Minutes

Atlantic Coast Joint Venture

Winter Management Board Meetings
March 10, 2010 via Conference Call
Action Items

State members to review fact sheets from their state and get feedback to Deb Reynolds in March.
All members to review new brochure and newsletter format and provide any feedback to Deb.
ACJV staff will work with the board LCC liaisons involved in both the North and South Atlantic LCCs and communicate to the Management Board if needed, more frequently than just board meetings.  

Technical committees and staff will provide prioritized science needs before the July meeting to the board before these needs are finalized and provided to the LCCs.
Board members will consider providing input to NAWMP through the website or the workshop at the North American.
Conference Call # 1  9:00 a.m. – 10:30 a.m.

Welcome and Opening Remarks
Atlantic Coast Joint Venture Management Board Chair Ken Elowe (Maine) welcomed everyone to the meeting, and conducted a roll call.  There were 28 people on the call including 16 board members constituting a quorum of the board.
Ken reviewed the agenda noting the focus of the morning call on the annual report to the board.  Ken asked for a motion to adopt minutes from the December meeting, Dan Forster (Georgia) made a motion to approve and Bob Ellis (Virginia) seconded the motion.  Ken asked for vote on accepting the minutes, the motion passed unanimously.  
Andrew reviewed the action items from the December meeting:

All presentations from the December meeting were posted on the ACJV website and a link provided to board members http://www.acjv.org/management_board_meeting_12_09.htm.
Region 4 of the USFWS was notified that three board members agreed to serve as southeast region LCC  representatives for the joint venture - Tim Breault, Craig LeSchack, Dan Forster.  These board members now serve on the South Atlantic LCC interagency steering committee.
Region 5 of the USFWS was notified that four board members agreed as northeast region LCC representatives – Ken Elowe, Larry Herrighty, Gwen Brewer, Scot Williamson.  These board members now serve on the North Atlantic LCC interagency steering committee.
Atlantic Coast Joint Venture staff worked with Regions 4 and 5 to ensure that joint venture priority science needs are included in the FY 2010 LCC Development and Operations plans. Several of these projects were selected for funding through the FY 2010 LCC science funds. In addition the ACJV Technical Committees are going through a process to identify and prioritize conservation science needs and will provide these priorities for consideration for FY 2011 LCC science funds.  These needs and projects will be discussed on the afternoon call.
Annual Accomplishment Report to Board 
Andrew provided the annual report to the board on the progress of the joint venture relative to the mission and goals in the Atlantic Coast Joint Venture strategic plan.  He used a powerpoint presentation and referred to the written annual report. 
ACJV is sound and productive and focused on mission of providing a forum for partners to improve the effectiveness of planning, delivery and evaluation of bird habitat conservation.  JV is also spending time exploring our relationship with other conservation partnerships including Landscape Conservation Cooperatives and looking for collaborative opportunities.  Andrew recognized the leadership of the joint venture through board chair Ken Elowe and vice chair Dan Forster as well as the technical committee chairs and vice chairs.  He noted that the JV staff has been stable - the staff people for the last five years (four full-time and three part-time staff) and he expressed his appreciation for their hard work.  Andrew noted that a written summary of actions from 2009 is available and what was presented in these slides represent just the highlights.  
· 433,000 acres of habitat conserved in 2009, over 5.3 million acres total conserved by ACJV partners

· 34 NAWCA grants approved (2009) – most ever, and 27 grants recommended (2010); additional oil spill funds received; Great Lakes Restoration Initiative funds received

· Strategic Plan Update completed and approved

· Conservation Design Multistate Grant Project underway and ready to expand

· Flyway Integrated Waterbird Monitoring and Management fully underway and includes state partners
· Multiple research and monitoring projects funded

· JV leadership/involvement in LCC development
Andrew noted that the Strategic Plan Update includes annual performance measures for each strategy organized under the strategic plan components:
· Coordination and Organization 

· Biological Planning 

· Conservation Design 

· Conservation Delivery 

· Monitoring and Evaluation 

· Research 

· Communications and Outreach 

Coordination and Organization 
The Board approved a strategic plan update and the Board met 3 times either in person or on calls.  Technical Committees were reorganized to include other game birds (WTC) and incorporate an Integrated Bird steering committee.  Need to continue to work on Technical Committees & Sub-committees so that more work is completed by a broader range of partners between meetings.  ACJV received small increase in funding in 2009 & 2010 that allowed us to maintain our current staffing level.  To be effective we will need at a minimum to maintain our current budget or ideally receive an increase.
2009 Accomplishments:

· Strategic Plan Updated

· Board meetings and calls completed; December meeting on science/LCCs

· Technical Committees re-organized

· Additional focus area working groups 

· Small increase in ACJV admin. budget in FY 2009 and FY 2010

· Addressing LCC relationships

2010 Goals/Needs:
· Continued staff, board and technical committee involvement in LCCs

· Additional technical subcommittee development e.g., shorebird subcommittee

· Delaware Bay working group formed

· Maintain or increase budget in FY 2011

· Full time GIS staff and additional science support staff

· Funding for discretionary projects

Biological Planning

This component is focused on compiling and providing information on bird species populations, goals threats, limiting factors and their relationship to habitats to provide a biological basis for conservation actions.  We have completed many of the tasks under this element but need to complete planning in several areas including the Piedmont.

Conservation Design

This component focuses on taking the information from planning and developing tools to guide conservation.  This component is the primary focus of our conservation science right now.  We are at the point where we need to provide better tools to help our partners guide their conservation activities.  The major project under conservation design has been the Designing Sustainable Landscapes project.  There is a great opportunity now to expand that approach from the pilot area in the South Atlantic to the Piedmont and North Atlantic.
2009 Accomplishments for Biological Planning & Conservation Design:

· Initial Piedmont BCR planning underway

· Marine bird planning funded and underway

· Waterfowl population and habitat objective approach finalized

· Staff /partner support for NAWMP, USSCP, PIF

· Significant progress on Designing Sustainable Landscapes project

· Dynamic sea-level rise project underway

2010 Goals/Needs:

· Final year of pilot Designing Sustainable Landscapes project

· Expand to Piedmont and North Atlantic through LCC funding

· Testing/validating of decision support tools

· Complete waterfowl population and habitat objectives

· Complete initial sea level rise models, expand to South Atlantic

· Initiate additional migratory hotspot mapping

· Assist Audubon with forest block analysis

Conservation Delivery

The focus of this component is facilitating partnerships for conservation delivery, seeking and leveraging funding and providing information to influence management and deliver conservation actions guided by the biological foundation.  Andrew already noted the significant acreage accomplishments this year but noted that more work needs to be done on providing information to guide conservation.
2009 Accomplishments:

· 433k acres habitat conserved

· 700 + partner projects

· Highest success with NAWCA, more oil spill $

· Multiple focus area partnerships supported 

· Chesapeake Bay Wetland Action Team
· Habitat initiatives e.g. early successional, forests

2010 Goals/Needs:

· Submit Mystic River (Massachusetts) oil spill projects

· Great Lakes NAWCA and JV funds

· Maintain/increase success with Coastal Grants

· Early successional working groups in North Atlantic

· Delaware Bay partnership

· Increase NRCS Coordination

· Increase NFWF Coordination

· Pilot decision support tools with decision makers

Ken asked what increased NRCS coordination means?  Andrew answered that as we develop our decision support tools we need to work with them on ensuring that they have the information they need to further bird conservation efforts.  Mitch Hartley (ACJV) added that we are working on a multi-state grant in the northeast to have one staff position within each state as NRCS biologist.  Mike Slattery (NFWF) noted that the foundation is putting significant emphasis on this work to advance our keystone initiatives.  Ken suggested highlighting this as a topic for a future meeting.  Wayne MacCallum (Massachusetts) asked how formal a relationship are you seeking with NRCS?  Mitch replied that MA is a model relationship with their formal MOU and they are looking to copy that approach in other northeast states.  
Andrew showed slides of acres accomplished by program, the same acreage broken down by state and a map of these projects.  Andrew thanked all the state staff who reviewed and provided their state’s or Program’s accomplishments for this effort.  Andrew noted that only about half of the entries included locational information.  We are still working on our ability to map these projects in a spatially explicit manner so that we can overlay with habitat maps and provide more useful statistics.

Monitoring, Evaluation and Research 
This component focuses on facilitating monitoring of bird populations and habitats to assess the effectiveness of conservation actions and track conservation projects to assess progress and guide future actions.  Research is another component of evaluation focused on evaluating assumptions in planning and design and also includes compiling and prioritizing science needs.  A flagship project for the JV right now related to monitoring is the Flyway Integrated Monitoring and Management Project.  Andrew noted that we have been very successful in leveraging extra-mural funding to get these projects done.

2009 Accomplishments:

· Flyway Integrated Waterbird Monitoring & Management being developed with states

· Seabird monitoring funded and implemented

· Painted bunting monitoring implemented

· Black duck and brant energetics research nearing completion

· Research on forest  bird use in early successional habitats

2010 Goals/Needs:

· Flyway Integrated Waterbird Monitoring & Management pilot implemented

· Coordination of marshbird monitoring with JV/flyway

· Models/tools for estimating spatial distribution and density of seabirds

· Managed lands database developed for additional states

· Secured lands data in the SE

· Spatial accomplishment data

· Science needs compiled and prioritized; funding and coordination through LCCs

Communication & Outreach

This critical component focuses on internal and external communications.  Our focus has been using the Web to make information more easily available including board meeting information.
2009 Accomplishments:

· New BCR websites completed

· Brochure update

· Quarterly newsletters

· Fact Sheets expanded and updated

· Congress

· National Fact Sheet

· Climate Change Insert

· 12 visits + 7 folders delivered

2010 Goals/Needs:

· Website updates/meetings

· Biological Foundation Plan elements online

· Update fact sheets

· New folder/brochure

· New web-based newsletter

· Spatial Accomplishment Information

· Congress

· 2011/12 Budget Outreach

· Hill and District Visits

· Field trips

Mike Slattery noted the references to Delaware Bay and wanted to mention a couple of Delaware basin initiatives and that a bill has been introduced to Congress for Delaware Bay restoration with a $5 million request to initiate this effort.
Andrew asked each JV staff member to provide a brief highlight of the past years accomplishments and what they see as priorities for the upcoming year.

Tim Jones, Science Coordinator

Tim noted he was very proud to have served as Chair of the NAWMP Science Support Team (NSST) during the past year.  He also noted that the JV had made great progress toward development of decision support tools that he hopes are of use to our partners in guiding habitat delivery.  He specifically mentioned the expansion of the Designing Sustainable Landscapes project into the North Atlantic LCC geography as well as initiation of the USGS supported project to look at population level effects of sea level rise on coastal marshes.  He mentioned that through the NSST, he and other staff had completed a prioritization of areas for re-mapping by the NWI program. Gwen Brewer asked what the timeline was for that request. Tim noted that the memo from the NAWMP Plan Committee was in the Service’s Washington Office awaiting signature and then would be forwarded to the NWI office to support their request for additional monies.
Kirsten Luke, GIS Analyst
In addition to providing general GIS support by way of making maps, distributing data to ACJV staff and partners she assisted with some specific projects and work items:

· NWI evaluation described by Tim; worked with science coordinator to randomly select a sample of NWI polygons for assessment of wetland change in BCR 27.  Part of effort to prioritize areas for NWI re-mapping.

· BCR Boundary Updates: to better align the BCR boundaries with ecoregions, LCC’s and partners’ wishes the ACJV along with the EGCPJV and AMJV submitted revisions to BCR 28, 29, and 30 to NABCI.

· Migration Model:  at last year’s meeting we showed you the Atlantic Flyway migration model for mallards that I helped develop in ARCGIS model builder.  This year we plan to expand the model to other species within the integrated waterbird project and refine total estimates of energy available on the landscape with the help of Technical Committee members.  

· Piedmont:  she started landscape level analysis for the Piedmont - for instance, using pattern metric and landscape analysis software we are looking at block size and connectivity of land cover types, like forests and wetland, etc.  

· Secretive Marshbird Survey design: she spent quite some time providing GIS support to Mark Seamans, Branch of Population and Habitat Assessment, designing a Secretive Marshbird survey.  Potential marsh bird habitats were identified and survey points generated within these wetlands giving priority to wetlands within National Wildlife Refuge and Public Lands.  The survey has been designed to be implemented nationwide as states are able and willing to participate.  Along the Atlantic coast we have FL, DC and NY so far along with 4 other states.  

· During the past year she also worked part-time providing GIS support to the Appalachian Mountains Joint Venture. Mainly supporting their effort to map high elevation spruce-fir and northern hardwood forests.

In the coming year she also anticipates helping with the Audubon Atlantic Flyway Initiative’s plan to indentify forest blocks in the Atlantic flyway for land bird priority habitat.  They are focusing on the 9 or so states that have Audubon chapters and we’ll help to ensure that all Atlantic flyway states are analyzed.
She also will be involved in the spatial mapping of ACJV accomplishment reporting.
Deb Reynolds, Outreach Coordinator
This year we worked on developing & maintaining BCR web sites, keeping our brochure & fact sheets up-to-date. She worked with JV Outreach Team to develop national fact sheet and climate change outreach insert. No inserts were developed this year.  In 2010, we continue to update our website.  We will need to update state fact sheets for our congressional visits, please provide any changes/updates to your state’s fact sheet.  Please look at handouts of the brochure/folder for new format for the brochure (in the form of a folder).  It is going to press next week so if you are interested in providing feedback there is a short timeframe.  Hopefully you all received the latest newsletter via email.  We have gone to an email and all web format.  She requested feedback on the new format.
Mitch Hartley, North Atlantic Coordinator
He noted that in BCR 13 emphasis was on Great Lakes Restoration Initiative which is mostly EPA funding and includes funding through NAWCA grants and JV funds.  In BCR 30 & BCR 14 emphasis has been on combination of monitoring and delivery of early successional habitat.  There is interest in expanding the managed lands database from Massachusetts to a regional database.  Improved coordination with NRCS is also a priority as discussed earlier.  There is $4.6 million sitting in NAWCA for MA, targeting areas in highly developed areas of Boston.  Will need to select projects for that funding this year.  There was quite a few standard and small grants from other states.  There have been recent changes in NAWCA grant administration that have taken more of his time and partners time.
Melanie Steinkamp, Mid Atlantic Coordinator
Last fall met with Delaware & New Jersey partners to develop Delaware Bay Watershed Working Group.  We will be having a second partner meeting in mid-April.  She is also co-chairing the Wetland Action Team and for the Chesapeake Bay Program and setting goals for the 2025 Plan.  To date they have been mainly focused on water quality but pushing to include habitat goals.  The Marine Bird Cooperative has finished first year of monitoring and are now working on additional proposals to expand this effort. She is working with other federal agencies to look at hotspot mapping for marine birds to help meet demand by states and other partners for this type of information.  Efforts to compile bird information from state wildlife action plans and bird conservation plans continue to move forward. Contractor has developed a Web-based application finally have the prototype back online.  They are now working with USGS NBII to develop website so partners can start testing the utility of the tool.
Craig Watson, South Atlantic Coordinator
He has increased his focus on Climate Change and LCCs in the Southeast.  He is on steering committees for the South Atlantic & Peninsular Florida LCCs and also on the Region 4 Climate Change team.  He is also working with the Longleaf Pine Initiative.  He will be focusing more on work with partners in Puerto Rico.  A couple of big projects are being developed there this year.  He continues to work with SAMBI partners and to accomplish numerous NAWCA and other grant funded projects.
Budget

In 2009 our budget was $831K, details below.  Slight increase in 2010 but President’s budget shows a decrease of $1 million for FY2011 for the national JV budget.
· FY 2009 - minor increase to $832K; increase in FY 2010 to $882K, could be decreased in FY 2011 (but could be additional Chesapeake Bay funds)

· Increased fixed costs for salary and operations; sharing costs for biological planning and monitoring with Division of Migratory Birds populations branch

· No discretionary funds for projects

· Need for additional base funding in FY 2011 to implement Strategic Plan, maintain GIS support and have discretionary funds.  

· Allocation process among JVs based on matrix of JV activities does not explicitly account for size and complexity

We do not have any discretionary funds so we need an increase in FY2011 to maintain our current staffing levels and implement our vision for the next year.

Concerns and Challenges for 2010

· Budget

· Maintain existing staff

· Fully support GIS position (contract)

· Discretionary funds (partner travel and projects)

· Workload for staff and partners related to ACJV, LCC, climate change, regional partnerships (e.g. Chesapeake Bay)

· Articulate clear role, reduce redundancy in larger landscape conservation and climate change efforts

· Ensure partners are involved in development of science products that meet their needs

Ken thanked Andrew and the JV Staff for what they have accomplished in the past 12 months.  In thinking back to discussions that started in Vero Beach 4 or 5 years ago. A lot of what we need to do what we are trying to achieve via habitat has to be done in relationship to population goals.  What are you and your staff doing in regards to population goals?  I would like to keep this alive for this afternoon’s discussion.
North American Wetlands Conservation Act and other grants
Wayne MacCallum (Rob Deblinger has joined call) – Small grant limits have increased to $75K (up from $50K).  For this coming meeting, Council will be reviewing and approving slate of small grants ($3 million available for $5 million in grant requests).  Need to keep in mind that for NGOs in this financially difficult times, it is getting harder for partners in the U.S. to find match monies for Canadian projects.  Craig LeShack mentioned that a bill just passed and is on President’s desk for signature – this will allow match to come from Canadian sources.  Audubon will become an ex-officio member of NAWCA Council – first time since he has been involved in Council.  Top three ACJV projects were matched by Council rankings.  ACJV continues to do well with NAWCA.
National Coastal Wetland grants funded.  Please see handout.  Questions welcomed offline.

Report from Technical Committees 
Steve Rockwood, Brad Winn & Joe Fuller presented the report from the technical committee meetings.

Steve Rockwood provided a brief update on technical committee meetings.  Met at Atlantic Flyway Technical Section meetings in St. Petersburg, FL two weeks ago.  Two items we are working on from Gamebird Tech Committee.  The first is waterfowl population objectives.  Technical committee has been challenged due to the limited data sets that we have to help inform this process.  We are uneasy with using these data but recognize need to move forward with the process until we have a) better process or b) better data.  We are proposing to move forward with a hybrid approach of county harvest and mid winter inventory data that matches species to the data set best suited for it.  Secondly, NAWMP has asked for comments on areas of continental significance for waterfowl.  Asking for state input on revision of the map in upcoming NAWMP revision.  Technical committee will clarify criteria and provide input.  Joe Fuller is replacing Steve Rockwood on NAWCA ranking committee.  Joe is also leading subgroup on developing population objectives. Ken Elowe noted that we need to keep in mind the social impacts of setting population objectives.
Brad Winn provided an update on the joint and nongame technical committee actions.  Technical committee members have been engaged in process to prioritize science needs/projects.  These should feed into LCC needs in the future.  Andrew added that we will discuss how Technical Committees were engaged in process to prioritize science needs in the afternoon.  Brad mentioned that the ACJV Shorebird sub-committee needs to focus on understanding the importance of the flyway to shorebird populations (both wintering & migrating).  There has been increasing coordination in a synoptic mid-winter survey effort and over-flights of key wintering areas in GA & FL.  There will likely be a meeting of Atlantic Flyway shorebird biologists this year.  Technical committee members also participated in a workshop to inform the Flyway Integrated Waterbird Monitoring and Management project, providing input on how state allocation and management decisions are made.
Additional comments
Mike Slattery will not be joining us this afternoon because we will be meeting with senior FWS staff for role of NFWF in LCC initiative development.

Ken Elowe adjourned this portion of the meeting and urged everyone to call back in at 1:30pm.

Wednesday, March 10
1:30
Welcome, roll call, logistics 
Board Chair Ken Elowe (Maine) welcomed everyone to the meeting, and conducted a roll call.  There were 23 people on the call including 13 board members constituting a quorum of the board.

Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs)

Ken Elowe turned to Marvin Moriarty, who said that much has happened since the December meeting. Marvin stressed that interest among federal agencies has only increased in recent months, and Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar has asked all Interior agencies and other federal agencies to participate and fund LCC activities.  Secretary Salazar has asked the USFWS Regional Directors to visit all state wildlife directors in the coming months regarding LCCs.  Ken asked if the USFWS was still the lead implementing agencies for LCCs and Marvin answered that that is still the case in the eastern United States.  The National Park Service may take a lead on one LCC, not sure which one.  The Bureau of Reclamation has offered to stand up some of the western LCCs, which may make them the lead agency in those cases.

Rick Bennett, USFWS Region 5 Regional Scientist brought the group up to date on LCC activities in Region 5 and the rest of the U.S.  Last November there was a meeting of partners (about 17 state and federal agencies) to discuss the North Atlantic LCC and the Operations Plan that was being drafted at that time.  The North Atlantic LCC plan is now finished, and partner input on projects has been included.  There has been some tension between fully involving partners as early as possible, and federal obligations and pressure to develop LCCs (e.g., the plan) under a very aggressive timeline.
A draft governance document has been developed since the first partnership meeting, and this has just gone out for review by partners (and was emailed to the ACJV board).  This document outlines how a steering committee will be formed to oversee the LCC.  There is a need for another partner meeting, a need to inform partners of the process used to choose projects for the current fiscal year, and a need to develop a broader partnership and more fully engage with those partners (e.g., an ability for partners to provide input on their science needs, and resources that they may be contributing to common needs).  The USFWS is trying to collect the various research needs that have been identified and developed by existing partnerships (e.g., ACJV, Brook Trout JV, etc.), so that the next partner meeting can include a review and consideration of these needs, as well as getting partner feedback about additional needs, and prioritization.  The next partner meeting will be broad, including partners beyond those serving on the steering committee.  
Marvin stressed that the sooner the LCC steering committee can be formed and begin working the sooner issues related to governance can be resolved and the LCC can focus on the science work that is needed.
Three positions have been advertised:  an Assistant Regional Director for Science Applications, and two LCC Coordinators:  one for the North Atlantic and one for the Appalachian LCC.  USGS has identified the Leetown Science Center as a lead institution for their science activities in the North Atlantic LCC.  USGS has identified Patuxent Wildlife Research Center as a lead institute for the South Atlantic LCC.  Rick added that they are also reaching out to Canada to engage them on both the Great Lakes and North Atlantic LCCs.  They are very interested in participating, and are trying to figure out who will be involved.  Marvin asked if the science needs list has been distributed to the ACJV Management Board members, and Andrew said that Handout #12 includes the list of recommended projects that came out of both the North and South Atlantic LCC plans.  Marvin reminded board members that there was an interest in taking some of the South Atlantic LCC projects and extending them to the northeast and vice versa and these priorities should reflect that interest.
Jon Andrew (USFWS Region 4) said that they are in a similar situation in the southeast.  There will be two LCCs stood up there soon, and the South Atlantic is similarly expecting two USGS positions and one NPS position, just as in the Northeast.  They have a cert. list in hand for the LCC coordinator.  Jon added that the southeast will get six new positions in the NWR system, for inventorying and monitoring.  He’s not sure where those positions will end up being located, but some will likely be in refuge/field offices.  Jon said he expected the South Atlantic LCC to have a steering committee that is quite similar to the ACJV Management Board, in terms of structure and function.
Ken asked Jon if the South Atlantic governance would be similar to the North Atlantic, and Jon said they would likely be similar, if not exactly the same.  Marvin said that at the last Directorate meeting, a group provided feedback about the fact that there were many similarities among LCCs, but that they were diverging some in terms of governance.  The Directorate reminded them of the form and function guidance document provided to all regions, and stressed the need for consistency, while allowing for needed differences among regions.  Dan Forster said that partners are working on the South Atlantic governance document, and will be dealt with soon at an April meeting, in Georgia.  Ken asked about how or whether the LCC Steering Committees would be very similar or different to the ACJV Management Board.  Andrew Milliken and Rick Bennett said that they were similar, with about 80% overlap in membership, but with additional attendance by a few NGOs (e.g., Trust for Public Land) and DOI and other federal agencies.

Wayne MacCallum asked about how the LCC differed from the ACJV, in terms of their mission.  He said that bringing in recreation/parks and intensive uses related to them (e.g., ski areas, ATVs, etc.) are not always well-aligned with the goals of fish and wildlife partners, i.e., land protection, restoration, and management to sustain biodiversity.  Wayne expressed concerns about adding recreational considerations into the mix.  Marvin said that NPS participation in LCC discussions did highlight some of these differences in terms of agency orientations, but he felt that it was clear that the Secretary of Interior saw LCCs as meeting the science needs, primarily for conservation agencies.  While the implementation may differ somewhat among agencies, the science that they all need to do so may be the same.  The landscape modeling needed and overall expansion of science capacity should serve all of these partners well.  Ken agreed with Marvin’s assessment that meeting the needs of fish and wildlife at the landscape scale may require large-scale efforts that could meet the needs of all partners, serving as a “big umbrella” under which many other partners’ needs may be met.
Graham Smith (USGS Patuxent) said that meeting all the needs of both the South and North Atlantic LCC will involve much closer coordination in the future between Patuxent and Leetown, which currently do not have much overlap in terms of scientific interests and projects.  USGS has various science centers among its divisions, including aquatic and geological, as well as wildlife.  

Update on LCC Projects
North Atlantic and South Atlantic LCC FY2010 science projects chosen this year include the Designing Sustainable Landscapes project put forward by the ACJV, as well as a somewhat similar one (Salmonid Decision Support Tool) for fisheries in streams/rivers, and a regional vulnerability assessment.  In the South Atlantic, they include an expansion of the Designing Sustainable Landscapes to include the Piedmont, information management, water availability for ecological needs, a coastal vulnerability assessment, and the Flyway Integrated Waterbird Monitoring and Management Project (also a high priority for the ACJV).
Ken asked about how the December vote for the ACJV to take a leadership role in LCC development, has played out and where things are going.  Specifically, he asked about how ACJV and LCC needs and efforts may be converging.  Marvin said that he has thought about this a lot since the December meeting and the many presentations there.  He sees the ACJV as a major partner in the LCC, one that does a lot of the science needed by the LCC, and that ACJV needs must be integrated into the LCC’s needs.  Jon Andrew said that the same is true in the South Atlantic.  While not all of the LCC’s priorities will be the same as the ACJV’s, but there will likely be considerable overlap.
Wayne MacCallum said that involvement of the state fish and wildlife agencies will mean many of the same people participating in the LCC and ACJV.  However, he thinks that there will be some potential conflicts, in terms of some of the multiple voices that may be speaking from different perspectives, and that these may provide a disincentive for some agencies (e.g., a state wildlife agency) to fully participate, given conflicts with sister agencies (e.g., state parks/forestry agencies).  Different states will have varying degrees of integration or separation, in terms of state agency structure and how different interests (e.g,. parks vs. wildlife vs. forests) may be represented by one or several state agencies.  Ken raised the issue of efficiency, in terms of not asking state directors or other staff to participate in multiple FWS management boards or steering committees.
Marvin stressed that the LCC would have a focus on science, and meeting the mutual needs of various partners.  Jon Andrew said that the LCC was about doing this efficiently.  Jon said that at this point much of how LCCs will work is still theoretical.  He and Marvin both said they are eager to see the LCC activities get underway, and start producing what people in the field need.  Rick said that the trick will be to winnow down a larger list of needs, to the critical issues/methods (e.g., water models, LIDAR data, etc.) that will provide the broadest needs and gains to partners on the ground.
Updates from ACJV Liaisons to LCCs
Andrew Milliken asked for feedback from the liasons to the LCC process that have not had a chance to contribute to the discussion.  Gwen Brewer (Maryland) said the steering committee discussions have struggled with the idea of efficiency and how members may get overloaded with conflicts.  Gwen suggested that the working groups that will arise are likely to be critical to this process, engaging a broader set of partners to address specific issues.  Craig LeSchack added that the scoping team was working in the South Atlantic though liaisons have only been involved in one conference call thus far.  Dan Forster reiterated his concern that some state wildlife staff will become further spread across multiple LCCs, JVs, etc.  He hopes that a lot of this will get sorted out in the next couple of years, and an efficient process and structure will be established, that marries the various LCCs, the ACJV, etc.  Ken said that he hopes that LCC business can be tacked on to other events which already have state directors involved, such as ACJV meetings, north or southeast directors meetings, etc.  Ken asked how structures like the Northeast RCN process could be combined with the LCC, and Rick said that there are already some merging of these, with LCC projects selected being combined and used to match RCN projects funded.  Ken asked if Rick needed anything else from the ACJV as the North Atlantic LCC moves forward, and he said that thus far, there has been clear communication of ACJV science needs to the LCC.  Ken asked whether the LCC is expecting or needing more leadership or anything else from the ACJV, and both Jon and Rick said that at this time, they didn’t think so.  The LCCs have a lot to figure out, and work out, at this point.  Andrew Milliken said that he will make sure that ACJV staff are involved in both the North and South Atlantic LCCs and communicate to the Management Board if needed, more frequently than just the regular yearly meetings.  Andrew asked whether the Management Board wanted to provide further input into the priority science needs that have been identified by ACJV partners.  Ken said he would like to see a more formal tie between the science needs and the desire to set population/habitat goals, and/or make progress towards them.  Andrew said that the ACJV would be prioritizing science needs before the July meeting, and he would share that with the Board.
Andrew said he would draft some Action Items and include these in the minutes, which would be distributed shortly after this meeting.
Congressional Outreach Strategy
Ken directed the board to look at the ACJV Congressional Outreach Strategy 111th Congress.  Ken repeated that having state directors talk to their own state’s members was the most effective strategy, and he asked for a commitment by management board members to make some effort to connect with their members.  The President’s budget suggested a cut in joint venture funding in 2011, which Ken said represented a real need for states to lobby their members for JV support.  
Bob Ellis, in Virginia, and Wayne Macallum in Massachusetts said their agencies would not be able to contact members directly, without going through the governor’s office.  Wayne suggested that something could maybe go out under ACJV letterhead, pointing out the Management Board membership, it could be a backdoor-approach to contacting members in these states.  Andrew suggested that NGO partners can be critically-important in reaching out personally to members.  Ken asked whether ACJV could distribute state fact sheets to board members, so that they could distribute these.  Wayne said that this was more feasible, since it is simply providing information and “connecting” members with ACJV information, as opposed to a state agency head making an “ask” of members.  Andrew Milliken said that the DOI is looking very carefully at employee interactions with Congress and he cannot be involved in providing information that others would use to ask for additional funding for the USFWS for joint ventures. The national Association of JV Management Boards is designed to do this and board members will need to get information directly from them.  Andrew may conduct Hill visits in April but not with board members.
North American Waterfowl Management Plan Update

Mike Johnson (USFWS / DBHC) said that the current revision of NAWMP that is underway (for 1.5 years now), is involving stakeholders more broadly than before.  A series of workshops over the last six months have allowed for input from greater than120 partners.

At the North American Wildlife meeting, on Monday, March 22, in Milwaukee, Wisconsin, another workshop is being held.  For information, go to:  http://NAWMPrevision.org
A lot of work is being done.  Breck Carmichael said that the recent Atlantic Flyway Tech Section meeting (in St. Petersburg, FL) spent a lot of time discussing this and is asking the AFC to forward these (2.5 pages of information) to the NAWMP revision committee.  The conclusion of the AFC Tech Section was that the stated scope of the newest NAWMP revision was too broad.  Better integration of harvest and habitat objectives were viewed favorably by the group, which felt that these should be at the focus of the Update.  However, the added emphasis on human dimensions was not viewed as positively, because human dimensions are already implicitly considered in NAWMP priorities and objectives.  The group felt that the idea of more formally including human dimension along with these other fundamental aspects was premature, unnecessary, and technically uncertain at this time.  Min Huang, who organized those workshops, said that Breck and Mike covered this topic well.  The waterfowl community is in agreement with the fundamental objectives of the workshops, but not the means for achieving them, or a framework for allocating resources among competing issues.

Andrew quickly reviewed details for the next meeting, on Wednesday July 21 in Wilmington, NC.  Ken suggested a full-day meeting and no objections were raised.  Andrew said that if travel funding is needed to justify an additional night’s stay, to accommodate a full-day meeting, that ACJV could provide travel support.
Ken entertained a motion to adjourn, Dan Forster made a motion and Wayne MacCallum seconded that motion, and the meeting ended.
Attendees:

	Attendee
	Organization
	Morning Call
	Afternoon Call

	Patrick Emory
	Delaware Division of Fish and Wildlife
	X
	

	Tim Breault
	Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission
	X
	

	Dan Forster
	Georgia Department of Natural Resources
	X
	X

	Ken Elowe
	Maine Department of Inland Fisheries & Wildlife
	X
	X

	Wayne MacCallum
	Massachusetts Division of Fisheries & Wildlife
	X
	X

	Gwen Brewer
	Maryland Department of Natural Resources
	X
	X

	John Major
	New York Department of Environmental Conservation
	X
	X

	Calvin Dubrock
	Pennsylvania Game Commission
	X
	

	Breck Carmichael
	South Carolina Department of Natural Resources
	X
	X

	John Austin
	Vermont Fish and Wildlife Department
	X
	X

	Robert Ellis
	Virginia Department of Game & Inland Fisheries
	X
	X

	Craig LeSchack
	Ducks Unlimited, Inc. Southern Region
	X
	X

	Mike Slattery
	National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
	X
	

	Scot Williamson
	Wildlife Management Institute
	X
	X

	Jon Andrew
	U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Region 4
	
	X

	Marvin Moriarty
	U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 5
	X
	X

	Graham Smith
	U.S. Geological Survey, Patuxent Wildlife Research Center
	
	X

	Andrew Milliken
	ACJV
	X
	X

	Mitch Hartley
	ACJV
	X
	X

	Melanie Steinkamp
	ACJV
	X
	X

	Craig Watson
	ACJV
	X
	X

	Debra Reynolds
	ACJV
	X
	X

	Kirsten Luke
	ACJV
	X
	X

	Tim Jones
	ACJV
	X
	X

	Rob Deblinger
	MA & NAWCA Council Staff
	X
	

	Brad Winn
	GA & Vice-chair Nongame Technical Committee
	X
	X

	Steve Rockwood
	FL & Gamebird Technical Committee Chair
	X
	

	Joe Fuller
	NC & Gamebird Technical Committee Vice-Chair
	X
	

	Rick Bennett
	USFWS Region 5 Regional Scientist
	
	X

	Laurel Barnhill
	SC DNR
	
	X

	Mike Johnson
	USFWS DBHC
	
	X

	Scott Sobiech
	USFWS Acting ARD Migratory Birds Region 5
	X
	X
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