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July 17th , 2013;  Mystic, CT

Attendees:  David Viker (FWS Reg. 4), Mike Burger (Audubon), Gary Casabona (NRCS), Margaret Griep (USFS), Deb Rocque (FWS Reg. 5), Cal DuBrock (PA), Dan Forster (GA), Catherine Sparks (RI), Ashley Dayer (Facilitator), David Pashley (ABC), Bernie Marczyk, Craig LeSchack (DU), David Norris (VA), Jim Connolly (ME), Gwen Brewer (MD), Larry Herrighty (NJ), Rick Jacobson (CT), Adriana Zito-Livingston (TNC), Breck Carmichael (SC), David Cobb (NC), Diane Eggeman (FL), Greg Moore (DE), Wayne MacCallum, John O’Leary (MA), Gordon Batcheller (NY), Mark Scott (VT), Beth Amendola (Audubon), Mark Ellingwood (NH), Kirsten Luke, Craig Watson, Tim Jones, Deb Reynolds, Caleb Spiegel, Mitch Hartley (ACJV).

Welcome & Introduction
Rick Jacobson and Catherine Sparks welcomed the ACJV Management Board to Mystic, introduced the facilitator, Ashley Dayer.  Attendees introduced themselves and stated their favorite bird in the ACJV.  March meeting minutes were unanimously approved (moved by R. Jacobson, seconded by Dan Forster).

ACJV Biological Priorities & Workplan
Mitch Hartley gave an overview of the development of the ACJV Biological Priorities document, how it has been reviewed by the Board and ACJV Technical Committees (via webinars in May and June), and the feedback we received and incorporated into the final document.  

Action Item:  Staff to post a link for the 2nd Technical Committee webinar, which was recorded (already posted to acjv.org)

A new two-year workplan for ACJV staff was developed, based on that document, with each of the priorities identified in the workplan as an “Objective,” with a list of “Tasks.”  For each task we identify the specific product or measure of success, the person(s) responsible, and a deadline.

We discussed how the biological priorities document and workplan was an attempt to better align our current priorities and staff capacity, especially with somewhat limited capacity relative to past years, and due to many ongoing commitments.  Staff wanted a means to engage our partners, particularly our Tech Committees and Management Board, to have a productive dialogue about our priorities and activities, especially as we propose to change them over time.  In general the changes that the staff are proposing are relatively minor changes, totaling about 5-10% of the staff’s time.  Most of all, we hope that these documents improve our transparency, so anyone new to the ACJV can see what we are doing currently.  Our Strategic Plan doesn’t allow that, as it provides a broad framework for how our joint venture operates and what we want to do, including activities that we have done in the past (but aren’t currently engaged in) and those we aspire to do in the future.  

Budget and staffing levels have been dynamic in the last few years;  at one time the ACJV was down two of its three Assistant Coordinators, though we have recently backfilled one of those when Caleb Spiegel started in 2013.  We expect our budget to decrease in the years to come, so staffing levels are not likely to increase in the near future.  As the ACJV has evolved in the last 10-15 years, after it became an “all bird” joint venture, we’ve struggled somewhat to define (both internally and externally) our scope and priorities.  Given our existing capacity (i.e., two science/GIS staff, two delivery/coordination staff, and two admistrative/outreach staff) we felt the need to better define—and to narrow somewhat—the roles of ACJV staff, and our current priorities and activities.

Bernie M. aked why, in looking at the overall administration category, it doesn’t match the addition of each individual.  Mitch noted that the overall totals are weighted averages of each staff, including half-time staff (though her totals only add to 50%).

Dan F.noted that although the Work Plan is great and we need to have them, there should be a balance between doing them but not being overly bureaucratic.  He said he would like to hear from the staff if this was helpful?  Craig Watson said it was very helpful and a value-added exercise.  It has helped us develop more of a focus, but the fear is that we will continue to try to do everything.  We will have to be better about saying no.  Deb echoed what Craig said.  But one additional challenge she has is that she only works half time for the ACJV.  However, there are many overlapping efforts between the ACJV and Populations Branch (where she also works 50% of the time).  Wayne M. asked if this work plan is based on likely projection of Federal budgets.  Mitch responded that we had considered future budget scenarios.  One of the most basic reasons this JV and others exist is to put conservation on the ground via the NAWCA program.  This will be the one program that has bipartisan support that should be relatively stable.  For example, there is additional money coming to NAWCA from the BP spill.  Wayne asked if we are reducing staff and will be unable to deal with additional opportunities that this will represent?  Deb Rocque appreciated that Wayne raised a good point.  Deb noted that Exxon Valdez is a good surrogate for what may happen.  We have staff looking at the connections to take advantage of these types of opportunities.  Wayne noted his concern is for the next two years when the opportunity is here.  Craig noted that he probably will be spending more than 25% of his time on NAWCA because of the BP Oil Spill.  

Caleb emphasized that this work plan isn’t carved in stone and we have the flexibility to make the type of changes that Wayne is advocating for.  Mitch said we wants to be clear, that while the workplan represents what we are expecting today, there are likely going to be opportunities that may change some of the activities as outlined in the draft work plan.  Hurricane Sandy funding is a good example of this.  We discussed how the workplan should be flexible and dynamic.  If important or strategic opportunities arise, e.g., a major new funding source, ACJV staff may shift their activities and focus to take advantage of it.  However, that would typically involve us seeking input from our partners and then making a conscious decision, at which time we would notify our committees and board so that any shift was transparent, and clearly explained.  Catherine noted that these discussions have taken place with staff and this is to serve as a baseline with good metrics for progress.  Rick J. wanted to commend staff that we have achieved the first goal of transparency, forward looking and strategically consider how to respond to opportunities.  The hard part is how staff will track their effort.  

Mike Burger noted that he’s not concerned about how staff is spending their time as long the objectives are being met.  He appreciated the work plan and likes how the tasks are laid out. Mike noted that he would like to see Task 8 added to by including revised focus areas for the ACJV.  Tim noted that the staff views this as an eventual outcome of the DSL projects and that we are moving in that direction.  Ashley noted that Mike suggested adding a task 1.4 to have the Tech Committee look at the connections between the Gulf and areas outside of the Gulf.  Craig noted that we do have some preliminary information connecting affected species with migratory and breeding habitat in the ACJV outside of the Gulf region.  Rick noted that this would be more transparent if we made it more explicit, by linking specific tasks for each staff back to the specific tasks/objectives.  Gwen noted that Tech Committees are specifically mentioned in tasks/objectives, but there is only one place in the staff tables.  Is there a way to more specifically link Tech Committees to Craig and Caleb?  Tim noted that if we incorporate Rick’s suggestion then this would be more explicit.  Dianne noted that this Work Plan may need to change in light of the changes to NAWMP per the current revision.

We discussed how there is a need to strategically consider how we can track progress toward achieving objectives.  The challenges to this include not having developed concrete species or habitat objectives for most of our priority species, and not having a spatial database with which to capture our partners’ work, and other important aspects of the environment (e.g., habitat conservation as well as degradation or loss).  There have been various proposals in recent years to develop and populate a “managed lands” database, but support for that has been mixed and that concept has not yet gotten enough traction or funding to move forward.  Ideally we could have explicit links between specific tasks in the work plan and specific species/habitat objectives in our BCR plans, Strategic Plan, etc.

Moving forward, we expect to engage our Technical Committees with an annual review of our biological priorities, during their winter meeting, incorporate their feedback, and present the current priorities document to our Management Board at their meeting in March/April.  Based on that discussion, we would revise our Work Plan and it would be reviewed annually and approved at the summer Board meeting.  If changes are needed or expected during the year we would seek input and/or notify the Technical Committee and Management Board via email.  

Action Item:  Board approved ACJV Priorities Document & Workplan


2014 Strategic Plan Revision
An outline of revisions was included in Board packets, and Ashley asked if there were any questions or comments.  Gordon Batcheller asked when changes will be incorporated and available in final form?  Mitch noted that it depends on what the Board decides today.  We are suggesting that we keep the Strategic Plan similar to its current form, but update it to reflect the realities and conditions of today (e.g., land cover).  We assume this will be a top priority of the staff and then reviewed by a small committee of the Board.  Strategic Plan should be completed and available to circulate to Board members by around December for review prior to next Board meeting.  Wayne asked whether we were linking our efforts with those of the LCCs.  Are we providing science to the LCCs?  David Viker, R4 USFWS, suggested deferring this to the discussion of LCCs.  Cal DuBrock suggested that the ACJV has to look at our science through the lens of human dimensions.
Mitch noted that there is a slight disconnect since this afternoon we are launching the development of a strategic communication plan.  Unfortunately, the strategic communications plan won’t be finished within the timeline of the revision for the Strategic Plan.  The strategic communication plan will plug into the Strategic Plan and maybe the Board will decide to hold off on approving the Strategic Plan until the strategic communications plan is completed.
Gordon asked for clarification on how the Board will be involved in finalizing the revisions to the Strategic Plan.  Mitch noted that there is a sub-committee of the Board (Catherine, Breck, Bernie, Diane, Craig LeSchack and Rick Jacobson).  Mitch assumes that this committee or some form of it will be engaged in reviewing the drafts.  Rick suggested that the drafts go to the full Board at the same time.  Mitch asked the sub-committee if they are willing to continue in this capacity.  Diane, noted that she would like to continue but has other pressing issues for the next couple of months.  Other committee members agreed to continue to participate.  Ashley asked for a motion to approve the list to suggested changes (so moved by Craig L., seconded by Catherine).  Vote to approve was unanimous.
Action Item:  Board approved outline of revisions to ACJV Strategic Plan

NAWMP Revision
DianeEggeman, representing the North American Waterfowl Management Plan (NAWMP) Interim Integration Committee (IIC) gave a presentation to update the board about recent meetings of those committees (available at ACJV.org, at board meeting website):
•	This revision is really a “re-vision” of the whole waterfowl management enterprise
•	Goal is to break down the silos, work towards common goals
•	Become more effective and efficient
•	Keep pace with environmental and societal changes
•	Keep people in mind (address hunter decline and engage broader base of support)
She reviewed the revised NAWMP goals, which are linked and inseparable:  abundant and resilient waterfowl populations, conservation of waterfowl habitat sufficient to sustain populations, and growing numbers of waterfowl hunters and public supporters.  The revision has seven recommendations, related to developing/revising objectives, integrating waterfowl management, focusing on important landscapes, adapting harvest management, building support for conservation, increasing adaptive capacity, and establishing a human dimensions working group.  Next steps include updating draft objectives and assigning task groups to address them.  The role of the IIC is to ensure that all these groups are integrated appropriately.  Gordon asked Diane about her presentation noting that in 2014-2015 the Plan Committee was to assess stakeholder values;  is this going to happen?  Are you envisioning a national survey?  She said it would be hard to do nationally as there are a lot of hurdles to proceed.
Cal DuBrock, representing the Human Dimension (HD) Committee, gave a presentation on that group’s recent workshop (available at ACJV.org, at board meeting website), which included representatives from NAWMP Committee, IIC, National Science Support Team (NSST), state and federal agencies, joint ventures, and HD specialists.  Some major points include a need to incorporate HD into our scientific work from the beginning, to agree on terms of reference, and to develop a work plan for the HD Working Group.  A budget for that effort has been developed, and nearly finalized.  Cal asked the board to review of initial objectives for HD Working Group and please provide comments and feedback on funding options.  
Gary Casabona had a comment about building broader support.  He pointed out that an earlier slide noted water quality, and said there is a segment of population that just doesn’t care about wildlife;  you might consider including ecological goods and services in your messages.  Cal noted not only is it about money but about broader engagement and making our work more relevant to their lives.  Wayne asked how are you defining or selecting stakeholders?  Cal said he can’t answer specifically, but we want to grow the number of waterfowl hunters and other conservationists.

LCC UPdates
Catherine provided an update from the NALCC, which has been working quite closely with ACJV staff on science projects.  Examples were passed out in a handout.  Tim and Mitch are involved in the Technical sub-committees of the NALCC.  They have a data portal to make spatial data and maps available. (See handout).  Mitch noted that we are well engaged with both the NA & SA LCCs.  Where we have been less engaged is with the 2 newer LCCs, Caribbean and Peninsular FL.  Mitch expects engagement to increase over the next year, as those LCCs become more active.
Breck said that the ACJV is well coordinated with the SALCC.  The goals of this LCC are a little different than those in the NALCC.  The goal is to develop an overall conservation blueprint for the South Atlantic geography.  Birds play a key role as indicators for each of the identified key habitats.  SALCC has a project page.  Conservation planning atlas is available.   No RFP for this year.

ACJV Accomplishment Reporting
We shared a handout, basically summarizing what Management Board members’ staff reported to ACJV Staff.  We discussed how and why this is a fairly imprecise number.  We don’t have these accomplishments in any spatially explicit form, which makes it hard to track actual accomplishments, avoid double-counting, etc.  Most land protection reported in our joint venture is permanent.  Mitch noted that we did try to separate out the short-term (less than 10 years) accomplishments.  We would like to have spatially explicit accomplishment data whenever partners have it.  What we need from board members’ staff is their help in interpreting the data you have been giving us in the past.  David Pashley noted that AMJV has a spatially explicit tracking system. Mitch noted that ACJV is aware of that system but hasn’t adopted any of the various systems that exist, though we’ve considered and explored several.  Rick noted that we are putting a lot of resources into affecting how landscapes are changed via land use practices and wondered whether there is a good way to incorporate these actions.  Craig noted that there is confusion in the board on the categories of data we are asking for.  David Norris noted that there is an enormous amount of data request coming into each biologist.  Also, who does the reporting?  There are usually a multiple partners in each project.  We discussed some of the challenges and issues related to this effort, and Mitch noted that this is (and may always be) a pretty broad, “fuzzy” number.  However, we have to report this out for our funding, and don’t have the resources to have a full-time person working on partner accomplishment tracking for months out of the year (nor would we choose to do so if we did) .  However, these data are very important for communication and outreach purposes.  
Action Item:  Management Board members want to continue to be cc’ed on requests for data.  Definitions should be further clarified but given our diversity they will always be somewhat fuzzy.  Our communications should refer to these figures as minimal acres

Strategic Communications Planning

Ashley Dayer is expecting to lead ACJV staff and partners on a strategic communications planning process.  Goals for today’s discussion include:
- Lay foundation for 3 yr plan
- Ensure staff is familiar w/ approach
- Elicit critical feedback
- Confirm next steps & roles (ACJV committee, others)

Ashley gave a powerpoint presentation, which included the following points:
· Conservation solutions require changing human behavior (e.g., habitat protection = landowner behavior - easement;  wetland conservation funding = hunters & birders - buy duck stamps)
· Strategic communications & education must be made for specific audience -- comparable to SHC loop for social science
· Strategic Communications strategy interacts with Strategic Habitat strategy
· Successful case study - Point Reyes Bird Observatory & seabird nesting on Alcatraz 
· Important who conveys strategy as well as what is being conveyed  

Ashley lead the board in an exercise, “What opportunities exist for strategic communications by ACJV (in 7 words or less) going around the room and having each person respond (multiple times).  We then voted for top three choices and scored them (1st = 3 points; 2nd = 2; 3rd = 1):
1) Educate elected officials and their staff (x26 pts)
2) Healthy wetlands provide human values (x18)
3) The business case for bird conservation (& birding) (x14)
4) Early successional habitat management/disturbance is necessary (x13)
5) Integrate Farm Bill programs into ACJV operations (x10)
6) Influence Public Education Curriculum (x9)
7) Engage more wildlife habitat biologists of ACJV partners (x8)
8) Create messages that resonate w/ audiences, not us (x7)
…All others = 6 points or less

Reactions/Discussion on vote:
How best to engage with elected officials?  Strategy:  target correct people (those w/shared core values -- will catalyze their peer group;  have landowners/stakeholders to participate in this engagement.  Visits with elected officials yield fewer benefits than hearing from constituencies (Cal).  Is it ACJV’s duty?  Better to educate public who will influence to elected officials?  National JV will be asking elected officials about how much influence engagement can have on decision making/conservation outcomes.  Cal said that the goal of engaging elected officials should be broader than just about procuring moneyl;  policy influence is also important.  Scale is important;  does ACJV have capacity to do major Congressional outreach?  David  Pashley said that a national JV strategy might be needed to have enough impact to get enough objectives accomplished.  Is coordination via NABCI the way to go?

Gwen said that the list is missing a topic about engaging partnerships to get conservation done.  Deb said that this list is not final, but still taking shape.  Bernie pointed out that five of the top eight (1,2,3,4,6) were discussed extensively, but 5,7 &8 ranked high even though there was no discussion about them before ranking.  Wayne felt that JVs now have a large number of key messages/goals;  we need to focus core message more.  Mark said that public education curriculum messaging can be put forward through AFWA.  Mitch asked where can we be value added?  What is already being done?  We must be focused.  Cal said that overall perception of the public is that birds are everywhere (e.g., starlings) so they must be doing fine.  Nuance of message is not well-conveyed.  Place may be more important than species when connecting value to public.  Deb said that we need to connect bird conservation to a message that resonates strongly with public .  Clean water and health issues (e.g., clean air) are known to resonate strongly with the public.

Ashley showed us a “WORDLE” analysis of the list -- “Conservation” was the most prominent word, followed by “ACJV”, “wildlife”, “management.”  Ashley will also analyze the entire list 

Goals of “Discovery” Assessment
Background:  Ashley met with Deb & Mitch; reviewed past/present communication tools; reviewed website; other information.  Currently, the primary communication tools of the ACJV are our website, e-news, brochures, factsheets, and Facebook postings (FB).  Our primary audiences are FWS staff, our management Board, technical commitees, and other partners (incomplete list -- see Ashley’s powerpoint).

WEBSITE ASSESSMENT
Strengths:  explains JV; attractive; rich with resources (more links than any other bird initiatives); integrates news; connects the people.  Weaknesses:  outdated content management system (Dreamweaver - not user friendly).  Better technology now available for home page design; navigation; resource directory; user interaction; social media integration; news blogging.

E-NEWS LETTER ASSESSMENT:
Strengths:  regularity;  lots of recipients (500-600); mix of articles.  Weaknesses:  database update and assessment;  outdated platform;  we lack evaluation stats to evaluate who is reading.

FACEBOOK:
Bernie asked what is the value of FB to the JV?  Ashley said it engages a younger demographic (e.g., Congressional staffers);  not very time consuming to maintain;  easy to more instantly and quickly convey messages;  mostly reporting on partner news (more than ACJV Staff news).

BROCHURE/FOLDER ASSESSMENT:
Strengths:  attractive with nice images;  compelling stats/graphs.  Weaknesses:  text heavy;  expensive to print;  often outdated (~4yrs old).

STATE FACTSHEET ASSESSMENT:
Strengths:  annual info; state-specific.  Weaknesses:  time-consuming to create;  delivery target unclear;  effectiveness unclear.  Deb Reynolds said that she creates these for ACJV Board & other partners to use, but she is rarely asked for them so doubts whether/how much they are really being used.  

NEEDS -- Staff & Board (see Ashley’s powerpoint).  The JV “Desired Characteristics Matrix” indicates Minimal or Comprehensive ranks of achievement, for four Characteristics:
1) Coordination/Partnerships
2) Priority Audiences & Objectives
3) Tactics & Products
4) Audience Assessment
See Ashley’s matrix for current rankings in her ppt;  she will re-evaluate after planning process. 

Structuring an effective communications strategy (	*FACTSHEET passed out to group*) involves understanding and clarifying:
1) the “WHY”
2) the “WHO” -- Audience (e.g., stakeholders, customers, partners)
3) the “WHAT” -- Objective (what attitudes, knowledge skills are needed by audiences)
	Key messages: fit them to audience
4) the “HOW” -- Tactics & tools (How does audience receive the message?  How complex is message?
5 HOW’D IT GO? -- Evaluation (measure results before, during, after)

An overarching goals for the ACJV is to have communications tied to the list that the ACJV included in Priorities & Workplan Docs.  How do they match up to Board’s ideas?  Which of these should be incorporated into Communication Strategy?  Measurable objectives are needed for these goals.  Where does leveraging funding fit into ACJVs outreach strategy?  Usually features prominently in other JV strategies, and came up in list (see section above).  Integrating human values might need to be added to list.

Next Steps:
1) Define audiences (Aug)
2) Audience Assessment (Sep)
3) Work session to present results/define objectives, messages, tools (Oct)
4) Refinement of Objectives, Messages, tools with Deb & other staff (Nov)
5) Identify evaluation metrics & tools; create timelines (Dec)
6) Draft plan written (Jan)
7) Plan circulated to Working Group for review (Feb)
8) Final plan submitted to Board for approval (Mar)
[PLEASE NOTE:  Serious delays in FWS contracting have changed this timeline.  A contract submitted in May and expected to be done in July is still not done, near the end of September.  Ashley cannot carry out any of this work until a contract is in place.]

What are the audiences?  We will poll Board members to get names/contact info of people (~5 to10 names per member) that we think should know about the ACJV (e.g., regional biologist from a state).  We can use this as a group to interview, and accomplish some other goals as well.  For example, it can help us update our mailing/e-mail list.  

We need to define both the overlap & complementarity between JVs and LCCs in our outreach plan.

Action Items:  Ashley will send “what opportunities exist for strategic communications” list generated by group.  Our Communications Planning Committee will review & revise (if needed) overarching ACJV goals and send around any revisions along with next steps in the process.  Board members with questions or concerns about process will contact Ashley Dayer or Deb Reynolds.  Mitch will send out a poll to each board member to get names/contact info of people (~5 to10 names per member) that should know about ACJV (e.g., regional biologist from a state).

Priority Science Needs
Tim Jones updated the board on the “priority science needs” process approved by our technical committees on Sunday.  This process will begin in September 2013, and near the end of the cycle will be presented to the board.

Action Item: Updated science needs will be reviewed by the Board by the Winter 2014 meeting

Grants in the ACJV
Craig Watson provided a handout listing recent NAWCA and Coastal grants submitted and/or approved.  (See meeting website for link).  Wayne MacCallum provided an update on the recent NAWCA Council Meeting, which met last week in Ottawa.  BP criminal fines have resulted in a new funds allocated to NAWCA;  $100M over five years.  Those funds will be subject to the established competitive grant process, with 70% to US partners and 30% of funds sent out of the US, according to NAWCA rules.  Required match will still be 1:1, but ≥ 2:1 match projects will score higher.  Prairie Potholes have been prioritized based on directive by Dan Ashe, due to their high resource values and threat level.  Overall, annual funding levels expected to remain stable (not including the BP funding) in coming years.  Currently $3M per year is allocated to the Small Grants program.  Authorization by council will increase that to $5M (w/ extra BP funds).  

Action Item:  Summary sheet of available grant info for ACJV partners will be posted to ACJV Website and sent out to Gary and any board members that asked for it (DONE).


Meeting Recap
What went well?  Great attendance, all ACJV Staff and board engaged;  good field trip the day before.  Having Ashley as a facilitator was great.  She thanked Board members for excellent cooperation and positive results of brainstorming exercise.

What needs improvement?  In Ashley’s ranking presentation the text size was too small for many to read, especially in the back of the long room.  We could have used more time for Ashley’s ranking exercise.  More information and review of ACJV budget/related issues should be done in the future.  More discussion of Biological Priorities revision.  There were two different live webinars (one which was archived) to discuss how document was developed and revised.  

Action Item:  Priorities webinar will be sent out to Margret and made available to the ACJV board (on website)

Meeting was adjourned.
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