ACJV Management Board Meeting
March 3, 2009
Action Items

Minutes from summer 2008 meeting to be amended and posted on the ACJV website.

ACJV Staff to work with National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, The Nature Conservancy and other partners to explore opportunities for appropriations for Delaware Bay through ACJV partners.
State board members to review fact sheets and provide feedback to Deb Reynolds prior to the Congressional visits in April.
Andrew to review the past meeting minutes to see what the Board’s position was in terms of the formation of the East Gulf Coastal Plain Joint Venture and report back to board
Board Members to get input to Andrew by the first week in May on draft Strategic Plan to enable issues to be addressed before the July Board meeting.  The game/nongame tech committees will also get comments to Andrew by this same time.  Andrew to provide final draft to board prior to the July board meeting.
Andrew to conduct Congressional Hill visits in April and board members to provide support by accompanying him on the visits or following up with Congressional staff from their state.
Call # 1

Introductions
Ken Elowe (Maine) called the meeting to order, and gave an overview of the agenda and meeting objectives.  It was noted that all handouts were available on the meeting web site. 

Minutes from the July, 2008 meeting in Princeton, New Jersey were reviewed and approved.  John Major (New York) noted that John Ozard (New York) served as his proxy at the last meeting, which should be noted in the minutes – minutes will be amended.  Bob Ellis (Virginia) moved to accept the minutes as amended, Dan Forster (Georgia) seconded.  Minutes were approved.
Andrew Milliken (ACJV) went through the actions taken relative to the action items from the summer meeting related to the strategic plan, congressional outreach, climate change, bald eagles, technical committee structure, accomplishment reporting and the summer meeting in Canada. Many of these items will be discussed in detail later in the meeting.  Gwen Brewer (Maryland) moved that Action Items be approved, Larry Herrighty (New Jersey) seconded, and the Board approved the list.
Annual Report

Andrew Milliken reviewed accomplishments from 2008.  He acknowledged the contributions of the ACJV staff and the leadership of the board and technical committees.  Highlights noted included the conservation of 277,000 acres including 30 NAWCA grants.  Andrew mentioned the Massachusetts oil spill settlement fines deposited into NAWCA ($5.6M), and urged other states to work with him and U.S. Attorneys offices if there is an oil spill in their state to have the fines directed to the NAWCA Fund.  Other highlights discussed included the completion of the Biological Foundation Plan and NAWMP Triennial Report, the initiation of the conservation design multistate grant project in the South Atlantic Coastal Plain (SAMBI), significant progress on the flyway waterbird (shorebird, waterfowl and wading bird) integrated management and monitoring program, marine bird surveys and analysis and the funding of a number of research priorities through competitive grant programs.
Under the Biological Foundation, priorities include initiating BCR planning in the Piedmont BCR, assisting Florida with its Bird Conservation Plan, completing the design and implementation of the flyway waterbird monitoring program, advancing conservation design in the SAMBI area, agreeing on alternative performance metrics and step-down goals for waterfowl, and expanding the role of the joint venture in climate change planning.
Under Conservation Coordination and Delivery, Andrew mentioned that the JV continues to work in part through focus areas as a nexus for coordinated conservation delivery in targeted landscapes and that conservation delivery would continue to be a high priority in parallel with the development of improved biological planning, conservation design and monitoring. Andrew also pointed out that the USFWS strategic plan on climate change calls for the development of “landscape conservation cooperatives” - landscape-scale partnerships focused on addressing climate change.  The joint venture needs to explore its relationship with these cooperatives.  He also mentioned the new Open Space Institute wildlife habitat funding initiative in New England that he is advising.
Mitch Hartley (ACJV) updated the group on ongoing efforts in BCR 13 (Lower Great Lakes / St. Lawrence Plain), particularly in the St. Lawrence Valley and Champlain Valley, which both have NAWCA proposals about to be submitted, and both have robust partnerships focused on grassland birds in key landscapes.  In Southern New England partners are continuing to work together on early-successional habitat conservation.  In Southern New Hampshire and Maine, strong new partnerships have formed around the issue of New England cottontail conservation, and this will provide great benefits for early-successional birds.

Melanie Steinkamp (ACJV) discussed an upcoming meeting in Virginia to kick off the Chesapeake Bay Wetland Assessment Team (WAT), focused on renewing wetland work in the Chesapeake Bay Watershed that she is co-chairing with Ducks Unlimited (DU).  Ray Whittemore (Ducks Unlimited) added that DU staff will be on the Management Board of the Chesapeake Bay Program.  Marvin Moriarty (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) indicated his involvement in the Chesapeake Bay Program and their efforts to reorganize to be more effective.  Also, this spring, responding to interest from New Jersey and Delaware state partners, Melanie will be convening a new Delaware Bay working group to try to build a stronger partnership focused on Delaware Bay.  Ray Whittemore asked what this group would involve, and Melanie said it would identify and attempt to address jointly some of the highest priority habitat conservation needs in that region.  Mike Slattery (National Fish and Wildlife Foundation) said that there was considerable effort being focused on the Delaware Bay by the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF), The Nature Conservancy (through Andy Manus), Ducks Unlimited and several foundations and an interest in an appropriation for conservation in this area.  They are considering working through the joint venture and NFWF.  Melanie will follow up with Mike to pursue this option. 

Craig Watson (ACJV) said that the SAMBI implementation plan has been updated, and is on the SAMBI website, which he encouraged partners to visit.  The Florida Bird Conservation Initiative has stalled somewhat lately, and Craig will work with the co-chairs (Stephanie Melvin and Elena Sachs) to move that effort forward.  A new joint venture coordinator (Catherine Rideout) has been hired for the Eastern Gulf Coast Joint Venture.  Region 4 is filling a position for coordination of Migratory Birds in Florida and the Caribbean; this position will likely be located in Florida.  Craig also stressed that planning work for the Piedmont is still needed.
Tim Breault (Florida) mentioned that Florida’s budget is in real crisis, and the state of the economy has radically changed the flow of funds into their agency, resulting in major shortfalls and likely losses in staffing.  Jose Cruz mentioned that in Puerto Rico the economy is also an issue.  State Wildlife Grants remain an important source of funding, but much of that is committed already.  Dr. Jaime Collazo (NC State) is working with them on a conservation corridor project in the western part of the island.  

Ken Elowe asked Andrew about population goals and how they fit into the JV’s biological planning.  Andrew and Tim discussed how the commonly-accepted methods for stepping down waterfowl population goals was not accepted by the Waterfowl Technical Committee (WTC), and the WTC has been working for three years to develop an alternative approach.  The central issues relate to stepping down breeding goals to wintering joint ventures and biases with the mid-winter waterfowl inventory in the Atlantic Flyway.  At last week’s meeting the WTC asked for a report on the waterfowl population goal process by the July meeting.

Andrew reviewed the outreach materials and mentioned upcoming Hill visits.  Deb asked for any input from state Board members in terms of typos or additional bird conservation efforts in their state that should be added to the state fact sheets.  Ray Whittemore commended Deb for her great work.

Budget

Andrew reviewed the joint venture administrative budget.  He mentioned that the ACJV has basically been level-funded for several years now, and with rising fixed costs the result is less and less funds for discretionary projects and the possibility on not being able to cover salaries in the near future.  He mentioned sharing of funding and responsibilities (e.g., monitoring, biological planning) with the Populations Branch of the Division of Migratory Birds.  He said that we will be unable to maintain our GIS position in FY 2010 without an increase in our budget.  He noted that joint venture budget is now provided to the Service in a single allocation and the decisions on allocations to individual joint ventures is made by the Division of Migratory Birds.
Gwen asked how the Management Board might help with budget efforts.  Andrew said he was hesitant to have Board members contact USFWS Division of Migratory Bird staff directly, but said it might come to that at some point.  Marvin Moriarty said that Region 5 has about $500k less in Division of Migratory Bird funds than any other region, and it was his goal to address this, though there was obvious resistance from across the country since it would mean other regions getting less money.  Andrew said that while Board members should not lobby Migratory Birds or DBHC staff, he said that it would be appropriate to bring up these funding issues and concerns if they are having discussions with Paul Schmidt (Assistant Director for Migratory Birds) or Mike Johnson (Chief of the Division of Bird Habitat Conservation).  Ken Elowe said that the underlying problem (with subjective allocations) is that even with increased funding, the ACJV will continue to be at a disadvantage relative to other JVs and regions due to its large size and complexity.
Andrew talked about challenges in 2009 including budget and capacity shortfalls, restructuring technical committees, moving planning forward in the Piedmont, Florida and Puerto Rico, improving accomplishment reporting and clarifying roles relative to climate and larger landscape conservation efforts.  
He highlighted five-year accomplishments - under the current strategic plan, the ACJV:
· Closely followed and implemented strategies in 2004 Strategic plan - all planning tools anticipated were developed;

· Maintained adequate staff to effectively coordinate planning, delivery, evaluation and outreach;

· Improved technical committee structure and state participation;

· Completed initial planning in four BCRs, launched BCR planning that resulted in AMJV;

· Updated Waterfowl Implementation Plan and refined objectives;

· Completed first Biological Foundation Plan and organized science program around Strategic Habitat Conservation framework;

· Completed successful NAWMP Assessment and Triennial Review;

· Launched large-scale conservation design and monitoring programs;

· Successfully competed for outside funding for biological foundation – multiple research, monitoring and design grants;

· Greatly increased number of federal grants received; and 
· Conserved over 2 million acres.
He noted unfinished business including the:
· Need for full-time GIS support and additional science capacity;
· Need for discretionary funding program due to flat budgets;
· Need for BCR plan for Piedmont and more planning support for FL and PR;
· Need for more complete population and habitat objectives;
· Not able to effectively track accomplishments and relate to specific geographic habitat goals;
· Need for more engagement with delivery of Farm Bill and other major federal programs;
· Need for better outreach with non-traditional funding partners

Ken Elowe thanked Andrew and his staff, and said it always amazed him how much the ACJV accomplishes each year.  Wayne MacCallum (Massachusetts) asked about the changes to the technical committees.  Andrew discussed how the former Integrated Bird Conservation Committee was a vehicle for representation by all the bird initiatives (game, nongame) but did not engage state partners and ultimately did not even represent the initiatives, many of which were barely or non-functional at the regional scale.  The new committees (discussed below) parallel the flyway-structure.
Technical Committee Reports
Dave Norris (Virginia) presented a report from the Waterfowl Technical Committee (WTC) which met last week in Easton, MD.  The meeting started as a joint meeting with the Black Duck Joint Venture (BDJV) Tech Committee. David reviewed the Waterfowl Technical Committee report. There is a recommendation for the Board to approve the newly proposed committee structure to include other, non-waterfowl game birds under the purview of the waterfowl technical committee and re-name it the Game Bird Technical Committee.
Gwen reviewed the Nongame Bird Technical Committee meeting summary.  They made a similar recommendation about revising technical committee structure, and also recommended that their committee be called the Nongame Bird Conservation Committee, which is closer to the old Integrated Bird Conservation Committee name, and will avoid confusion with their Atlantic Flyway Committee name (nongame technical section).  At the summer meeting, the nongame and waterfowl technical committees will be meeting jointly for part of the meeting.  Amanda Dey (New Jersey) and Min Huang (Connecticut) formed a nomination committee to fill Laurel Barnhill’s (South Carolina) role as vice-chair as she moves into the position of Chair this summer.  Laurel Barnhill, John Ozard, Joe Fuller (North Carolina) and Steve Rockwood (Florida) will serve on a committee to formally review the strategic plan and make a recommendation to the Management Board by the summer meeting.
Revised Technical Committee Structure

The WTC and Nongame Tech Committees both recommended that the Management Board approve the following change in tech committee structure.  The WTC would be changed to the Migratory Game Bird Technical Committee, which would include the various game bird initiatives (e.g., American Woodcock Initiative) which currently are not included in the WTC or the nongame technical committee.  Dan Forster said that despite being an all-bird initiative, the ACJV has not fully integrated all of the game bird initiatives to the extent possible, and this move would help that happen.  Laurel Barnhill agreed and said that with new game bird plans being formally approved, the JV structure would probably be the best venue to move those plans forward with existing partnerships.  Wayne MacCallum asked what comments arose among WTC members, and David Norris said that a few issues came up.  First, the habitats of the non-waterfowl game bird initiatives tend to be the same upland habitats that are the focus of the other bird initiatives (i.e., nongame tech committee members), as opposed to wetlands which are the primary focus of the WTC.  Wayne said he was concerned that the non-migratory bird focus of this committee would somehow influence or suggest a change to the Atlantic Flyway Council (AFC) structure, and Andrew said that these changes would clearly apply only to ACJV structure, and have no bearing on the AFC structure.  Wayne said that this change would make it more likely that people at ACJV technical committees have to wear multiple hats.  John Dunn pointed out that there is already a Northeast Upland Game Bird Committee which answers to the state directors; in his state, he would represent both waterfowl species and also speak for the state game bird biologist.  Bob Ellis and Tim Breault both said that their states’ waterfowl biologists would probably not represent their game bird biologists, and they had concerns about multiple staff from each state needing to go to these meetings twice per year.  Andrew Milliken pointed out that this same issue applies on the nongame side and that one nongame bird biologist was unlikely to be the state’s lead for all landbirds, waterbirds, and shorebirds, but that the leads for those initiatives or taxa would have to be represented by the person attending, or through subcommittees and action that occurs outside of the two formal meetings each year.  Ken Elowe said that there was no expectation that additional people would be asked or needed to attend this meeting.  John Major pointed out that the resident game birds are already being dealt with through regional coordination at the northeast and southeast AFWA committees in place.  He thought it made great sense in terms of rails, snipe, and migratory game birds, especially since many of those share the same habitats as waterfowl.  Wayne said he worried that the traditional regional scale issues at the center of ACJV focus 
Dan Forster moved that the WTC recommendation be approved, Bob Ellis seconded, and the motion carried.

The Nongame Tech committee further recommended that their name be changed to the Nongame Bird Conservation Committee, to avoid confusion with the AFC’s Nongame Tech Section, which has largely overlapping membership.  Wayne MacCallum voiced his dislike of the term nongame, and Gwen and Andrew pointed out that the only reason to use these terms was to reflect how the tech committees parallel the structure of the AFC, and the term “integrated” used to reflect an integration that is now done through these two committees (i.e., game and nongame).
Ken pointed out that the term “conservation” should be in both the game and nongame committees’ names.  There was no motion, as this concept needs to be discussed more by both committees and decisions made before it comes to a vote.
Call #2
Conservation Design

Tim Jones updated the Board on the SAMBI Conservation Design multistate grant project collaboration with U.S. Geological Survey, NC State University and Auburn University.
Ken asked Tim about how this product would help us move towards resolving the thorny issue of what level of population we are shooting for.  To put acres on the ground we will need public support for our conservation objectives and they may contrast with other land-use needs.  How do we balance the public’s desire for wildlife conservation with other societal needs, as we justify the objectives we set?  Marvin mentioned the landscape conservation cooperatives and how these would be incorporating economics into a broader set (e.g., ecological) of objectives.  Andrew said that these conservation design tools are actually a great way to look at various alternatives, to better understand what different choices would look like, on the ground, and over space and time.  As the SAMBI Conservation Design project moves forward, more and more decision support tools will be available to help partners guide conservation to the most important places and understand how much habitat will be needed, for which species.
Climate Change
Andrew discussed how the ACJV is approaching climate change.  Some states (e.g., Massachusetts, Virginia, and New York) and partners (e.g., Manomet Conservation Sciences, National Wildlife Federation) are doing vulnerability assessments, and a main role of the ACJV will be to coordinate and communicate key findings to the broader partnership.  Having good species-habitat models will help us make important decisions in the future.  Some habitats (e.g., high-elevation forest) may well disappear from our JV in the future, as the climate changes.  Others, such as interior uplands, may change in ways that are hard to predict.  We need to consider more emphasis on carbon sequestration as we compare and contrast a suite of potential habitat projects.  The USFWS has an internal strategic action plan related to climate change, for which Marvin gave an overview.  The USFWS climate change action plan is under review.
Scot Williamson mentioned the RCN process, and the role of the ACJV in helping partners move high priority issues forward.  Wayne MacCallum asked about how joint ventures fit into the USFWS climate plan, and how this would look across the country, not just in the ACJV.  Marvin said that one of the biggest issues being discussed within the FWS is “how do we build capacity to do what needs to be done, given declining budgets?”  Expanding the scope of the ACJV may make sense but the tasks ahead could easily overwhelm them, given their current level of staffing and resources.  Andrew said that all of these issues relate to our updated strategic plan, and how we want to position ourselves for the future and being able to respond to key needs as they arise.  For example, federal conservation funding in the near future is likely to be tied to addressing climate change, and while that may not be the only thing we will be thinking about, we probably want to keep that in mind as plan for the future.
ACJV Strategic Plan Update
Andrew highlighted aspects of the strategic plan that have been updated or changed, including broadening the leadership role of the ACJV from bird habitat conservation design to birds and associated wildlife habitat conservation design.  Ken wanted to check in with the Board, to see what initial reactions were to all that Andrew said.  He wants to set up a formal method of providing feedback to Andrew, well before the July meeting, to allow time for discussion and addressing issues that arise.  Gwen Brewer mentioned that in some places the wording seems to imply that while dealing with bird habitat, other wildlife will benefit, whereas in other places we seem to open the door to leading conservation efforts for many species, in addition to just birds.  There is an important distinction between these two, and we should emphasize that bird habitat is also habitat for other species, as opposed to “focusing” to a larger extent, on species other than birds.
Wayne MacCallum raised the issue of the East Gulf Coastal Plain JV, which he didn’t remember the ACJV Management Board approving in the same way as they did for the Appalachian Mountain Joint Venture.  Ken asked Andrew to review the past meeting minutes to see what the Board’s position was in terms of the formation of the EGCPJV.  There seemed to be consensus that an expanding role (beyond birds) should fall solidly under collateral duties, not the focus of the ACJV or part of its mission.  In the Southeast, there have been formal proposals for one or more new landscape conservation cooperatives, and these would embrace all taxa, not just birds.  There was considerable discussion as to how the ACJV might play a role in habitat modeling work that extends beyond just birds, and whether this might place undue burden on existing staff.  Andrew’s view was that the role would probably center on collaboration with others, as opposed to ACJV staff taking on non-avian issues themselves.  Andrew said that he would work on tightening up the language, which was somewhat vague in the earlier draft, and recirculate the draft strategic plan so that Board members could respond directly to what’s in there.  Ken asked Board Members to get input to Andrew by the first week in May, to enable issues to be addressed before the July Board meeting.  The game/nongame tech committees will also get comments to Andrew by this same time.
Congressional Outreach
Ken said that Hill visits last year were productive, but not as productive as they could have been if JV representatives were contacting legislators from their state.  Similarly, members who have already been contacted directly by Board Members in their state are more receptive of JV discussions by representatives who are not from their state. Andrew is available to do Hill visits, as is Terry Sullivan (TNC), during the week of the North American, so if there is interest they urged members to contact them, and they will set up the necessary calls.  Terry added that climate change adaptation is a big issue on the Hill right now, and the ACJV works at the right scale for dealing with climate change adaptation.  Mike Slattery also offered to help, as he is located in DC.  
Summer Meeting

Ken mentioned that the upcoming summer meeting, if held in conjunction with the AFC Summer Meeting, will be in Prince Edward Island.  Travel logistics to PEI are such that a mid-day meeting is not possible on the day of arrival.  Given the short time slot for this winter meeting, Andrew suggested that we meet for a full day, the day of the welcome reception, which would work if everyone arrived the day/night before.  John Dunn said that the summer meeting will be discussed soon by the AFC at the North American, but it looks as though there is no way to avoid meeting in PEI, given the money already spent to host the meeting there.  
There was a motion by Wayne MacCallum to adjourn, which was seconded by Larry Herrighty, and the meeting was adjourned.

Attendees:  Tim Breault (Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission), Dan Forster (Georgia Department of Natural Resources), Ken Elowe (Maine Department of Inland Fisheries & Wildlife), Wayne MacCallum (Massachusetts Division of Fisheries & Wildlife), Gwen Brewer (Maryland Department of Natural Resources), Larry Herrighty (New Jersey Division of Fish and Wildlife), John Major (New York Department of Environmental Conservation), John Dunn (Pennsylvania Game Commission), Jose Cruz-Burgos (Puerto Rico Department of Natural & Environmental Resources), Mark Gibson (Rhode Island Division of Fish and Wildlife), Laurel Moore Barnhill (South Carolina Department of Natural Resources), David Norris and Robert Ellis (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), Terry Sullivan (The Nature Conservancy), Scot Williamson (Wildlife Management Institute), John Stanton (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), Scott Johnston (USFWS Region 5); and Andrew Milliken, Tim Jones, Kirsten Luke, Mitch Hartley, Melanie Steinkamp, Craig Watson, and Deb Reynolds (ACJV Staff).
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