EBTJV Partnership Meeting
November 9-11, 2009

Cacapon State Park, WV
Native Fish Conservation Areas – Fred Harris 

Fisheries Conservation Foundation – nonprofit foundation that promotes the work and knowledge of aquatic scientists, resources managers, and environmental professionals.  Founded in 2003 as outreach arm or AFS.  Mission is to promote better understanding of fisheries issues among public. 
Native Fish Conservation Areas – watersheds where management emphasizes conservation and restoration of native aquatic species and their habitats.  Goal is to sustain those habitats and native species.  
In east, will have to figure out how to accomplish conservation on private lands.
Conservation of entire communities rather than singles species.  Focus on long-term conservation needs. Involvement of broad constituencies.  Cooperation with private landowners.  Coordination of conservation efforts.  Strong habitat orientation.  Encouragement of compatible uses.  

Why do we need them?  ESA typically focuses on single species and is more reactive.  NFCA would more cost effectively cover entire community.  Climate change and other stressors are creating new challenges to the conservation of freshwater species.  Maintain watershed scale natural processes.  Sufficiently large and intact watershed to nurture all the life history pathways.  Adequate institutional knowledge.  
Current Partners – TU, Federation of Fly Fisherman

Request to EBTJV - This is an area for EBTJV to participate as a partner.  If this concept  is something that fits into partnership priorities, then FCF wants to work with us.  They have funding to work on the task. Bring public focus to native species… brook trout!  
NC Wildlife Friendly Development Certification Program – Doug Besler
In process of initiating wildlife friendly development certification program in NC.  

NC Wildlife Resources Commission has statutory responsibility for wildlife, but no regulatory authority.  They have comment authority on permits and as a result have had limited success.  Issues:  development of steep slopes resulting in increased sediment, upland headwaters loss, piedmont habitat loss, coastal habitat loss, and habitat fragmentation.  Potential solutions?  Questions asked:  Can we develop an incentive based program?  Can it be the “gold standard”?  Is there a market?  Will developers utilize the program?  Can developers make a profit?  Will homeowners demand certification?  Program Assumptions:  Economic development forces can protect wildlife in NC.  Goals:  (1) Create financial incentive for developers.  (2) Create long term stewardship of wildlife habitat on developed lands in NC.  Other agencies approached – NCWRC, NC Wildlife Federation, NC Chapter of American Society of Landscape Architects (ASLA).  “Wildlife Friendly Development Certified” is the new marketable product that is trademarked.  Developers can use this to market their properties and make better profits.  Criteria – riparian buffers, protection of WAP priority habitats, minimization of impervious surfaces, wildlife corridors, open space preservation, development clustering, native vegetation plantings, habitat restoration, homeowner education and responsibility.  Does not include building standards, but another partner could certify those.  Process:  (1) developer decides to pursue WFS certification (2) pre-design checklist completed and submitted (3) fee paid (4) initial consultation WRC / Developer (5) development designed considering phase 1 criteria (6) phase 1 criteria submitted NCWF / WRC (7) Fee (8) WFD Applicant (9) phase 2 criteria submitted (10) WFD Certified (11) development built (12) development evaluated with Phase 3 criteria (turned over to homeowners association) (13) WFD certified maintained.  

Some criteria are non-negotiable. Others can be combined to reach total points necessary for certification.

Website:  www.ncwildcertify.org
Fee is $75 / acre capped at $50,000.  Application fee is $2,000.  Fees are spread to WRC non-game fund, and NCWF.  Use WAP to decide where to spend money.  Program is applicable to existing developments, pristine areas that they want to protect, abandoned industrial site development, and agricultural site development with current impacts. 

Timeline – finalize criteria winter 2010. Website up this winter.  Launched spring 2010  
Assessment of EBTJV Project Scoring Criteria – Abby Lynch

Reviewed 12 projects.  10 projects had proposal scores = report scores and 2 projects had proposal scores that were statistically significantly different than report scores.  There were unforeseen difficulties in these two projects that resulted in the differences (reductions in staff, transfer of funds to alternate priorities).  In general, scoring criteria are an effective indicator of project potential.  Project proposals tended to score higher than final report scores… but not statistically significant.  Management expectations may exceed project outcomes.  Large inter-quartile range, skewness, outliers… Qualitative implications in quantitative metrics.  So how do we get from here to there?  Improved scoring criteria?  
· Easement and fee title were problematic.  How does this apply to a project being done on protected land, but that didn’t protect habitat itself. 
· Many projects didn’t clearly state information necessary.

· Species could have been on multiple lists – federally listed, state listed, genetically distinct, etc. 

· The percentage of watershed above the project that is protected in perpetuity did not work well for proposals that involved multiple watersheds.  
· Assessment should be as great or even greater of a priority than the on the ground types of projects.  

· Scoring system is not appropriate to evaluate policy work or assessment.  Need new scoring criteria for assessment projects. 

· Reduce emphasis on easement and fee title. 

· Apply weighting criteria for projects across multiple watersheds.

· No penalization for project that failed to list information.  Include explicit guidance and definitions for accurate scoring.

· Consider separate scoring sheets for assessment / policy. 
Further Analysis:

· More comprehensive review scheme with larger sample size needed.
· Power analysis – which criteria are contributing most to the final score? 

· Principle component analysis – which questions are covariate? 

Brook Trout Assessment at the Catchment Scale – Mark Hudy

Data for watershed catchments is now available.  The catchment level is what NFHAP is using.  Current EBTJV map done at 6th level HUC.  Mark evaluated differences in distribution at four different scales on a subset of data. (1) Sub-basins (4th level HUC), (2) Watersheds (5th level HUC), (3) Subwatersheds (6th level HUC), (4) Catchments.  
Results for presence of brook trout at the 4 different levels:

(1) 100%

(2) 76%

(3) 33%

(4) 11%

Scale used does matter!!  
Aggregated results of brook trout presence from PA south:

(1) 88%
(2) 72%

(3) 47%

(4) 11% - Brook trout have been extirpated from 90% of their historic catchments.

Lessons Observed:
1. What’s the question?  Match mapping scale to question. Have to explain what assessments are and what they aren’t to prevent misuse.
2. The scale at which results are reported can bias impressions of the true distribution.  Same database can be used to support opposite opinions.
3. Large scale analysis may require a least common denominator approach for apples to apples comparison.  

4. Regardless of what the GIS analyst says, all the distribution data is not in the GIS database.  No, can’t use NatureServe.
5. The finer the scale, the more unknown the status call was.  Models? Land use metrics predicted brook trout… What is the question?  33% rule for data availability.

Using catchments could improve our assessment.  We still could roll data up at watershed scale.  Some states may not have catchment data though.  Having data at multiple scales allows us to answer different questions and manage at different levels.
Brook Trout and Climate Change – Mark Hudy
Patches of brook trout populations will react differently to climate change.  Current models are only accurate within 2 degrees centigrade, which is a big range of error for brook trout.  Idea is to look at unique patches of habitat and rank them with respect to resiliency to climate change.  
Small Area Influences – land use, riparian vegetation, groundwater, aspect, elevation, latitude, solar input. 

It is a question of scale.  We think that by taking direct measurement, we can do better than climate model downscaling.  

Will place air and water temperature data monitors at centroid and pour point of watersheds.  
Group Discussion:
· Discussion on NFHAP bill and future funding.

· Comment that EBTJV needs to look for other sources of funding besides NFHAP funding.

Conservation Strategy / Habitat Subcommittee
· Provide comments on ranking criteria to Doug or Callie.  They are going to revise the criteria for next year. 
· Recommendation to simplify to 2 workgroups – northern and southern.  WV and MD would go with southern workgroup.  Rest (NJ & PA) would go with northern workgroup.  This would be consistent with AFS southern division state membership.  That group has a meeting each year which would provide at least one opportunity to meet each year.  The NE fish and wildlife conference is held annually and could provide a way to meet each year.  
· Doug will update the regional habitat objectives to reflect the 2 workgroup structure and send it out.

· Comments that the scale that we are measuring success on is too coarse because projects are at a very local stream scale.  Discussion on using acres and miles in conjunction with biological response at possibly a catchment level. 
· States often develop project opportunistically.  Watershed priority ranking isn’t very helpful in picking where to work.  Must rely on local watershed groups often.

· New York’s priority watersheds don’t match reality… where they would choose to work. 
· Steve - We should provide our priorities, even if all partners don’t utilize them in developing their actions.
· Hannibal – We need to report all accomplishments of the partnership.  OMB will ask for it with respect to federal accomplishments and expenditures soon.  We need to be able to show how we have collectively moved the needle.

· Coldwater coordinators for each state are likely the ones that will report EBT accomplishments for that state to Doug / EBTJV each year.  We need to define what accomplishments need to be reported.  
· Do we need to establish long term monitoring sites? This would be done in addition to repeating assessment by watershed / catchment that Mark Hudy did.
· Do we need to renew the assessment?  Yes, it is probably time to do that.  We has said that it should be repeated around every 5 years.  Many assessments have been done since the assessment and a revision would be good.  
Data Subcommittee

· NBII portal is there to post documents.  Usage has been low. Also has worksheet to track match.
Outreach & Education Subcommittee

· Hire outreach liaison for each workgroup.  Apply for multistate grant to fund position.  
· Insure website is easy to use.  Add point and click map and project information.  Make sure partners are linking to website.  Acquire higher resolution pdf logos and maps for partner press releases and printings.  

· Opportunity to do video on spawning brook trout.  Videographer has still photos as well.
· Produce a documentary on why EBTs are important on a social and biological level.   Tie into EBTJV and history of partnership.
· Need to have existing movies on website – TU and Dominion. 
· Recommendation to link brook trout to climate change… the symbol of climate change in the east.  Use EBT as poster child and tie it into the larger community.
· Create power point presentation on EBTJV that folks can use.  Keep generic so individual can personalize it.  Map, history, how, why, what, who, needs, status & threats, conservation strategy, personalization, what you can do, why you should care… Steve can provide a version of ones that he has been given as a starting point.
· Need to determine which states / partners need outreach documents.  
· Newsletter is being done quarterly by TU (Bill) for EBTJV.  We each can submit info to him for the newsletter.  Newsletter will be posted on EBTJV website.
· We should have news releases to highlight project accomplishments like NFHAP Board does.  If anyone has something that they want broader exposure to, we need a process to get the word out for them.
· Completion reports should be posted. 
· VA and TN have a curriculum that meets BOE requirements.
· Compile go green guidelines for EBT.  To include riparian management / protection, stream crossing guidelines, bioengineering designs, driveway recommendations, road development bmps, farming bmps, etc. 

Science & Research Subcommittee

Research, Grants & Development Subcommittee

AMJV Presentation – Brian Smith 

· Highest Priority habitats:
· Communities – upland hardwood / pine, eastern shrub, freshwater wetlands

· Habitats: spruce / fir hardwoods, early succ. hardwood / conifer, minelands, forested and riparian wetlands

· Biological planning underway for spruce / fir and n. hardwoods.  This is area where EBTJV and AMJV could partner. 
· Energy in AMJV – Energy working group is doing assessment of current / future land-use changes including urbanization.  They are going to pull in some aquatics too.  Models to guide conservation efforts.  Example is cerulean warbler which has 80% of breeding habitat in Appalachian mountains and has been declining for long time.
· NFWF Early Successional habitat Keystone Initiative – 10 years $600K per year
· Appalachian Regional Reforestation Initiative – 740,000 – 1 million acres

· Cerulean Warbler Silvicultural Project – Limitless 80% range.  Want to coordinate this with EBTJV to make sure aquatics are taken into account.

· Opportunities to work together:
· Share expertise / resources where appropriate – prioritization, implementation, monitoring, capacity (scientists, topic experts)

· Constant communication

· Financial resources – target funding toward joint priorities, SWG, Farm Bill, Partners, USFS programs, etc

· USFWS Climate Change – Marvin presented to AMJV this week.  FWS document now out for public comment.  One action is to develop Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCC) to provide support to delivery partnerships (biological planning, conservation design, etc.  USDOI Secretarial Order September 2009.  2010 budget for LCCs is $10 Million for capacity, 10M for science.  USGS has $5M for climate change response centers, %5M support for USFWS CC activities.
Work Group Breakout Sessions

Groups must provide notes to Lila via email for grant requirements.

Priority Watersheds Names updated in action plan by June 1st, 2010.

Northern Work Group
· Target Meeting - NE fish and wildlife meeting in MA in late April
Southern Work Group

· Next work group meeting is in Southern Division AFS meeting in February
· Scale Discussion

· Current Assessment uses 6th Level HUC = Around 37 miles or 37 catchments
· Mark classified individual catchments and then combined adjacent catchments that all had brook trout into patches.  Patches are not connected to each other either by distance or by a barrier.  Patch = contiguous areas with brook trout. There are about 2100 patches in area from PA / NJ south.  Can have goals that add catchments to patches, or protect patches, etc.  Culverts are not taken into account in patches.  Catchments / patches provide info on stocked water, exotics, etc.
· Mark recommends that patches are appropriate scale to focus goals and accomplishments.  Data exists for the south and is done.  Mark wants to send maps to states to verify maps.  Total acres of brook trout in the south are available. 
· Subwatershed goals would still be good.  They can be changed one patch at a time until the entire subwatershed changes color.
· Mark could travel to each state to validate patches if we can find travel money for him.
· Need one contact for each state to collect accomplishment data and report it to chair of workgroup.  This person would likely be state fisheries individual.  
· Data could be stored on NBII site and on FIS for federally funded projects. 
· Mark can overlay Marcellus shale energy maps with best of best maps and patch maps. Do we need a subcommittee to work with Mark to gather data and information to be added to GIS data?  Can we provide tools to influence where these operations will operate?  Education? Have to be careful with political advocacy.  Work with energy work group of AMJV.
· May need a new category of watershed ranking – vulnerable… based on threats like energy.
· Data Needed: Project name, date, group taking action, numerical catchment id, regional objectives supporting, lat / long, cost, miles, acres, NFHAP reporting categories type of project, 
· Need to post project database on NBII site too.

· Updated Objectives – Need to add in numbers for MD & MD.
· Once we decide upon and implement a tracking system, we can calculate progress towards the objectives.  
· We agreed to use catchments to track our efforts.  These can be rolled up into patch or subwatersheds.
