Atlantic Coast Joint Venture

 Management Board Meeting (Conference Call)
July 9, 2009

Action Items
Ken Elowe and Andrew Milliken will work together on and distribute revised wording in the Strategic Plan Update by early August indicating that the ACJV should remain focused on birds, but will engage with broader partnerships when that advances our vision and mission. The board will review and approve this wording via email in August as a final approval of the update.
The ACJV technical committees will also be formally included in this review process via the joint, ad-hoc Strategic Plan review subcommittee - this review will be discussed at the summer technical committee meetings in late July.
Andrew will also edit the Strategic Plan addressing other comments from the board on the call including adding a sentence to the Strategic Plan to ensure that our role is meant to be complementary to, not duplicative of, other climate change efforts by partners and removing references to the Integrated Bird Conservation Committee.
Andrew will provide future budget justifications to the board for review prior to the winter meeting.  In the meantime, feedback from the board on the existing budget justification is welcome via email with a copy to Ken Elowe.
Ken and Andrew will let the board know the status of the joint venture legislation if it passes the House and moves to the Senate and any board outreach that is needed.
Andrew will notify the board about possible dates for a future meeting and availability of partner travel funding with tentative plans for a late fall in-person meeting focused on climate change, landscape conservation and related capacity and budget issues.
Mitch Hartley and Melanie Steinkamp will coordinate with ACJV board members and staff on BCR 13 priority actions that could be funded through the Great Lakes Restoration Initiative.
Melanie Steinkamp will continue to coordinate with ACJV board members and staff on Delaware Bay partnerships and possible congressional and foundation funding.
Andrew will provide a written summary of ACJV Management Board and technical committee actions for Dan Forster to present to the Atlantic Flyway Council.

Welcome/Overview
Ken Elowe (Maine), Atlantic Coast Joint Venture (ACJV) Management Board Chair, welcomed everyone on the call and conducted a roll call.  There were 23 board members or designees on the call constituting a quorum.  He outlined the overall meeting goals, which include four main action items:
1. Discuss and consider approval of ACJV Strategic Plan Update;
2. Discuss budget priorities that would make the strategic plan effective;
3. Discuss congressional outreach, support for the Association of JV Management Boards and legislation related to Joint Ventures; and 
4. Consider options for future face-to-face meetings.
The call will also include updates on grants in the ACJV, regional partnerships, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service activities related to climate change and landscape conservation that board members should know about.

Dan Forster (Georgia) moved, and David Cobb (North Carolina) seconded, that the minutes from the winter meeting be approved.  Members unanimously approved these minutes.  Andrew Milliken (ACJV) identified and briefly discussed the major action items that resulted from the winter meeting, which included:

· Discussion related to funding for planning and project implementation in Delaware Bay – ACJV staff to work with partners there (e.g., states, DU, NFWF, TNC, etc.).  Meetings and discussions have happened, and will be covered later in this call.
· State board members reviewed factsheets and provided feedback to Deb Reynolds.  The revised fact sheets were used on Congressional visits.  Updated fact sheets are now available on the ACJV website (http://www.acjv.org/projects.htm#state_programs)
· There was a question as to whether the ACJV Management Board had formally approved or discussed the new East Gulf Coastal Plain JV.  Upon review, there was only one mention of this new joint venture in the minutes of ACJV management board meetings and there was no formal action by the ACJV on the EGCPJV.
· Technical committees and board members provided feedback on the strategic plan update, which was revised and posted for final approval

· Congressional visits in April were carried out as planned, and will be discussed later in the agenda.

ACJV Strategic Plan

Board members have the latest draft, as well as a summary of the major changes, in a separate document.  Notable changes since the March draft include clarifying language on the role of the ACJV beyond bird conservation.  The language maintains a focus on birds, but reflects a willingness to collaborate with others on habitat planning and delivery for other species where it makes sense.  Some performance measures were also seen as overly broad and were made more specific.  Comments by board members and the technical subcommittee were addressed.
Ray Whittemore (Ducks Unlimited) said that the first sentence where “associated wildlife” is mentioned, on page 1, “native bird and associated wildlife” should be changed; a separate sentence was needed to clarify how the ACJV focuses on birds but includes other species.  Tim Breault (Florida) agreed that this clarification would be useful.  Ken Elowe pointed out that proactive collaboration with other entities would be involved when synergisms or opportunities exist and will advance our own efforts, and the language should not just be an acknowledgement that the work of ACJV benefits many other species, besides birds.  Ray Whittemore asked about whether fish were included in this consideration of other wildlife.  Ken felt that it did, as reflected in part by the inclusion of the Fish Habitat Partnership staff at earlier ACJV meetings.  Andrew noted that in several places in the document the phrase “other wildlife and fish species” is used.  Cal Dubrock (Pennsylvania) suggested that we remove “and other associated wildlife” from the vision statement but include a reference that makes it clear that we focus on birds but benefit other wildlife.  He was concerned about the “slippery slope” of making it less clear that the ACJV is focused on birds.  Gwen Brewer (Maryland) pointed out that conservation of species and of habitat can be distinctly different.  The focus on habitat obviously benefits other wildlife, but work that focuses on bird species or populations may or may not.
John Ozard (New York) suggested that moving the word “species” to follow birds, and not “other wildlife,” makes it clear.  Ken suggested that in our mission and vision we should not lose sight of our large-scale impact on habitat, and how we can improve this impact with intentional collaboration with entities not focused solely on birds.  He suggested that we want to be clear about our desire to be proactive about engaging with partners, when those opportunities benefit birds through landscape conservation.  There was general agreement that the ACJV should remain focused on birds, but will engage with broader partnerships when that advances our vision and mission.  Andrew said that this was the goal, but that the current wording may not adequately reflect that intended purpose.
Ken suggested that he and Andrew work together on and distribute revised wording in a new draft.  The board could tentatively approve the plan today, contingent on satisfactory resolution of this new wording.  The approval of the new wording can be done via email response.  Gwen asked about the section on climate change and the statement on increased needs/capacity.  Ken said that the current ACJV capacity does not adequately address the goals of the strategic plan even without consideration of climate change and all that it entails.  Andrew pointed out that the document language about capacity is meant to include ACJV partners, not just ACJV staff.  A lot is happening right now regarding climate change and landscape conservation, and there is a clear need for increased capacity to address many of the needs identified.  He said that the ACJV does not need to take responsibility for climate modeling, just use the work done by others and relate it to bird conservation and habitats in existing and planned conservation design and planning efforts.  Marvin Moriarty (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Northeast) said that much of the agencies’ roles in climate change are still up in the air, but the ACJV has a big role in making sure that wildlife and habitats are included and considered in climate change models and planning.  Gwen’s concern was that the ACJV may focus on increasing capacity in a way that is tied directly to climate change, at the expense of other priorities and needs.  She also felt that there was a lot of new climate change effort coming online across many agencies, and she does not want to see needless duplication of efforts.  Andrew will edit or add a sentence to the Strategic Plan to ensure that our role is meant to be complementary to, not duplicative of, other climate change efforts by partners.  Gwen pointed out a mention of the “Integrated Bird Conservation Committee” that was still (accidentally) included in the document.  The reference will be corrected.

Ray moved to accept the Strategic Plan, contingent on new wording that clarifies the focus on birds but willingness to collaborate with partners working on other wildlife.  The motion was seconded by Dan Forster and unanimously approved.  Andrew asked for clarification about the process.  It was agreed that he will distribute the revised plan and ask for feedback by mid-August, and barring any negative feedback from that review we will assume that the Strategic Plan is final as of the end of August and post it online.  David Norris asked that the technical committees be formally included in this process, and Andrew agreed and said that they would discuss this at the summer technical committee meetings in late July.
ACJV Budget Justification

Ken and Andrew directed participants to the budget documents included in their packet (e.g., Appendix VI spreadsheet).  The ACJV has an evolving five-year budget plan (updated annually), which is meant to indicate how we would fully implement all strategies in the strategic plan to address our priorities, if funds were available.  The document indicates areas that are not being addressed, for example GIS support, Piedmont planning, marine birds, conservation design needs, etc.  These needs may require additional staff positions or discretionary funds that could be used to meet various needs.  The Board saw a version of this a year ago; new items are in yellow.  Items not in bold are not funded at this time.  The new version adds some staff needs but mostly allows for discretionary funding for partners and contractors to conduct needed work linked to the strategic plan.
A second document, the “Justification of priority needs to build capacity,” was submitted to the USFWS a few months ago after consultation with the board chair.  That document identifies the major components of the ACJV Strategic Plan, and which needs are and which needs are not being addressed.  Minimal and full expectations of joint ventures are laid out in a matrix organized by these components (organizational performance, biological planning, conservation design, habitat delivery, monitoring, research and outreach).  Joint ventures are expected to indicate their status under these components and their needs to meet full expectations.   Seth Mott (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Division of Bird Habitat Conservation) discussed how this information is being used by the USFWS for budget planning for out years and budget allocation among joint ventures once a fiscal year budget has passed.  Marvin said that one challenge is that many partners are building capacity for climate change now, so we need to watch to see if that new capacity meets the ACJV needs.  Andrew said that during the winter meetings, he will have a draft justification for the following year’s budget for the board to review, including coordination with USFWS and other agencies.  He would like feedback on the items and priorities, and will have an action item to review the justification to make sure what is asked for is a priority role for the JV.  Gwen asked about whether or how Mid-Atlantic staffing (e.g., Science Support) would be included, and Andrew said that increases would be done evenly to cover the whole JV.  Andrew said that more detailed feedback on this budget justification (by phone or email) is welcome.  Ken asked that he be copied on this feedback, if possible.
Congressional Outreach

Andrew gave an overview of congressional visits and referenced packet documents (Outreach Strategy for Congress and Summary of Visits Completed).  In April, Andrew, Gwen Brewer and Terry Sullivan (The Nature Conservancy) carried out Hill visits, and either met with or dropped off materials at 18 congressional offices from key congressional authorization and appropriation subcommittee members covering twelve of the ACJV states.  He said that many members’ staff are aware of and interested in JVs.  He pointed out that three of the four members who sponsored the JV bill in Congress are from ACJV states.  Gwen said that she got follow-up from staffers, related to the JV bill.  Ken asked about the highlights or low points of this year’s visits.  Andrew said that there was a lot of interest in the ACJV but that the most important thing is for Board Members from each state to follow up with a phone call.  That call has a major impact on staffers, especially when the board member is available to answer questions about the ACJV and voice their support.  Ken echoed that, saying that the call from within each state is very helpful.  Andrew noted that there is a Congressional field visit planned in Chesapeake Bay this fall and he will provide information to local partners as it becomes available.  
Andy Manus (The Nature Conservancy) said that the joint venture bill in Congress (Joint Ventures for Bird Habitat Conservation Act of 2009 – H.R. 2188) may be voted on by the House before the August recess.  Ken asked what the need is for the legislation, and what it may change on the ground.  Andrew answered that authorization committees (e.g., House Natural Resource subcommittees) were interested in recognizing the JVs and articulating what they are and how they should operate.  He is not sure that there would be an immediate impact on the budgets of the JVs, though being able to point to Congressional recognition of the need may help in the future.  Ken asked about the bill’s momentum and the potential impact if it is not passed.  Andrew thinks that it has strong support from the House Committee, and probably the House in general, but was not sure about the Senate.  Seth thought that there isn’t or won’t be much interest in the Senate, so it may not move forward.  The legislation as written conformed with existing FWS policy on JVs, so it is unlikely to have any immediate changes.  One advantage of the legislation is that it makes clear that the Congress recognizes and supports the important roles of the JVs and its partners.  Ken asked if there was anything that management board members should do, and Andrew said he did not think so.  Andy Manus asked about how this bill squared with the Senate bill for fish and aquatic habitat joint ventures.  Seth said that the Administration is on record for supporting both.  He would hate to see the fish habitat legislation pass and not the bird habitat legislation, given that they are both pending at the same time.  If either one passes and the other does not, it will reflect higher relative support for that one, versus the other.  Seth said that if management board members support the bill should voice that support to their members on the hill, particularly Senators.  Ken and Andrew will let the board know the bill’s status, if it passes the House and moves to the Senate and any needs for outreach.
Ken pointed out a request for the Association of Joint Venture Management Board, in the form of a two-sided handout.  The AJVMB has requested money from partners to ramp up efforts at Congressional outreach.  The handout identifies their needs, including hiring part-time staff to help.  The AJVMB has said this would be approximately $2k per JV of non-federal funds.  Ken and Andrew have discussed this, and agreed that the needs identified could be handled by existing JV staff pretty well.  There may be a need for a smaller role by an AJVMB staffer.  The ACJV will advocate for a more limited role by an AJVMB contractor that complements existing JV capacity and is not duplicative.  Ken asked the Board for input, and they agreed with his statement about continuing on in the same vein, with current levels of support for the Association, and maybe some additional funds (at an amount smaller than proposed initially) to enhance their effectiveness.  Ken also noted that the Association Chair (Kirk Nelson) has asked to be replaced effective at the August meeting.
Future Meetings
Ken asked the board about how we might plan to meet in person next.  Andrew suggested three possible venues that we could build on, in terms of taking advantage of about a third of board members gathering already.  These options are:

· Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies meeting in Austin, Texas ( Sept. 13-16, 2009)
· Northeast Directors meeting in Rehobeth Beach, Delaware (October 1-2, 2009)

· Southeast Directors meeting, Atlanta Georgia (Nov. 1-4, 2009) 

The next summer Atlantic Flyway Council meeting will be in Wilmington, North Carolina in 2010. There is a need to discuss some issues in depth, such as climate change adaptation, landscape conservation, budget priorities, etc. that are difficult to fully address through conference calls.  Given the pending climate change and landscape conservation budget initiatives, a meeting in the fall would be preferable.  Andrew asked if members could travel if funding was provided, or if their travel is banned by policy regardless of funding.  Ken said that his travel ban has been somewhat loosened, of late, so that he can participate in some limited travel.  Steve Weber (New Hampshire) said the same is true in New Hampshire, but it still makes sense to combine ACJV meetings with another gathering such as AFWA.  Laurel Moore-Barnhill (South Carolina) said that participants at any of those meetings are already very busy and spread very thin, so adding in an ACJV meeting and allowing enough time to justify the travel/time commitments will be tricky.  Gwen pointed out that the AFWA meeting is the only option that members cannot drive to, which is a downside.  Cal felt that AFWA made the most sense, as most members need to be there anyway, which is not true of the other two options.  Ken asked whether most states would be attending AFWA, and the consensus was that most would be attending.  There was also agreement that the ACJV business would have to be done at a time that does not conflict with other meetings, even if that was just for a few hours.  Andrew indicated the need for a full-day meeting, and several members felt that it was unrealistic to expect even a half day.  Scot Williamson (Wildlife Management Institute) said that it would only work if done on Sunday, before the AFWA committees start up, otherwise there would never be a quorum present.  Steve Weber said that for either the Northeast or Southeast Directors’ meetings, most board members would not be planning to attend, so would be traveling just to attend the ACJV meeting.  Andrew asked about whether the time of year matters.  If the ACJV paid most costs and had a central location (e.g., Baltimore), would that work if it occurred in the late fall or some other time?  Several people said that the time of year wasn’t critical, but some states said that the financial assistance was.  Marvin suggested that the FWS may have discretionary funds for emergencies, which might be available, though he wasn’t sure what the timeline would be for making that happen.  He will look into that possibility and Andrew will notify the board about possible dates and partner travel funding with tentative plans for a late fall in person meeting focused on climate change, landscape conservation and related capacity and budget issues.  2010 meetings would include a conference call meeting in the winter and an in person meeting next summer preceding the Atlantic Flyway Council meetings in North Carolina.

Grants Update
Mitch Hartley updated the board on the latest round of NAWCA grants (FY10-01), which resulted in funding the top nine projects listed at the top of the grants handout.  The bottom three projects were not funded but will rollover to the second round.  He also mentioned the National Coastal Wetland Grant proposals that were just received by the USFWS, and the Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Act Grants that were funded this year, which were announced in May.  Only three Neotropical Act projects directly involved JV partners, but there were literally dozens more projects funded in Latin America that would benefit highest priority species in all the ACJV Bird Conservation Regions.
Great Lakes Restoration Initiative
Andrew briefed the board about the Great Lakes Restoration Initiative that may receive up to $450M in the FY10 budget.  The Environmental Protection Agency is the lead federal agency  but about $50M of the total will go to the USFWS.  Most of that money is focused on fisheries and aquatic habitat, but $2M will likely be going into NAWCA for Great Lakes projects.  Another $2M will be going to joint ventures (the Upper Mississippi Great Lakes Joint Venture and ACJV) for habitat restoration.  Lastly, there is funding for biological planning and conservation design under the framework of a Great Lakes Landscape Conservation Cooperative.  USFWS Regions 3 (Great Lakes Region) and 5 (Northeast Region) have been working closely together to plan and organize how this money will get spent, and it will be shared among both regions.  Ken asked what the AJCV role would be and Andrew said that we will be reaching out to Lower Great Lakes – St. Lawrence Plain (BCR 13) partners to make sure that the priorities addressed by the NAWCA and Joint Venture funding reflect those of the BCR 13 partnership, and we expect that some funds will go to projects by partners there (e.g., Ducks Unlimited, Audubon, New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, Pennsylvania Game Commission).  We will also coordinate with Region 3 on the Great Lakes Landscape Conservation Cooperative.
Chesapeake Bay Executive Order
A new Executive Order (EO) was issued recently by President Obama, directing federal agencies to improve collaboration on conservation efforts in the Chesapeake Bay.  Marvin said that there is not a big pot of new money allocated to Chesapeake Bay, but a greater effort to improve coordination and collaboration among partners, some of whom are already funded at high levels but have been criticized by the Office of Management and Budget and the media for not meeting their existing program goals.  There may be more funding down the road for habitat work, via agencies like NRCS, U.S. Forest Service, US Army Corps of Engineers and others pooling their funds to deliver results.  The Executive Order also explicitly identified as a goal “critical living resources,” and will include migratory birds on that list, which may increase the likelihood of funding for bird habitat delivery (relative to previous Chesapeake bay Program efforts focused on aquatic species).  Marvin and Sherry Morgan mentioned that they, Andrew Milliken and Melanie Steinkamp are all involved in the committees that are working on writing a plan in response to the Executive Order.  Ken asked whether others, beside the ACJV, are taking a landscape-scale approach.
Delaware Bay

Andy Manus said that the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation issued a Request for Proposals for development of projects (up to $600k) to support restoration priorities in the Delaware River Watershed.  It has been a six month process to get this RFP out, which is being funded by a settlement from two shipping/oil spill fines.  Ray Whittemore added that a $5 million congressional appropriation may be coming, for landscape-level work by partners.  One model being considered is to coordinate that funding through fish and bird joint ventures.  There will be a congressional meeting with USFWS and EPA to discuss options for funding an initiative.  Melanie Steinkamp discussed an upcoming meeting of partners focused on the Delaware Bay watershed, and some state meetings will precede that, to better understand the priorities of the states and partners involved.
Landscape Conservation Cooperatives

Marvin Moriarty discussed how the USFWS has adopted a new business model, Strategic Habitat Conservation (SHC), which includes an adaptive management framework and  more of an emphasis on landscape context.  During the planning for SHC, climate change emerged as a major issue that needs to be dealt with in a very similar framework.  The USFWS draft climate change strategic plan calls for the creation of  “Landscape Conservation Cooperatives” (LCCs) that provide biological planning and conservation design support for partners and stakeholders working together already in targeted landscapes (e.g., Chesapeake Bay or Delaware Bay). About 15 LCCs are probably going to be proposed initially for the continental U.S., and these are set up along BCR lines modified to better address aquatic species since the LCCs include both aquatic and terrestrial habitat and species.  In short, the LCCs are partnerships focused on landscapes that will provide new science and planning funds to address climate change and other impacts in these landscapes.  Marvin mentioned that Ken Elowe, David Whitehurst, and Gary Myers may soon be contacted to provide some states’ perspective and input into this process.  Marvin said early discussions considered whether the existing JVs could be used, and this was not fully adopted in part because the LCCs will need to be all-species, while JVs are currently focused on birds.  However, joint ventures will be very important partners in these efforts, and Marvin thinks that there will be a lot of overlap between LCC maps and JV boundaries and activities.  Marvin and Ken agreed that it will be important to discuss integrating LCCs and ACJV activities, to identify whether/how JVs provide a nexus for the same efforts as the proposed LCCs, and what role they should play to take advantage of new opportunities, and collaborate to better meet JV objectives.  If congressional funding for LCCs and climate change planning comes (~$20M in both House and Senate in FY 2010), it will be important to discuss these relationships at the next face-to-face meeting of the ACJV Management Board.  The USFWS Directorate will be meeting to discuss this in early August, so they will have more insight into this soon.  Jon Andrew added that Region 4 has been working on developing LCCs for more than a year, and Sam Hamilton (the Region 4 Director who is nominated as the next USFWS Director) is a strong supporter of LCCs.

Laurel said the ACJV will be an important player in this, as many states may not be well-equipped to deal with regional conservation at the level of individual states.  Ken added that the New England Governors have been discussing how to work across state lines (as Western States have been doing) to effect the most important changes needed related to landscape conservation.
Ken and Andrew asked if the technical committees or anyone on the call wanted to discuss anything else.  Gwen said that she did not hear any direct charges to the technical committees for their upcoming meetings.  Cal Dubrock asked if Ken or Andrew would want some time to summarize this call at the Atlantic Flyway Council meeting.  Andrew and Ken said that they would not be there on Thursday, but asked if a board member could present the written summary of the meeting, which he normally provides to the Flyway Council.  Dan Forster said that he would present that report – Andrew will provide him a written summary.  
Ray Whittemore announced that the Ducks Unlimited Virginia/Maryland biologist has just resigned, and they will be refilling that position soon.  
Gwen Brewer congratulated Laurel Barnhill for receiving the 2008 Partners in Flight Leader in Conservation Award.  

Ken thanked Andrew and ACJV staff for their efforts.  Next meeting will be set up pending the approval and timing of partner funds.  Dan Forster moved to adjourn, it was seconded, approved, and the meeting was adjourned.  
Participants:  Ken Reynolds (Delaware Division of Fish and Wildlife), Tim Breault (Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission), Dan Forster (Georgia Department of Natural Resources), Ken Elowe (Maine Department of Inland Fisheries & Wildlife), John O’Leary (Massachusetts Division of Fisheries & Wildlife), Gwen Brewer (Maryland Department of Natural Resources),  Steven Weber (New Hampshire Fish and Game Department),  Larry Herrighty (New Jersey Division of Fish and Wildlife), John Ozard (New York Department of Environmental Conservation), Cal Dubrock (Pennsylvania Game Commission), Jose Cruz-Burgos (Puerto Rico Department of Natural & Environmental Resources), Laurel Moore Barnhill (South Carolina Department of Natural Resources), John Austin (Vermont Department of Fish and Wildlife), David Norris (Virginia Department of Game & Inland Fisheries), Craig LeSchack (Ducks Unlimited, Southern Region), Ray Whittemore (Ducks Unlimited, Great Lakes Atlantic Region), Mike Slattery (National Fish and Wildlife Foundation), Andy Manus (The Nature Conservancy), Scot Williamson (Wildlife Management Institute), Jon Andrew (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Region 4), Marvin Moriarty (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 5), Graham Smith (U.S. Geological Survey, Patuxent Wildlife Research Center); Andrew Milliken, Kirsten Luke, Mitch Hartley, Melanie Steinkamp, Craig Watson, and Deb Reynolds (ACJV Staff);  Sherry Morgan and Diane Pence (USFWS Region 5 Division of Migratory Birds), Seth Mott (USFWS Division of Bird Habitat Conservation).
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