



ACJV Management Board Meeting
December 3-4, 2009

Baltimore, Maryland
December 3, 2009
Atlantic Coast Joint Venture Management Board meeting was brought to order at 1:10 p.m. by Board Chair Ken Elowe (Maine) with 37 people in attendance including 21 board members or designees constituting a quorum of the board (attendees listed at end of minutes).
Gwen Brewer (Maryland) welcomed attendees to Maryland.  Ken Elowe opened the meeting and invited attendees to introduce themselves.  Ken and Andrew Milliken (ACJV) reviewed the agenda and logistics.  Ken thanked board members and guests for participating in this meeting.  He stressed the importance of the meeting, and the work being done by the USFWS and its partners related to landscape conservation and climate change.  
Ken asked for a vote to approve minutes of the prior meeting (held via conference call July 9, 2009), noting that the minutes had been sent out for review and that all of the action items from that meeting had been accomplished.  Robert Ellis (Virginia) moved to approve, Dan Forster (Georgia) seconded, and the management board unanimously approved the previous meeting minutes.

Landscape Conservation Cooperatives

Marvin Moriarty and Cindy Dohner, USFWS Regional Directors for the Northeast and Southeast, respectively, discussed the initiatives underway in the USFWS regarding climate change, landscape conservation planning and related agency funding.  New appropriations from Congress are designated for the USFWS to establish Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs) around the country.  The USFWS has for several years been examining its business model and conservation methods.  The agency has committed to a more strategic, science-based, landscape-level approach to adaptive resource management focused on sustaining populations.  Biological planning, conservation design, conservation delivery, monitoring and research will all be carried out and linked through an iterative process.  This approach, called Strategic Habitat Conservation (SHC) by the USFWS, will move the agency from a program-centric approach to a resource-based system.  These changes represent a major paradigm shift in the USFWS.  As the agency was shifting to the SHC business model, the importance of climate change was increasingly recognized and considered a central issue.  The LCCs were designed for members of the conservation community to plan, design, and deliver conservation that integrates state, tribal, regional, national and international efforts and resources.  LCCs are meant to be a network of partnerships that engage Department of the Interior (DOI) and other agencies, organizations and the public, to tackle the science needed for crafting conservation strategies to manage climate change impacts and sustain wildlife populations.
The USFWS was funded at the level of $10M nationwide for developing LCC capacity, and $10M nationwide for LCCs to acquire science through partnerships and contracts.  Eight LCCs will be developed in FY2010, with future funding increases intended for establishing additional LCCs.  USGS was also given funding to establish Regional Climate Change Response Centers, and $5M to support LCC capacity.  Cindy Dohner addressed the question of whether this funding is base or one-time funding, answering that it is base funds which means that under a “level funding” situation, the money would be there in future years.  She stressed that bird habitat joint ventures are the model that was used for LCCs, with LCCs meant to cover all species, and embrace the larger partnership’s priorities.
Andy Manus (TNC) asked about whether the intended “landscapes” include estuarine and marine habitats.  Marvin said that these will be inclusive partnerships, embracing all ecosystems including those within and extending into the marine zone and beyond our borders.  Tim Breault (Florida) asked about whether or how the Farm Bill programs will be included in this effort, and Marvin said that they had to be involved.  USDA has been invited, and must be included.  Cindy said that USFWS Director Sam Hamilton has met with USDA officials to discuss this very issue.  DOI Secretary Salazar has said that he expects DOI and other federal agencies to participate and allocate funding to these collaboratives.  Tim discussed how his agency has worked with NRCS to coordinate between Farm Bill activities with wildlife agency priorities.  Rachel Muir (USGS) mentioned that the new Farm Bill is now more focused on directing programs towards the most effective activities, not just “random acts of environmental kindness.”  The issue of accountability and evaluating program effectiveness was discussed, and Marvin said that more money will be allocated to monitoring in the future, in light of its link to demonstrating program efficacy.
ACJV Conservation Science Activities
As background for discussions about LCCs and the ACJV role, Andrew Milliken, ACJV staff and partners presented an overview of how the ACJV partnership undertakes biological planning, conservation design, conservation delivery, monitoring and research with updates on the status of key projects and ongoing needs.  He started by presenting the ACJV’s mission, structure, and geographical framework.
Ten years ago the ACJV moved from its historic focus on waterfowl to embrace all bird species and habitats, to represent all the bird initiatives that had been developed after and parallel to the North American Waterfowl Management Plan.  The ACJV focused its planning on Bird Conservation Regions (BCRs), consistent with all of the bird initiatives (organized under the North American Bird Conservation Initiative).  The ACJV is the only joint venture that is organized along one of the major Flyways.  The ACJV regularly works at many different geographic scales, including the Atlantic Flyway and Atlantic Coast, ecoregional (BCR), regional, state and local level.  The ACJV is guided by a strategic plan, and has developed other plans to guide our work, including a biological foundation plan, a waterfowl implementation plan, and BCR conservation plans.
From its beginning in 1988 through 2009, the ACJV partnership has protected over four million acres and conserved a total (including restoration/enhancement) of over five million acres.  But the critical question remains, as to whether we are doing enough of the right habitat conservation in the right places, to sustain bird populations?  Will these be enough and in the right places in the future, given likely impacts due to climate change, urban growth, etc.?  How do we best plan for and deliver additional future habitat conservation efforts, in light of these impacts?  Should we be asking these questions separately for birds and other taxa at the same time?  Andrew briefly reviewed how and why the ACJV organizes itself around the framework of biological planning, conservation design, conservation delivery, monitoring/evaluation, and research in part to address these questions.  These elements are closely related to each other, not necessarily discrete components.  In summary, the role of the ACJV is to facilitate science and link it to conservation delivery.  With the goal of sustaining bird populations, our role is to try to make sure that partners are doing enough of the right thing, in the right places, to make that happen.
Biological Planning Updates
Tim Jones outlined how the biological planning of the ACJV was organized into a few interrelated efforts.  The ACJV is formally linked to the North American Waterfowl Management Plan and tasked with stepping down plan goals to the regional level.  The ACJV does that through its Waterfowl Implementation Plan, which includes expert-based focus areas that represent the highest-priority areas for implementation.  Research projects underway are addressing some important waterfowl research needs, including information needed to set more meaningful regional population objectives.
Mitch Hartley, Melanie Steinkamp, and Craig Watson gave an overview of the BCR planning process, and the completed plans that are in place for the Atlantic Northern Forest (BCR 14), Lower Great Lakes / St. Lawrence Plain (BCR 13), New England / Mid-Atlantic Coast (BCR 30), and Southeastern Coastal Plain (BCR 27, or SAMBI).  They gave examples of the products, accomplishments, and current planning and implementation efforts of various BCR partners.  Melanie Steinkamp discussed the Northwest Atlantic Marine Bird Cooperative, and the work that these partners have been involved with, and funding received.  New telemetry and other studies are revealing many new and major discoveries of bird movement patterns, e.g., those linking North American birds to Europe and Africa.  Tim Jones discussed additional biological planning needs, including finishing BCR plans in the Piedmont, Peninsular Florida and Puerto Rico refining population objectives, and linking these to habitat capacity in order to establish habitat objectives, and developing species-habitat models for representative species throughout the joint venture area.
Conservation Design

Andrew Milliken introduced Dr. Jaime Collazo (NC State University/USGS), who is leading the “Designing Sustainable Landscapes” project with Barry Grand (Auburn University/USGS) and the Atlantic Coast Joint Venture.  This effort received a Multistate Conservation Grant through the Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies.  The goal is to develop a consistent methodology and to enhance the capacity of states, JVs and other partners to assess the current capacity of habitats, predict the impacts of landscape changes (e.g., urban growth, climate change, conservation programs), and target conservation programs that will be needed and/or most effective.
The pilot area for this project is the south Atlantic coastal plain (NC to FL) (the eastern part of BCR 27).  It should be largely applicable to the entire eastern U.S.  A structured decision making process (SDM) was carried out through a series of workshops with state and regional biologists, to finalize the list of species/habitat suites of interest and to identify key management actions that need decision support.  Representative bird species were chosen to represent each suite.  
Components that are underway include landscape change analysis focused on changes due to urban growth, climate change (from sea level rise, temperature and precipitation changes) and management actions; species-habitat models for representative species using an occupancy approach that allows for an assessment of the capability of habitats to support populations; and decision support tools that will guide decisions about how much of what habitat conservation and management actions should be undertaken.  Draft maps and products were presented for test areas in South and North Carolina.  These tools will allow for comparing across species, to highlight conflicts/tradeoffs.  They have considered the landscape in a complex, dynamic way, and indicated the highest conservation priorities under a variety of scenarios.
Dr. Mark Anderson (TNC) presented TNC’s efforts on regional habitat mapping and classification for the northeast region.  The NEAFWA Regional Conservation Needs process has lead to the development of regional-scale maps and habitat classifications, as well as secured lands map and data.  TNC provided half the funding for these projects, and grant funds provided the other half.  These efforts were lead by teams that represent each state, plus federal agencies, academic, and NGO partners.  The aquatic habitat/stream classifications they’ve developed have been cross-walked with whatever classifications exist within states/jurisdictions.  Therefore, this system doesn’t supplant any existing classifications in use, but enhances them by allowing larger-scale analyses.  The terrestrial “ecological systems” habitat classification and mapping effort is consistent with Landfire and Regional Gap Analysis, and will match up with efforts in the southeast to allow for one seamless product that covers the eastern third of the United States.  Forest Inventory Analysis (FIA) data is being used, along with elevation, geology, landcover, wetlands, climate, slope/aspect, etc.  That effort should be finished in one year and made available to the public. 
Mark is also working on projects focused on measuring the resiliency of ecosystems.  This work is focused on the “geophysical settings” across the landscape.  These landform combinations (e.g., geology, elevation, and slope/aspect) are closely correlated with biodiversity, and unlike current vegetation/habitat maps, will not change in the future, under any climate change prediction.  This work can be thought of as “conserving the stage” despite changing actors/players in the future.
Tim Jones concluded the session on conservation design by discussing additional needs.  These needs include urban growth projections, assessments of habitat quality (e.g., structure), effects of beach nourishment/armoring on foraging availability, phenological effects on timing of forage availability, alternative models of sea-level rise, higher-precision elevation data, assessments of cumulative impacts, radar assessments of migration hotspots.  The “designing sustainable landscapes” project should be expanded to the whole JV area.  Habitat objectives are currently lacking for most of our high priority species.  These objectives need to be objectively derived, and explicitly recognize conflicts among species/habitats.  Decision support tools that are developed will need to be scaled, validated and maintained by staff and partners over time, if they are going to be used and remain useful.
Monitoring & Evaluation

Tim outlined the Integrated Waterbird Management and Monitoring Program, which is an outgrowth of the ACJV SAMBI monitoring effort targeting migrating and wintering waterfowl, shorebirds, and waterbirds (long-legged waders).  Currently, this effort is focused on non-breeding season use of wetland habitat, and has expanded to the Mississippi as well as the Atlantic Flyway.  This project explicitly links management decisions to monitoring results.  The goal is to improve resource contributions, improve decisions, provide defensible data that can support and document decisions made.  An integrated framework is being developed to determine the optimal annual distribution of habitat resources, considering multiple scales (i.e., from continental to flyway to a local refuge). A post-doc was hired to lead the modeling component for this project (housed at the Lincoln Park Zoo in Chicago).  A monitoring coordinator post-doc is now being hired at Patuxent Wildlife Research Center and development of the sampling design and protocols will begin in the summer/fall of 2010.  These data will be used to validate and test the model, and the full version will begin in 2012.  A workshop to seek input and involvement from state partners is planned at the winter Atlantic Flyway technical sections meeting this winter.
Andrew introduced the next speakers and asked the group to consider the need to better track our accomplishments in protecting and managing habitats so that we can assess their usefulness and contribution to conservation goals.  Mark Anderson (TNC) highlighted the secured lands database and mapping that was developed by TNC in the Northeast.  The secured lands database is dedicated to land permanently secured from conversion to development, but includes lands that are not solely dedicated to conservation (e.g., working forest easements).  This effort is part of the implementation of the “Northeast Monitoring and Reporting Framework.”  The data are now updated annually by working with state agencies and TNC chapters. As an example of data analysis that is possible, Mark presented a figure showing what proportion of each landform-type (e.g., limestone, alpine, etc.) has been converted to agriculture/development, how much is still in natural condition, and how much is protected.  There was a huge range among these landform types.  For example, about half of all limestone has been converted, and only 6% has been protected.  High elevation alpine land is almost entirely natural, and a big proportion has been protected.  Ideally this database can be expanded to the south Atlantic states to allow similar analyses throughout the joint venture.
Rob Deblinger (Massachusetts) briefed the group about the Massachusetts Division of Fish and Wildlife’s Habitat Management Database.  This spatially-explicit database was developed by that agency in order for them to set and measure their progress towards specific goals and to indicate where (and where not…) work is being done.  A variety of state programs doing some form of active land management or land protection were brought together to develop this.  The database shows specific projects overlain on an aerial map, tracking what was done where, when, by who, why, and at what cost.  The database links directly to reports that have additional details about the project, before/after photos, etc.  This allows much easier gathering/querying information for purposes of reporting accomplishments, and also improves the ability to evaluate projects, monitor target species, etc.  An upcoming webinar will provide more information on this, in the next two weeks.  Mitch mentioned that many northeastern states have expressed interest in having this database available for regional use by partners, and a working group has recently formed around this issue.  This type of database could also be developed at the flyway scale to better assess the status and needs of early successional and other managed habitats in the joint venture.
Tim Jones discussed additional needs related to monitoring and evaluation.  These needs include coordinated population monitoring that allows to assessments of the effectiveness of conservation actions, monitoring of landscape change and consistent, up-to-date secured and managed lands data from throughout the joint venture
ACJV Climate Change Planning Activities
Andrew briefly described the ongoing and planned activities of the Atlantic Coast Joint Venture related to climate change adaptation planning and implementation including regional vulnerability assessments and adaptation planning, improved sea-level rise planning, assessments of impacts to habitats and species (as described in the Designing Sustainable Landscapes project), species and habitat monitoring to detect changes, short–term actions to address sea-level rise impacts and carbon sequestration through forest and wetland restoration and protection.
Hector Galbraith (Manomet Center for Conservation Science) spoke about adaptation efforts underway in the Northeast Region.  The Northeast has become a leader in the issue of climate change impact and adaptation, due in part to funding investments (by Doris Duke, NEAFWA, state and federal agencies, and others), state interest and willingness, and NGO (NWF, TNC, Manomet) involvement.  Which resources are vulnerable to climate change?  How do we manage resources differently due to climate change?  Are our strategies (e.g., land acquisition) climate smart?  One example is the vulnerability assessment has been done at a state-level by Massachusetts, through funding by the Doris Duke Foundation administered by Wildlife Conservation Society.  This was a collaboration with the state, TNC, and others.  They identified management opportunities and strategies that considered climate change, vulnerability of habitats and species of conservation concern in order to inform future land acquisition policies.  Manomet is also working with the USFWS on three National Wildlife Refuges in the northeast, to address climate change, develop a protocol for assessing vulnerability, and begin to identify adaptation options.  They have not yet addressed major questions about sea level rise, such as where ecosystems will want to go under different scenarios.  They are lacking key data (e.g., LiDAR-based elevation data).
Glenn Guntenspergen (USGS) presented “Forecasting the impact of sea-level rise on coastal wetlands:  the role of models” that included a discussion of the Science Support Program sea-level rise modeling project that he is collaborating with the ACJV on.  Projections of sea-level rise (SLR) vary from 0.2 m to 1.0 m.  Do we understand how coastal wetlands will respond to this SLR?  Can we forecast changes?  The process of how wetlands respond to SLR is complex.  It involves vertical accretion, which can allow some wetlands to keep pace with SLR.  Wetland losses may be a function of many factors, not just SLR.  A host of environmental drivers interact to result in wetland losses or gains, including SLR and many other things.  Biological activity, sedimentation, sea-level, underlying substrate/geology, and climate are all involved.  Existing types of coastal wetland models include inundation (“bathtub”) models, plot-based models, and landscape models.  Bathtub models assume no biological interaction with SLR.  Plot based (or mass balance) models focus on a single point, which represents the entire marsh platform.  They lack spatial complexity, and may need to be scaled up.  Landscape models address these upscaling issues, incorporate interactions among variables, but are computationally intensive (e.g., taking weeks to run).  They may be difficult to understand (due to complexity) and if simplified, may lack sufficient complexity.

One of the most commonly used models, the Sea Level Affecting Marsh Model (SLAMM), is deterministic (lacks feedbacks), lacks sufficient complexity, and has issues with underlying elevation data.  The underlying assumptions about critical processes may be flawed or false.  There is a lack of uncertainty statements associated with model projections.  Elevation is a critical factor in assessing potential impacts, and the quality of data available varies widely across the region.  SLAMM also assumes static landscape, in terms of accretion dynamics.  However, if dynamic accretion is allowed, coastal marshes may respond to SLR in a much better fashion.  SLAMM may overestimate marsh loss by 50%, according to one recent study.
The Science Support project that Glenn is working on with the ACJV is three-dimensional and includes basic ecogeomorphic feedbacks.  The model assumes that coastal wetlands have some ability to adjust to changes in the rate of SLR through non-linear feedback mechanisms (e.g., sediment deposition, vegetation).  It includes a marsh platform and channels, and tidal currents that include fine sediment.  The model can be applied on a decadal or century basis.  Tidal range is one important variable in these models, and is strongly related to system resiliency.  Areas with a low (0.4 m) tidal range are very susceptible to wetland change/loss even under low-moderate SLR (3 mm/yr), whereas areas with a high (4.0 m) tidal range are very resilient to wetland change loss, even under high (10 mm/yr) SLR scenarios.  Suspended sediment concentrations are another major factor in how marshes respond to SLR.  Data indicates that this interacts with tidal range.  Marsh stability is possible under moderate projections of SLR if it has high suspended sediment concentrations and/or high tidal range.  Marshes are not likely to be stable if they are at the low end of the spectrum, in terms of sediment concentration or tidal range.  Glenn also explained how they quantifying uncertainty in sea-level rise estimates, in the understanding of processes involved, and in the present state (e.g., where is the shoreline, what is the current marsh health).  Present condition obviously will affect a marshes future condition, but this is often neglected or ignored in models of marshes and SLR.  Erosion is also a consideration, and that is a function of wave action and underlying substrate.
Ken Elowe thanked the group for participating, presenting, and absorbing all the information.  He highlighted information in the packet that should be reviewed by tomorrow including the assessment of alternatives for involvement of the ACJV in LCCs.  The meeting was adjourned for the day.
Friday, December 4, 2009

ACJV Board Chair, Ken Elowe opened the meeting and introduced the agenda for the day emphasizing the need to discuss and make decisions about the role of the joint venture in LCCs.

ACJV Science and Capacity Needs

Andrew Milliken gave a short presentation summarizing existing ACJV science and capacity needs. He started by summarizing the ongoing ACJV science projects from presentations on the first day including: ACJV Biological Foundation Plan, ACJV Waterfowl Implementation Plan, BCR plans, consistent habitat mapping, conservation design through the “Designing Sustainable Landscapes” project, coordinated bird monitoring, flyway scale integrated waterbird monitoring, consistent secured lands and managed lands databases and multiple research grants and projects.  He then presented additional science and related capacity needs for the joint venture noting that many of these needs were outlined in the strategic plan update and request for allocation of joint venture funds in FY 2011.
Additional and ongoing ACJV science and capacity needs include:

· Complete bird conservation plans for the Piedmont, Peninsular Florida and Puerto Rico BCRs

· Refine population objectives based on step downs from continental plans and ecoregional habitat capacity assessments
· Make existing and new information and tools more easily available at right scales and formats for partners to use
· Expand “Designing Sustainable Landscapes approach” to rest of the ACJV area
· Design and facilitate additional effectiveness monitoring and monitoring coordination
· Facilitate flyway wide consistent secured and managed lands databases 
ACJV Climate Science Needs:
· Build on state vulnerability assessments and evolve these into regional vulnerability assessments (build on efforts by Manomet, NWF and others). 

· Expand dynamic sea level rise impact modeling to the entire Atlantic coast and to all coastal habitats

· Expand climate-related aspects of Designing Sustainable Landscapes

· Being done in South Atlantic via Southeast Integrated  Climate Assessment

· Assess mitigation potential in forest conservation (carbon sequestration funding).

ACJV capacity needs to achieve above (details provided in the ACJV allocation request): 

· Permanent GIS and data management staff

· Additional science coordination staff

· Seed funding for science projects

· Partner travel funds

The board was asked to consider these ongoing science projects and needs in the discussions of the LCCs.

The Science Alliance Model

Greg Smith (Director, USGS Patuxent Wildlife Research Center) – spoke about the science alliance model which is about connecting science to conservation planning, design and delivery. The model is a relationship-based approach to guiding interactions between scientists and those who use scientific information to make decisions. The easiest way to encourage these relationships is to co-locate scientists, managers, and decision makers. Greg worked with the Gulf Coast Joint Venture and the Lower Mississippi Valley Joint Venture on this approach when he was based at the National Wetlands Research Center in Louisiana.  There are great opportunities to co-locate ACJV, LCC and USGS Patuxent WRC staff and work together on common applied science needs that he hopes we can take advantage of.

USGS/DOI Climate Adaptation Science

Rachel Muir (USGS Northeast Region) gave a presentation on the activities underway within USGS on climate science. Regional Climate Change Response Centers (RCCRC) – have a broadened mandate. USGS is to support LCCs and have $5 million in the 2010 budget for LCC development. These funds will support two research grade scientists in each selected LCC and there will be $1.8 million to support climate change science nationally through competitive grant process. There will be 8 RCCRCs - locations to be determined. The geographic boundaries for the centers will be “fuzzy.” Centers may have overlapping responsibilities because of the nature of climate change. Centers will be staffed with DOI science staff, and have a university base. Staffing will include a director, ecologists, modelers, climate scientists, population biologists, hydrologists, and sociologists. The plan is to get three RCCRCs established in 2010.

Questions:

Ken Elowe asked how Fish and Wildlife Cooperative Units fit into this plan. Rachel indicated that direction for the climate change response centers is coming out of the national office. Coop. Units will be fully engaged in this process.  Breck Carmichael (South Carolina) indicated that Coop. Units have a number of vacancies – are these vacancies going to remain vacant?  Rachel did not know whether these vacancies would be filled.  Jaime Collazo (USGS) indicated that from his perspective as a Coop. Unit leader that NC State and Auburn University Coop. Units as well as other southeast coop. units were actively involved in climate science projects.

Southeast Integrated Climate Assessment

Jaime Collazo (NC State, USGS) reviewed an integrated set of climate projects being undertaken by USGS and partners in the Southeast.  There are many institutions involved in this work including Auburn University, NCSU, Penn State, Texas Tech, University of GA, and USGS in CO, FL, GA, MD, MN, LA, and MS.

The emphasis is on multiple taxa – including fish, birds, and eventually, amphibians. The effort is taking the sentinel work done on the Designing Sustainable Landscapes conservation design project and developing additional pilot projects for expansion of this work throughout the southeast and northeast. The work has seven components. The first of these is to create regional, downscaled probabilistic climate change projections. These projections will be modeled with other information and stressors such as historic trends, range dynamics, sea level rise, watershed model, aquatics, and the designing sustainable landscapes output. A portal will be created to allow partners to access high resolution data. They want to develop visualization products (DST) for managers. 

The full list of projects follows:

1. Regionally downscaled probabilistic climate change projections
2. Integrated Coastal Assessment – Southeastern Pilot 

3. Climate change and its impacts on bird habitats
4. Designing sustainable landscapes: climate and land use change projected impacts on priorities species habitats
5. Patch and range dynamics of North American avian species in response to land use patterns and climatic change
6. Multi-resolution assessment of potential climate change effects on biological resources: Aquatic and hydrologic dynamics

7. Optimal conservation strategies to cope with climate change

Scope and timeline – they are moving ahead quickly and will have a series of workshops to elicit responses from a range of users, from biologists in field to decision makers. These workshops will be completed in 2010.  They hope to have a good framework by 2010 and a fully parameterized model available by 2015. They will be working closely with LCCs.

USFWS Climate Change Strategic Plan, Landscape Conservation Cooperatives Actions and Funding

Marvin Moriarty gave a presentation on USFWS Climate Change strategic plan, LCC actions and funding following up on the initial presentation by Marvin and Cindy Dohner on the first day. LCCs are intended to be a seamless network of self-directed conservation science partnerships that provide science and technical support to partnerships on the ground. LCCs build on existing partnerships and are guided (direction and priorities) by steering committees formed by representatives of the partner organizations. Science capacity is shared among partners.

There are three science components, biological planning, conservation design, and monitoring and research linked through adaptive research management. The purpose of LCCs is to help conservation delivery programs and partnerships meet common goals for sustaining fish, wildlife, and plants. The initial focus of the LCCs will be on climate adaptation planning.


LCCs were modeled in part after joint ventures and should build on existing joint ventures.  There are a number of alternatives to consider for the role of the ACJV with respect to LCCs as discussed in the alternatives document:

1) ACJV does not collaborate (actively) with LCCs

2) ACJV leads establishment of LCCs within ACJV area

3) ACJV and Fish Habitat partnerships lead establishment of LCCs within ACJV area

4) ACJV splits into separate JVs aligned with LCC boundaries

5) ACJV helps lead establishment of LCCs and actively collaborates in their development and science activities but does not initially assume full responsibility for establishing LCCs.

Discussion of the alternatives

Marvin indicated that he would like to see the science capacity that exists within the ACJV brought into the LCCs. This science would merge with the science ongoing in other sectors (fisheries, etc) and would help inform decision makers, planners, etc. The science needs would be met for all species with shared priorities.

Paul Schmidt (FWS Migratory Birds) indicated that FWS is very interested in hearing from the ACJV what role the JV would like to play in this changing world.

Scot Williamson (Wildlife Management Institute) indicted that he is trying to understand the scope of LCCs. He initially thought climate change but there is mention of LCCs expanding to include wildlife disease, invasive species, etc.

Marvin Moriarty indicated that LCCs are intended to look at landscape level stressors. Right now, they will be focused on climate change because this is seen as the number one stressor but they should not be considered exclusive to stressors other than climate change. 

Rachel Muir mentioned that there is a need to use the tools we already have in hand to address those factors we already know about to reduce impacts of climate change and other stressors.

Paul Schmidt indicated that there is a relationship between stressors like wildlife disease and invasive species that feed into the impacts of climate change. These are large issues but are not unrelated to climate change. For example, how will invasive species be affected by climate change and how will these effect migratory bird populations?  LCCs are long-term landscape scale partnerships and climate change is the reason FWS, USGS and others are receiving new funds. FWS wants to focus on wildlife populations and build upon the JV models.

Hector Galbraith (Manomet) – There are many stressors affecting fish and wildlife populations. All stressors are either equal or not equal. We will be looking at stressors through the lens of climate change. Which model is FWS working from? The management response to climate change is to ensure a landscape has the spatial and biogeophysical attributes that allow the system to evolve relative to climate change stressors.

Marvin Moriarty – We need to pay attention to what Congress told us to do – and it was not to pay sole attention to climate change but to develop the science necessary to address these other stressors and how we manage them. FWS has been meeting with the conservation community in Region 5 about LCCs. There is a large interest that goes well beyond FWS.  FWS needs to set limits on what we can do and allow others to come to table and also make certain that we don’t “dilute” the work we need to do to address climate change.

Steve Weber indicated that he is excited by the opportunity to expand the good work that has been ongoing in the JVs to other taxa. He asked why there are so many LCCs and asked the question, “Shouldn’t we be starting with fewer, larger units?”  By using larger units efforts could be consolidated. We risk duplicating efforts with many LCCs. 

Ken Elowe indicated that it is difficult to get the science down to a level of resolution that is useful at large scales.  Paul Schmidt responded that the LCCs should be working together. The USFWS and USGS staff that developed the national geographic framework were asked to aggregate BCRs up to a level where populations could be managed.  Andrew Milliken noted that the ACJV can help link the LCCs (eastern Great Lakes, North Atlantic, South Atlantic, Peninsular Florida, Caribbean) in the ACJV together through common conservation science approaches such as Designing Sustainable Landscapes, sea-level rise modeling and flyway-scale monitoring.

Rob Deblinger (Massachusetts) indicated his role as Team Leader for the NAWCA Council staff and Wayne MacCallum’s role as Chair of the NAWCA Council and asked from this perspective whether the FWS had given much thought to how the JV will be diluted by the work required by the LCCs. How will JV’s continue their work with the NAWCA program and other programs? 

Andrew Milliken – The JV has always stressed that building and refining science approaches should not reduce the emphasis of the JV working with partners to get on the ground conservation accomplished using the best information currently available and that emphasis should not change.

Paul Schmidt indicated that the JV can decide to “not play” in this new arena but there would be a large cost in its overall sustainability over time.  He does not think that LCCs and JVs working separately in the same landscape over time is sustainable.

Ken Elowe indicated that he is struggling with two issues.  The first is the governance structure – partners in the ACJV have a level of commitment to the JV. Can they also commit to participate in the LCCs and how do we make certain we don’t duplicate science?  The second issue relates to supporting existing science needs.  Ken spoke about the structure in place in the northeast for the Regional Conservation Need (RCN) program. The northeast directors have created a structure that takes an all species approach for regional science needs. An LCC is an RCN program “on steroids.” 

Marvin Moriarty gave a short presentation on the structure of the LCCs which is as follows:

· Each region is getting funds for staffing, planning, administration and science

· $1.2 million – planning and staffing

· $875k – science

· $150k administration

· Washington Office is getting:

· $97k – staffing

· $97k – science

· $6k admin

· $2M for cross-regional LCC science competition

Form and Function of LCCs

· Steering Committee – will be composed of executive level and management level representatives from partner organizations. The steering committee will provide management direction and set priorities.

· LCC coordinator

· A science and tech coordinator

· GIS capability and other expertise as needed.

This is the structure FWS brings to the table to kick-start the collaborative process.

During a break, ACJV board members and technical committee chairs were polled informally on their preferred alternative for the involvement of the ACJV in LCCs.
The results of the polling were:

Alternative 2 (ACJV takes the lead roles with LCCs) – had five votes

Alternative 3 (ACJV shares the lead role with FHPs) – had one vote

Alternative 5 (ACJV has a leadership role but not full responsibility) – had 16 votes 

Ken Elowe indicated that he prefers alternative 2. The ACJV would become an all-taxa joint venture and would build on the RCN process in the northeast. Ken noted that if we start with alternative 5, we could evolve by to alternative 2 as the LCC develops and evolves toward the joint venture model.

There was a question about the difference between alternatives 2 and 5.  The difference is whether the joint venture takes full responsibility for LCCs and broadens its mission or partial responsibility by being engaged and helping to establish LCCs while maintaining its existing mission.

Ken noted one difference relates to governance – alternative 5 would require more than one steering committee per LCC – the ACJV Management Board and the LCC steering committee, because the ACJV would not be leading the LCC.

Mike Slattery (NFWF) – Liked 5 but with caveat that the ACJV is helping lead the effort along with other JVs and respecting the work being done by the other JVs and partners. Because of the capabilities of this JV, it could take the lead and have others under its wing. There would be similar contributions from other JVs that could morph into something that is comprehensive at that larger scale. The end point needs to go beyond science – LCCs need to link to the work done on the ground.  Even if the LCCs are about strong science, the products coming out of them need to transfer into on the ground results.

Rachel Muir asked to hear from the fish habitat partnerships about what they see as their possible role.

Scott Robinson (Southeast Aquatic Resources Partnership) – Did not see a clear distinction between alternatives 3 and 5. He would vote for number 5 as long as the fish habitat partnerships are involved. SARP doesn’t have the capacity at present. For example, they don’t even have the aquatic habitats classified yet. The LCCs are seen as a great way to address the science needs in the fish habitat partnership.

Emily Greene (Atlantic Coastal Fish Habitat Partnership)– Discussions similar to those occurring among the ACJV board will need to occur with the ACFHP board before she could comment. She will be bringing the information back to the ACFHP steering committee to determine the extent of their involvement.

Bill Hyatt (Connecticut) for Eastern Brook Trout JV – EBTJV Also would like to be involved but are very stretched with the existing workload and capacity. He voted for number 5 but is concerned that there is no lead identified in the alternative. Somebody needs to take the lead role.

Tim Breault – ACJV because of their maturity in landscape level planning helps lead the effort – is actively involved – but partner efforts are iterative and as the partnership evolves, roles may change.

Paul Schmidt – FWS are conveners of this effort – not the lead. Alternative 5 is not sustainable over the long term. Tensions will evolve because folks can’t attend the number of meetings that will be required. 

Craig LeShack (DU) – There could be a phased process where the ACJV helps lead the effort and brings along the fish habitat partnerships. Start out with fish and birds and end up going to all taxa.

Scot Williamson – Agrees that we shouldn’t lock in the structure. There is a huge link between ACJV success and the link with the Flyway. The success is because the directors have made the ACJV really support the states. He is concerned that the ACJV will not be able to sustain migratory bird conservation if we don’t lead the effort. If the ACJV doesn’t lead the effort, it will not be able to control it. 

Ray Whittemore (DU) – Where does the LCC coordinator come into this process?


Paul Schmidt – Coordinators will be responsible for the maturity and growth of the LCC. They will also have to link to other LCCs for national level tasks. They will lead the technical staff within the LCC.

Ray Whittemore – If  the ACJV takes the lead, what does this do to the JV coordinator position?

Marvin Moriarty – This would have to be determined. The majority of the funds would go to the ACJV but the JV would have to deal with the other partners that have science needs.

Scot Williamson – In the northeast, there is already a mechanism that an LCC coordinator could plug into through the RCN structure in the states.

Steve Weber – What makes sense is to have LCCs set up with FWS regional boundaries – not on LCC boundaries. This would enable information to be consolidated and states know which LCC they belong to. It would cuts through the administrative difficulties states face with multiple LCCs.

Paul Schmidt – FWS was not comfortable using administrative boundaries because they don’t overlap well with science needs.

Science Needs Discussion

Ken Elowe – Not hearing any great disagreement with alternative 5 as long as there is some evolution that involves the joint venture. The ACJV wants to be involved with whatever that evolution is. What kind of science needs can we plug into right away that can support the ACJV, LCC and RCNs (states)?

Meeting attendees were asked to refer to the Justification of Priority Needs to Build Capacity document. This document has information on capacity building needs in the ACJV, and some of the project needs.

What are the ACJV science needs that could be met through the LCC?

Rachel Muir – The amount available to the region will be a combination of the USGS funds and the FWS funds. USGS funds will be used to support the science needs of the LCC. This is a significant (almost a doubling) of the funds that can be directed towards science in the LCCs.

Sherry Morgan (USFWS Northeast) – FWS Regions have been speaking to JVs, Fish Habitat Partnerships, and RCNs to begin to pull together existing projects as well as new projects for the LCC planning documents that need to be completed by Dec 11th. 

Ken Elowe – Is there a need to have the Management Board endorse this list?

Marvin Moriarty – Would prefer that the FWS comes to the ACJV and Fish Partnerships to ask for input. But, the turnaround time is very short. FWS has used the RCNs and relied on UFSWS staff (including ACJV staff) to come up with a list of LCC possible projects because of an “ask” that came in a month ago.

Dan Forster (Georgia) – There are multiple projects that have been identified by SWAPs that have been funded by other sources. Southeast states have not formally pooled dollars to fund RCN projects but are still working together.
Gwen Brewer (Maryland) – One of the obvious projects is to expand the Designing Sustainable Landscapes project to the northeast. 

Marvin Moriarty – Need to expand the vulnerability assessments.  Rachel Muir agrees that there is a need to take vulnerability assessments from the state level to the regional scale.

Sherry Morgan – The northeast states, through the RCN program, funded a proposal to start on these regional vulnerability assessments. This work could be expanded. 

Hector Galbraith (Manomet) – For regional vulnerability assessments we need to make certain that state vulnerability assessments can be “compared” (apples to apples).

Jaime Collazo – We are going to be doing these assessments in the southeast – through workshops. They are also working on websites to disseminate the information.

Andrew Milliken – One of the things we identified yesterday and reinforced this morning is that there are a couple of projects that we’d like to expand. They are:

· Dynamic and more precise sea level rise impact modeling for coastal habitats

· Consistent datasets throughout the flyway for habitat mapping, protected lands, managed lands

· Expansion of the designing sustainable landscapes approach to the Piedmont, to pilot areas in the northeast and to the rest of the JV area

· Full implementation of the waterbird monitoring database

· Increases in JV capacity that will allow us to facilitate and maintain these products and projects and ensure that they are available to partners.

Dan Forster – Would like to know what feedback USFWS has received from other groups and what characteristics of this JV are desirable?

Paul Schmidt – Some JVs are struggling to determine their role in LCCs. Some of the JVs have some time to figure out how they fit into the LCCs because they are not receiving funds this fiscal year. Those JVs who are not getting funds this year are “taking a lead” to figure out how they move forward but not commit to leading the effort (e.g. the Lower Mississippi Valley JV). Some are not ready to take a vote on their role. Most are enthusiastic.

The ACJV is one of only a few JVs that have a one-to-many relationship with LCCs (also Intermountain West and Pacific Coast).  Others have a many-to-one relationship - those JVs that are only a part of an LCC are getting together to see if they can take a stance to lead together within an LCC (e.g., East Gulf Coastal Plain and Central Hardwoods). Others are small and are figuring out their roles. These JVs may continue as a partnership but get their science needs met by the LCCs.

Ken Elowe asked that the board consider next steps for involvement.

Management Board needs to take votes on two motions:

1) Alternative that it supports relating to LCCs
2) Recommend as a process or support for ACJV science needs that need to be considered by the LCCs
Asked for a board member to entertain a motion about where the ACJV wants to go with regard to its relationship to LCCs.

Dan Forster – Motion: We adopt alternative number 5, which reads, “The ACJV does not assume full responsibility for establishing LCCs but provides a leadership role in their development and actively collaborates in conservation science undertaken by the LCCs.”  Pat Emory (Delaware) – seconded the motion

Discussion on the motion:

Larry Herrighty (New Jersey) – Need to have this body designate a lead for how to collaborate with LCCs.

Dan Forster – The ACJV should have a prominent role and may evolve to a more leadership role.

Marvin Moriarty - the Service in Region 5 has not yet specifically discussed how the new LCC and science coordinator positions would relate to the existing ACJV Coordinator and Science Coordinator.
Scot Williamson – Keep in mind there are two LCC coordinators and two science coordinator positions when considering the North Atlantic and South Atlantic LCCs.
Steve Weber – Can the ACJV meet the established timelines for LCCs?

Moriarty – Yes - if the ACJV were to take the leadership role in the LCC, the Service would work directly through the existing ACJV structure, otherwise, the Service carry out that leadership role until a Management Board is in place. We need to get the science moving and show progress this year.

Hector Galbraith – The ACJV and LCC need to use the climate science that is already being done by partners and has been done over the past two-three years. 

Craig LeShack – Have any other JVs committed to taking the lead but not committed to taking on all species?

Paul Schmidt – Whoever leads must commit to addressing all taxa to meet the “test” of leading an LCC. With alternative 5, the FWS has to reach out the partners. With alternative 2, the ACJV would reach out to other taxa partners.

Mike Slattery – We have presumed that it is all taxa if there an interest in taking primary responsibility in leading the process with fish habitat partnerships and other partnerships to guide establishment of the LCCs.

Brewer – If our goal is truly habitat and to have functional ecosystems across the landscape, then there is no conflict with taking on all taxa.

Ken Elowe – asked for a vote on the motion of adopting alternative 5 and conveying this to FWS

Motion was passed unaninmously.


Dan Forster – Wants to reconsider the motion just passed. Dan indicated that at some point, the ACJV may want to take the leadership role and wanted to modify the motion to include the option of having the ACJV take the lead role in the future. The specific language is: The ACJV may evolve into the lead role for establishment and operations of LCCs in the future.


Steve Weber – Proposed a motion to reconsider alternative 5 with the additional language, “The ACJV may evolve into the lead role for establishment and operations of LCCs in the future.” 

Therefore the modified motion being reconsidered reads: 

The ACJV Management Board adopts alternative number 5, which reads, “The ACJV does not assume full responsibility for establishing LCCs but provides a leadership role in their development and actively collaborates in conservation science undertaken by the LCCs. The ACJV may evolve into the lead role for establishment and operations of LCCs in the future.”

Pat Emory – seconded the motion. 

The modified motion passed unanimously.
Ken Elowe – Now we need a motion on our input to the FWS on what JV-related science they should be looking at for the plan they are developing over the next week and over the next 6 months.

Marvin Moriarty – We have captured the RCNs out of the regions, have gone to the JV coordinators for their science needs, and are putting into the plan that science being done in the southeast and northeast that needs to be expanded to the totality of the flyway.

Andrew Milliken – How do we continue to have JV priorities considered as we continue with this process? 

Marvin Moriarty – We want to have some flexibility to have priorities shift as the process evolves.

Laurel Barnhill (South Carolina, Nongame Bird Technical Committee) – The technical committees of the JV could help come up with the list of priority projects.

Paul Schmidt – LCCs do include areas in Canada and this is something for LCC to consider.

Larry Herrighty – Would like science to have an emphasis on climate change issues.

Marvin Moriarty – Suggested language for a motion stating, “Work with region 4 and 5 to ensure that the science needs of the JV are fully understood and incorporate their science project priorities as the LCC is established. Short term need requests will be guided by the science needs in the plans which reflect the JV priorities. Ensure consistency among LCCs in development of science projects.”

Larry Herrighty made a motion to adopt the language suggested by Moriarty.  Ray Whittemore seconded the motion. 

Discussion of the motion

Muir – Implicit in proposal is that the long-term research needs will be supported by science agencies working on climate change. Long term support and consultation needs to be part of the LCC process.
Ken Elowe – Does the motion on the table apply for long term or short term?

Marvin Moriarty – This is for short term.  This is just to get us moving right now with respect to science needs.

Elowe called for a vote on the motion: “Work with region 4 and 5 to ensure that the science needs of the JV are fully understood and incorporate their science project priorities as the LCC is established. Short term need requests will be guided by the science needs in the plan which reflect the JV priorities. Ensure consistency among LCCs in development of science projects.”
The motion passed unanimously.

Marvin Moriarty indicated that the regional Strategic Habitat Conservation team will help guide the LCC until the process is underway in the North Atlantic.

Ken Elowe – how are we going to functionally liaison with the LCC process?

Breck Carmichael (South Carolina) – Pick two or 3 Management Board members from the northeast and southeast to serve in this capacity, with support from ACJV staff and technical committees.

Ken Elowe asked for volunteers: 

Board members that agreed to serve as southeast region representatives - Tim Breault, Craig LeSchack, Dan Forster

Board members that agreed to serve as northeast region representatives – Ken Elowe, Larry Herrighty, Gwen Brewer, Scot Williamson

This committee will interact with Marvin and Cindy and regional teams. There will be logistical challenges with respect to the timeframe and much of the work may need to be done via email. 

Andrew Milliken – Laurel made a good recommendation that the technical committees could provide technical input to the steering committee.

Rachel Muir – Would like to see structure where the climate change centers and LCC steering committees interlock.

Scot Williamson – We spoke about how RCNs are driving the process of selecting the highest science priorities for all taxa in the NE and that there are committee structures in place to allow agencies to get the priorities. The ACJV technical committees will need to compliment that RCN effort.

Next Meeting

Ken Elowe asked the board their preference for a winter board meeting - face-to-face or by telephone?

Scot Williamson – Suggested having it at the North American Conference.

The winter meeting timing and logistics will be determined via email coordinated by staff.

The summer Flyway meetings are in Wilmington, NC. This should be a face-to-face meeting on Wednesday (the day before the Flyway Council meets).

Ken Elowe asked for a motion to adjourn.  Motion was passed and seconded.  
Meeting was adjourned at 12:30 p.m.

Addendum to minutes.  Language of motions considered and edited for clarity by coordinator and reviewed by board chair and vice chair and additional information added from alternatives document
Motion:

The Atlantic Coast Joint Venture (ACJV) partnership will provide a leadership role in the development of Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCC) within its boundary and actively collaborate in conservation science undertaken by these LCCs but will not initially assume full responsibility for establishing LCCs.  As the LCC partnerships become established, the ACJV may accept the lead role for LCC coordination and operations if the USFWS and partners in the LCCs agree on this approach.


Details:

ACJV board members, technical committee members and staff will become involved and stay involved in the meetings and discussions involved in establishing LCCs in the ACJV area (initially in the North Atlantic and South Atlantic) and provide insights on the best way to establish these LCCs.  Through this involvement, the ACJV partners and staff seek to minimize duplication and maximize appropriate collaboration between the joint venture and LCC.

The ACJV management board appointed seven board members (four from the North Atlantic and three from the South Atlantic) to a committee to initially coordinate collaborations with the North and South Atlantic LCCs.

Motion:

The Atlantic Coast Joint Venture will work with Regions 4 and 5 to ensure that the science needs and projects of the ACJV partnership are fully understood and that these needs and projects as well as other needs from the states and other partners in the regions are incorporated into the LCC priority science needs and projects as the LCCs are established. In the short term, these joint venture priority science needs should be reflected in the FY 2010 LCC Development and Operations plans. The ACJV will help ensure consistency among LCCs in the joint venture area in development of science projects. 
Details:

As these LCCs become established, joint venture staff and partners show how conservation science approaches, projects and products developed or proposed for the ACJV (and Atlantic Flyway Council) can be adapted for all taxa and seek active collaborations and expanded funding to expand these approaches and products in a way that meets the needs for conservation of all taxa and provides products needed for migratory bird conservation.

ACJV (and Atlantic Flyway Council) will play a role in coordinating conservation science for birds among multiple LCCs in the ACJV area, ensuring consistency in the Atlantic Flyway and Atlantic Coast region. 
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