehensive conservation.  Andrew noted that this is something we are going to need guidance on as we revise the Strategic Plan; do we expand our vision?  John Frampton views the role of JV to facilitate partners to deliver on the ground habitat and we should not keep expanding our horizons.  Focus on the successes we’ve had so far and not expand the role of JV too far afield.  Wayne McCallum noted he has followed development of fish habitat JVs and what he sees that this JV has done is more for fish habitat than fish habitat JVs have done.  Wayne noted that fish habitat JVs do not want to take a landscape level view of aquatic systems.  Therefore it may be better to work with them where there are opportunities to work together as opposed to attempt to drive them to where they don’t want to go.  Steve Weber (New Hampshire Department of Fish and Game) asked where the leadership to ensure the larger scale view is taken?  Ken thought it would come from groups like this (i.e., ACJV).  
Desired Characteristics of JVs
Andrew asked the board to review the “Matrix” of desired characteristics of joint ventures put together by the NAWMP Science Support Team and revised by joint venture coordinators at their leisure.  This matrix is organized by major elements and describes what the minimal expectations are.  The ACJV staff is filling out the matrix for the ACJV.  This document will be used to guide future budget allocations.  Staff have identified several priorities   Andrew noted that we are currently spending about $50,000 over appropriated levels by funding some costs from other programs in the Division of Migratory Birds.  Relating back to justifications for future increases, we need about $200,000 to maintain our existing level of staff (including the GIS contract) and coordination efforts in the next few years.  We should also have additional monies for discretionary funds.  This would bring us up to about $1.1 million annually.  This does not include future expanded roles for the JV in biological planning, conservation design, monitoring and research.  Ken asked Sherry to elaborate on how much of the shortfall could be accommodated by the other portion of Migratory Birds (i.e., Populations Branch).  Sherry noted that Migratory Birds is reaching level that other programs reached in past years where there are concerns about being able to support all staff.  Wayne noted that this Board has always had concerns over the size and complexity of this JV taking money away from discretionary funds, but that the answer is not necessarily splitting up the JV since there are economies of scale since you have to duplicate administrative duties.
Congressional Outreach

Ken rearranged the agenda to discuss Congressional Outreach at this point in the meeting.  What do we try to do to increase Joint Venture funding?  Ken needs input on how to do Congressional outreach better and whether we should continue to be active in the Association of Joint Venture Management Boards?  Andrew noted that for the last several years we have conducted Hill Visits aligning with appropriation committee schedules.  Given our large size, we have been fairly strategic in targeting staff.  This past year Andrew, Ken and Gwen Brewer attended the Hill visits.  Non-federal JV partners tend to ask Congress to support increases to the overall JV appropriations; we tend to mention five different programs (joint ventures, other USFWS Migratory Birds programs, NAWCA, Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Act and State Wildlife Grants).  The ACJV congressional outreach typically reaches 15-20 offices within the JV.  It is difficult to influence delegations from states not represented by participants of Hill visits and it is critical that state board members at least call the members of their delegation prior to a visit.  The Association of JV Management Boards is not necessary if only JV Coordinators participate.  One of the clear objectives is to lobby collectively for congressional appropriations.  Having an association that can work on congressional appropriations is desirable.  Ken asked for guidance on how involved this Board should be?  Do we need to be more involved than ensuring our budget requests are in line with the Association’s?
North American Waterfowl Management Plan (NAWMP)
Andrew noted that we took the comments from the Continental Assessment very seriously and addressed how we are resolving those issues.   Andrew’s Triennial Report presentation to NAWM Plan Committee reviewed ACJV History, Status and Vision, Progress Report (JV Leadership & Administration, Biological Foundation), NAWMP Continental Assessment (Recommendations and Actions Taken).  He included a discussion of the role of the NSST in helping JVs move forward with some of the difficult questions this JV has been discussing.  The ACJV Response to NAWMP Policy Survey was one of the most comprehensive of any submitted.  NAWMP is moving into areas that it has not been active in previously.  Position statement from the ACJV Management Board is stated in the Policy Survey response for board review.  
North American Wetlands Conservation Act (NAWCA)
NAWCA grants were summarized by Wayne MacCallum who pointed out three things:

1) Crows Nest project (VA) scored well but grant administration staff recommended it not be funded because it was using mitigation monies. There was discussion amongst council who reaffirmed staff’s recommendation.

2) One project (Roanaoke River, VA/NC) was funded in excess of a million dollars. This is only the second time this has occurred. Council can consider circumstances surrounding an application. There will be further discussion about raising the cap on future applications.

3) Wayne summarized the discussions that have occurred with regard to revising the proportion of NAWCA funds going to each country. There is some concern about match – especially in Canada where match has to be generated in the US and results in a lot of monies going out of the US and into Canada.

Mitch Hartley (ACJV) summarized NAWCA grants paid for by monies from the Overseas Group oil spill fines. Two of the approved NAWCA grants were paid by these oil spill monies and totaled 1.7 million dollars for projects in the Great Marsh and Buzzards Bay. 

Craig Watson (ACJV) spoke about NAWCA projects submitted from the southeast. Considerably more projects have been submitted in the southeast in recent rounds. ACJV staff have been encouraging partners to submit projects. This last round, the ACJV had 17 proposals submitted. Nationwide there were 49 projects submitted. 

Neotropical Migratory Bird Act Grant Program

Melanie Steinkamp (ACJV) gave a brief update on Neotropical Migratory Bird Act grants selected in March 2008 and highlighted how much work is being conducted on the wintering grounds in Latin America for priority birds in the ACJV.

National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF)
Mike Slattery (NFWF) gave an update on the NFWF process particularly for the bird keystones. They received 10-11 pre-proposals for American oystercatcher work, four pre-proposals for red knots. Several were invited to submit full proposals. The red knot business plan will be completed by August and focuses on horseshoe crabs as well as limiting factors outside of Delaware Bay, such as coastal Virginia, Florida, etc. 

Seabirds – Presently, NFWF initiative is focused on Pacific seabirds but it is still being developed with a targeted completion date in October. The final business plan will include the Caribbean and Northern Atlantic.

Early Successional Initiative – will not be developed into a business plan because much of this information already exists, e.g. woodcock initiative. This initiative overlaps with other keystone initiatives. NFWF has received a number of proposals that will go forward to the board. There is a lot of interest in working with NRCS and private landowners.
Southeast Grassland Initiative – They are presently working with the Longleaf Alliance. This initiative lacks a business plan but well defined elements for conserving grasslands have been developed.

Longleaf Pine -  A decision support tool has been developed for longleaf pine in the East Gulf Coastal Plain. NFWF is working with the Atlantic Coast Joint Venture, Lower Mississippi Joint Venture and Auburn University to expand it to the full geographic range of  longleaf pine habitats. 

Boreal to the Bays – The focal species for this initiative are white-winged and black scoters and wintering habitat will be the focus. NFWF staff is pursuing a keystone initiative focused on common eider and will present this potential initiative to the board. 

Andrew thanked Mike for working with the JV and indicated the importance of proactively bringing ideas to the foundation in the future.  Ken also thanked the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation for their efforts.

Competitive State Wildlife Grants and Regional Conservation Needs
Sherry Morgan provided information on the competitive State Wildlife Grant (SWG) program.  There is a team of eight individuals, four people representing states, and four representing USFWS, who are drafting criteria for reviewing proposals under competitive SWG programs. Competitive SWG funding is additional money put back into the program by appropriators. The match required is 25% for competitive SWG proposals. States will have 90 days to submit proposals. The minimum for a proposal is $300,000. Projects should address needs of more than one state.  The same team that developed the criteria will be ranking and reviewing proposals. Dollars must be obligated by September 30, 2009. The RFP will go out in mid-August. The maximum time for completing projects is 3 years. 

Climate Change 

John O’Leary (Massachusetts Division of Fish and Wildlife) gave a presentation on climate change and its potential predicted effects in Massachusetts. He presented the results of the work they are doing to look at climate change in Massachusetts and explained how model results will be tied back to their State Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP). They are focusing on measuring habitat vulnerability and determining the level of “comfort” they have with the model outputs. The results of this work will also be used in land acquisition decisions. The biggest predicted change is warmer winters, less days of snow cover, shortening of winter seasons, and more frequent short-term droughts. These changes have a number of implications to ecosystems.  Forest habitats in high elevation habitats will change as temperatures rise. Sea level rise projected to increase 2-4.5 feet by 2100 under a high emissions scenario. Some of the variables to consider for habitat vulnerability include (but are not limited to): 1) current rate of loss, 2) elevation, 3) latitude, 4) vulnerability to increasing temperature, 5) vulnerability to increased attack by biological stressors, 6) habitat intrinsic dispersive rate, 7) vulnerability to increased frequency or intensity of extreme events, 8) vulnerability to human maladaptive responses, 9) vulnerability due to obstacles to range shifts, etc.  Vulnerabilities will be  ranked and the confidence surrounding these ranks defined as high, medium, or low. The results will be published. The timeframe for completion is 18 months. 

Graham Smith (U.S.G.S. Patuxent Wildlife Research Center) – gave an overview of the Multistate Grant and Science Support Proposal on Climate Change submitted by USGS and the ACJV (Project Officer is Tim Jones, Principal Investigators are Glenn Guntensbergen, and Alan O’Connell). Presently USGS is trying to predict impacts of global climate change. They will use the results of their sea level rise models and link them to models on bird species use of coastal marshes to predict potential changes and develop tools to inform future management. 

Ken Elowe stated that there is momentum right now to work on climate change and asked the question, “What would you do differently today with climate change as an additional stressor?” We need to build a system that has flexibility to adapt to changing conditions.  John O’Leary indicated that the policy approach is to stop or reduce our carbon input. The biological approach is to recognize that the carbon is going to be in the system for a long time. The reality is that species are already shifting to the north. Ken asked the question -is there anything different that the JV needs to be doing today?  Andrew Milliken indicated that the type of approach being taken in MA could be done at the scale of the JV. We need to think about adaptations and what that means for what we need to have for our species into the future. He would like to use the winter management board meeting to have more in-depth discussions about this, with expertise available.  Sherry Morgan noted that the National Wildlife Federation got money from VA, WA and MD  to look at climate change and their SWAPs.  Jon Andrew noted that Region 4 spent money to develop Sea Level Affecting Marsh Models (SLAMM) for Southeast National Wildlife Refuges.  Ken Elowe asked Andrew for the JV staff to put together what they think an approach might be to begin to address climate change.

Bald Eagles

Bryan Watts (College of William and Mary) gave a presentation on Bald Eagle concentration areas in Chesapeake Bay. They have a 50-year dataset in VA; The data show reproductive rates have increased to pre-DDT levels. Bald Eagles are presently at three times their recovery goal. The debate now is no longer recovering the species but in sustaining the recovered population. Core areas within tidal wetlands with low salinity levels support the greatest numbers of breeding pairs. There is also a relationship between spawning runs of some fish species and breeding bald eagles. Areas with high densities of Bald Eagles also support high densities of osprey, great blue herons, etc.

Breeding Bald Eagles are not the only birds using these areas. Migrating eagles are also using them. They have data tracking birds from Florida up into Canada and highlighting the importance of Chesapeake Bay as a convergence for the entire flyway population of eagles. In the summer, eagles migrate to Chesapeake Bay from the south. In the winter, birds from the north migrate to Chesapeake Bay. The migrant eagles are using the same areas as the breeding population. These small areas are supporting a high proportion of the eagles throughout the flyway.

Development is threatening these concentration areas. The Chesapeake Bay region is losing habitat to development at 150 square km per year. Market pressure is very high to develop these areas. These land conversions will play out over the next two-three decades. There is approximately 131,000 hectares remaining that are open to development. Presently only about 10% of the core areas are in public ownership. 

Ken Elowe indicated that the role of the ACJV is to make certain that land with exceptional conservation value is integrated into proposals for land acquisition. ACJV staff need to make certain Bald Eagle concentration areas are represented in BCR plans and are reflected in grant applications. David Norris (Virginia Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife) indicated that every one of the eagle concentration areas in Virginia fall within the waterfowl focus areas.  ACJV staff will work with the technical committees and Dr. Watts to make sure the importance of these areas are reflected in existing plans.
Waterfowl Technical Committee Meeting Summary

David Norris, chair of the ACJV Waterfowl Technical Committee provided updates on ongoing studies, including the food availability and habitats of black ducks and brant studies. This information is needed to relate habitat objectives to population objectives.

He summarized the presentation by the National Wetlands Inventory to the technical committee. He explained how one can use modifiers on NWI maps. There is more accuracy in these maps and they include soils. It is possible to identify functions from photos as well as landcover type.
Tim Jones provided updates on the migration model proposal and the climate change proposal that were presented to the technical committee.
Nongame Technical Committee Summary

Gwen Brewer (Maryland Department of Natural Resources) chair of the ACJV Nongame Technical Committee summarized the results of that technical committee’s meetings.  During the joint meeting of the Waterfowl Technical Committee (WTC) and the Nongame Technical Committee the committee structures were reviewed and their functions discussed. The group outlined the special responsibilities of the WTC as well as how to integrate between the two committees. Nongame Technical Committee meetings will occur in conjunction with the flyway meetings but ad hoc and standing subcommittees may meet using other venues and via conference call.  During the joint session, presentations on subjects of interest to both groups were heard. 

Integrated Bird Conservation Steering Committee – This committee is composed of the chair and vice chair of each of the two technical committees. Andrew Milliken will provide JV support. The purpose of the committee is to coordinate and monitor activities coming out of the waterfowl and nongame technical committees and to figure out which committee or subcommittee should address them. This committee will identify issues that need to go to the management board. A coordination and contact schedule was established.

Laurel Barnhill was officially voted in as a vice-chair of the Nongame Technical Committee. The group discussed limited terms for chairs and decided to mirror the WTC, with two-year terms. Therefore, a new chair will be elected summer of 2009 and Laurel Barnhill will begin her term as chair summer 2010.

Two standing subcommittees were established under the Nongame Technical Committee, as well as three ad hoc subcommittees. Standing subcommittees include a  waterbird subcommittee with Stephanie Melvin (USFWS Region 4), chair. One of these subcommittee’s tasks includes developing population objectives for waterbirds. 

The second standing committee is a shorebird subcommittee with John Stanton (USFWS Region 4) as chair.  This subcommittee’s tasks include linking population objectives to habitat goals, regional impoundment management, and getting stopover areas mapped. The overall purpose of the subcommittee is to help coordinate implementation of the shorebird plan.

The ad hoc subcommittees developed include an  International Connections subcommittee.  This subcommittee will determine how to best support the Southern Wings Initiative. Preliminary discussions indicated that a role for the JV would be to help identify priority projects for Southern Wings. A second ad hoc subcommittee will look at Bald Eagle Concentration Areas for habitat protection. In addition to habitats in Chesapeake Bay, the subcommittee will look at concentration areas in other portions of the flyway. The first step is to go back and look at BCR plans and revise as needed to make certain they identify important bald eagle concentration areas, add new data, and make certain BCRs include text recognizing these areas.  There will be an Environmental Assessment addressing concentration areas. The Flyway Nongame Technical Section will coordinate with the JV Nongame Technical Committee and see if additional comments from the JV are needed.  A third ad hoc subcommittee will look at Northeast Coordinated Bird Monitoring.  This subcommittee will look at the framework and think about continued support. There is a need to discuss how Coordinated Bird Monitoring fits into JV needs and priorities.

BCR Piedmont planning – the Nongame Technical Committee discussed best way to tackle the planning needs for this BCR. The decision is whether there is a need to produce a full conservation plan or whether moving forward with landowners by developing a landowner’s guide to habitat conservation for birds in the Piedmont makes more sense. Melanie Steinkamp will be leading on this issue and will begin to collect additional information.

Ken Elowe asked Gwen Brewer and David Norris to outline what issues and what expertise the management board needs to take action on. The list of representatives that need to be at the WTC and Nongame Technical needs to be developed. A request was made to put this in writing and funnel it through the joint venture staff to the board.
Andrew Milliken explained that the change was made in the JV committee structure to get better representation from the states. The Nongame Technical Committee meeting was very well attended (45 participants). Andrew thanked individuals for attending on Sunday to help the JV figure out how to make the committees function and thanked the chair and vice chairs for their willingness to support the efforts.

Action Item for the Management Board from the Nongame Technical Section  – Need to determine which committee game birds belong under. The WTC and Nongame Technical Committee discussed this and decided to take wetland-dependent game species and place them under the WTC. Non-wetland dependent game birds will be placed under the Nongame Technical Committee. Board asked to see the structure in writing prior to the next board meeting.
Annual Accomplishment Reporting

Andrew Milliken reviewed the annual accomplishment reporting process.  State members were asked who wanted to be lead person for accomplishment reporting within the state. Andrew asked states to review the list and to let him know if the correct person is not identified. Also, as discussed at winter meeting, the JV is trying to make accomplishment reporting more spatially explicit and will ask The Nature Conservancy to present their conserved lands database to the board at a future meeting.
USFWS 2009 State of the Birds Report

Sherry Morgan reviewed the purpose f this report. This report will be succinct and will not incorporate new data. It is being developed under the NABCI committee. FWS staff are working on it presently and will release it at the March North American meeting in Washington. FWS will use it to bring more attention to bird conservation needs as we move into a new administration. The report will complement Audubon Society’s report.  On a related topic, the House Natural Resources Committee  held a hearing on migratory birds. Paul Schmidt (FWS) and several NGOs testified. Good discussions ensued.

Next Meetings

Next Management Board meeting will be held in Virginia during the first week of March (March 3rd or 4th). Potential venues include Williamsburg or Virginia Beach.

Summer 2009 Meeting – The ACJV could meet jointly with the Eastern Habitat JV in Prince Edward Island in July 2009. The Eastern Habitat JV is interested in meeting jointly if the two joint venture work on action items.

Ken Elowe requested JV staff to work out action items to determine whether there justification for meeting jointly. 

Meeting was adjourned.
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