Southeast Partners in Flight Steering Committee Meeting Minutes
2010 SEPIF Annual Meeting – Hawthorne room
Tuesday, March 9 (8 am – Noon)

Gainesville, FL

Action items and 2010 committees:
Bob Cooper to make first draft of a statement to include in the acknowledgements section of publications thanking SEPIF. This statement will help demonstrate to researchers not regularly attending SEPIF meeting that SEPIF is helping to connect researchers to funding sources that help make applied conservation happen.
Web tech committee – Committee will finish off the online version of SEPIF’s Field Guide to Web Technology for Bird Conservation and work on a major release through various mailing lists and media outlets. More info on members and how to get involved is available here: http://tech.sepif.org/
JV research needs committee – Committee will continue to focus on increasing the JV-relevance of research in the Southeast using newly collected information on Southeast JV research needs. A major target audience for these efforts is researchers that do not regularly attend SEPIF meetings. This group will also use JV research needs information to identify priority issues that cross JV boundaries. Members: John Tirpak, Todd Jones-Farrand, Ed Laurent, Bob Cooper, Rua Mordecai, Dean Demarest, Dan Twedt

Automated data analysis tools – Committee will help prioritize improvements on data analysis tools and decision-support tools under development in the southeast. They will also suggest future tools for development. Members: Rua Mordecai, Laurel Barnhill, Chuck Hunter, Shawchyi Vorisek, Michael Seymour, Sergio Harding. More information available here: http://tools.sepif.org/
SE State of the Birds committee – Committee will complete a Southeast State of the Birds report targeted at practitioners and focusing on short-term trends (i.e, last 10 years) in priority landbird populations. Members: Laurel Barnhill, Rua Mordecai, Chuck Hunter, Elena Sachs, Joni Ellis   
General News:
Scott Somershoe stepped down as co-chair and Sergio Harding has taken his place.

Next meeting will be in KY and will likely focus on implementation.
Detailed minutes:

1. Executive committee updates (Rua)

· Group that was formed last meeting (Randy Wilson, rua, Bob Cooper, etc).  This process worked well because Rua had a small group that was available to address questions that came forward.  This group decided to dedicate funds to support printing of McAllen Proceedings.

2. Update on website (Rua)

· Regular traffic, at least one person on site every day since set up, total 10,000 visits from different states across the US (outside the SE).
· If you have any suggestions on things to post, ways to do better, etc.  send to Rua.  

3. Reports from ad-hoc committees—last meeting set up ad hoc committees to address current issues, once charge completed ad hoc committee dissolved. 
· Web tech (Ed)

· Web guide—title.  Focus on document with one page descriptions of web tools available that may have an impact on bird conservation..  List of 25 tools, introduction section.  Group met once or twice a month via conference calls.  
· Working to migrate on-line document to SEPIF website, currently in pdf.  

· Approach to launching in a journal tool section (Bulletin ?/).  Advertise in different list serves.  Branding with SEPIF

· Next steps, first many suggestions to include in future updates.  Link to survey monkey to gather feedback for changes, etc for next version.  Also, are there projects that could be developed by combining tools to advance SEPIF goals.  Workshop at this meeting to describe and provide an overview of the tools, hands format and development of a project.

· Reviewers wide variety, universally received much excitement and identification of applications.  Project has direct applicability to current and future work.  Can track impact because on website (number of people visit site to use, download).  

· JV research needs (Rua)

· Developed a concise list of JV needs. Research needs list, but not prioritized and do not necessarily have a conservation context.  Went to each SE JV and asked for top 10 needs and created a simple road map (excel worksheet).   Disclaimer:  “Listed below are research and monitoring needs identified as of XXXX for Southeast Joint Venture priority birds. Progress toward identified needs, coupled with the iterative nature of the Joint Venture planning process, necessitates periodic assessment and potential revision of population and habitat objectives, management recommendations, and research and monitoring priorities. We therefore encourage researchers to contact Joint Venture science coordinators and visit Joint Venture websites for additional information and updated research and monitoring priorities”
· An ad hoc group needs to get together and id where there is commonality and how tackle those items.  

· Next step outreach and marketing to researchers and students.
· Issue: is there a funding strategy?  Potentially in LCC’s, example of ACJV integrating initiative research needs as part of JV needs and this will help prioritize projects selected for funding in the SALCC.  

· Dean, no to funding because PIF is not recognized, not a structure to represent PIF on steering committees, etc.  
· Terry, PIF be aware of vast array of partners, represent diversity of partners that are out there.  

· Dean, engage with LCC or engage through JVs?  Carry messages through by association.  Difficulty in where some people plug in without more structure.

· John: PIF a forum where everyone takes pieces and parts to agencies, etc to get things done.  

· Rua; Role of SEPIF to provide to create a unified message for bird conservation that can be carried across agency boundaries.  Need strait forward and concise messages.  A unifying group that comes up with a consistent message. 

· Rua, ad hoc committees demonstrate where the voids are and things that need to be done together.  Wither formal or not already working toward tackling regional needs.  
· Dean, how and where plug into lcc’s addressing information needs, help convey and being experts in land bird conservation.  Does it need to be research focused or can it be focused on monitoring, data compiled and formatted in a different way.  

· John, use collective expertise that we have at the table, carries more weight than if done singularly.  Broader implications that what the group actually does.

· Ed, good to have a list of needs but has been done before, how move forward?  Without funding another list.  

· Terry, will LCC funding be used with science support funding?  FWS working to a line needs for both programs.  

· Bob, have had many different lists through the years, one of the problems has been information not disseminated to everyone that could use it, national and regional and jv lists, but not everyone speaking to everyone who was developing these lists.  One thing try to do was to promote regional meetings on one of these issues but in one example big conference announced with nothing to do with topics put together.  Need to get everyone on the same page and thinking the same way, collective resources focused that may bring more resources to the issues. 

· Bob, go to the next level if can get together with other groups, e.g., PARC, what are the commonalities between research and monitoring needs between the groups.  Strength in combining expertise.  

· Terry, add pollinators and bats; bring researchers from various taxa.  
· Chuck, focus on forest ecology, grass land and shrub committees, define broad habitats and identify the commonalities and overall needs to manage these committees.  What is the overlap among taxa, where do co-occurrences occur with joint needs.   Regional approach.

· Bob, ecosystem level entity.

· Dean, habitats make logical groupings to integrate needs of birds, but complexity I have in thinking through how will those partnerships be different from a JV?  If engage in America’s Longleaf then does PIF go away?  If become a bird advocacy group then need to figure out how to engage with these groups.  Faced with same question what do we bring to these groups.  How does PIF engage in something that is habitat based?

· Chuck, 3 dimensions, taxa, habitat, geography.  Combinations LCCs are geographic layers of which there are subdivisions.  Self define what the priorities are, build based on the subsets of people.

· Dan, research list, one of the early criticism, someone always felt slighted because their topic not on the list.  Another, global climate change drive list now and in a number of years something else drive.  If take approach of habitat needs would be the best.  Funding source, these lists are something that individuals and agencies can use for the sources they have available; PIF identified important so important that you identify as a goal.  Kernel of what is important for others activities.  
· Sergio; research presentations, people in the same room, PARC habitat based guides. 

· Shawchyi; is there defined processes for LCCs to determine projects?  Different for each LCC.

· Ed, what if define longleaf as a priority habitat?

· Laurel, need to identify priority species, information gaps, etc needs across the range of a habitat, at this table we can cross political geographic boundaries to create a united document.  Formalized.
· Chuck, secret of PIF is not that we are formally organized, but we provide experience and advise that other people take and do.  Example of working with SEQSG, SEPIF representation in development of plans, policies, etc.  Role of PIF keep on doing what doing because it has been effective.  

· Sources of funds, NCN, SWG, etc.  Many different avenues to get the items on the list funded.  

· Rua, from a communication stand point, low hanging fruit, give students direction.  

· How reach out to students?  Mechanism— AUSNEW (sp) newsletter and use each year.  

· IDEAS for marketing:  Rua, ad hoc committee tackle, poster at AOU, students involved in SEPIF communicate to other students in school; focus and target major bird researchers in SE—incentives to get word out and some are little (a telephone call) to make a connection to SEPIF.

· Dean, every two years, 5 posters to be presented at state TWS, AOU meetings.  
· Ed, every year, identify top three species or habitats for the year, and have an advertising campaign.  

· Rua, communicate with PARC, start dialog, have relationships in place.  Example of web tech guide, also use by PARC, SARP. 
· Bob, how get more researchers involved in this meeting, no incentive to be involved.  Those that are involved in PIF know not true,  ONE mechanism, when publish, in acknowledgements, have a standard statement that is used; like to thank SEPIF.  When review make sure that wording gets into the acknowledgement.  ACTION.  Bob draft language on a napkin.
· Terry, need to be careful not to be self serving.  Who get this information to? 

· Should this be SEPIF or PIF? Either way will work.  

4. Discussion of relationship among LCCs, JVs, and SEPIF (all)

· How can SEPIF be an effective partner within LCC’s, what is a useful function that the initiative can provide. 
· John, benefits id what are the high priority research needs to inform the LCCs in terms of bird conservation.  Regional research needs and capacity within the region.  Identify joint venture needs and develop ad hoc committees to tackle some of the research needs.

5. National updates (Terry, Ed)

· 20th anniversary celebration this year!  Developed a limited edition pin.  Large event at Milwaukee, PIF opening reception at North American Conference.  Video developed by Cornell Lab of Ornithology.  Special awards given out to 6 individuals who have had an influence on PIF.  Remarks by Mike Scott.  Framed IMBD posters from each year in the room.  Attendees receive PIF pin and cd of bird songs.  Role of state directors and recognize their efforts in moving the initiative forward.
· Tri-national vision TITLE, symposium at AOU conference last month, presentation here on last day.  Roll out at IMBD, DC event, end of May, working to get partners from Canada and Mexico in attendance.  High priority birds are in Mexico, research priorities would change and be for species that do not know fundamental information; shifting focus outside of the US.  Gearing up to promote increased funding for Southern Wings to achieve tri-national needs; updated presentation with priorities.  New mapping tool. 
· Population objectives and estimates, working with NSST and JVs to keep conservation design with quantifiable objectives forward.  Science team to meet in summer to jumpstart this work.  Merge science capacities of NSST and PIF together.  Feed back on continental plan from 2004.  Issues with Canada, using pop estimates to guide incidental take regulations.  

· Thanks for the money to help publish the McAllen proceedings; working to get hard copies published in the next few months. 
· Terry on PARC subcommittee of AFWA that meets every 6 months; if there is anything that needs to be on their agenda be sure to get to that level.  
· Science committee conducting  a vulnerability assessment for climate change

· Idea to determine which species are inherently flexible and which evolutionary more ridged.  Bird Life working on fixed factors (objective criteria on species attributes e.g., clutch size, migration path/distance, life span, elevation) which species are more vulnerable to various factors.  Spreadsheet of birds of North America, Terry refining data for some of the variables and working on how to calculate a score for the variables.  Are there other vulnerabilities that we had not suspected, nothing to do with habitat but does the species exhibit flexibility.  Terry working on the next integration to make sure this is a useful tool and will likely share more widely to garner feedback.   
· Muddling habitat and species; Europe examples not able to model anything.  

· List of activities Western working group focused on and is that instructive for the SE?

· Nightjar and flamulated owl monitoring; taking on but not something that is not in NABCI guidance document.  

· Ed, a lot going on with Monitoring, focus on western working group, northeast developing workshop.  Funding from NWR’s and integration with LCC’s.  NABCI data management documents available.  PIF monitoring needs assessment, evaluated and integrated into NABCI monitoring subcommittee efforts to identify national monitoring priorities.  
· Rua, all regions, a monitoring discussion group to identify how everyone can work together on issues of joint interest across the US.  Midwest effort.  Working to stitch together efforts together across the nation.  Meeting this week to move this effort forward.  Dean, FWS drive focus on monitoring priorities, usage of existing data, etc. getting back in sync with the needs (people in different regions.  Chuck, system wide focus on monitoring for NWRs, how deal with system wide issues that need standardization and information locally; identifying how nwrs can provide information to support nationwide initiative and at the same time satisfy local needs.  South Atlantic is where FWS is setting up the first inventory and monitoring network.   
6. Location of next year's meeting (all)

· Kentucky never been a meeting there.  Poll other states that not able to travel to see if they would like to host.  
· Identify the meeting location for two years in the future (2012), Athens GA.  Do something jointly with SEPARC.  
· Discussion of future meetings at different less expensive venues. Strong points of original SEPIF to engage private citizens, they might not be able to justify this meeting.  

· Group to help with planning, sessions workshops:  

7. Potential projects/committees for next year (all)

· Existing committees
· Web Tech, Doug, Laurel, Rua, Elena, Ed, John T., Falk. Welcome others to move this forward.  Survey monkey—fill out, better service than being on committee.  Next steps use foundation to come up with other products.  

· JV research needs; clarification of charge: communication strategy, tools for marketing.  Ad hoc committee:  John T, Rua, Ed, Todd, Dan T, (Bob and Dean).  

· Automated data analysis tool for NWRs (Midwest and northeast), testing in KY and FS/BLM data from Colorado.  Takes point count data and allows mangers to ask simple questions of their data.  Something that would be helpful, small group interested in these automated tools to oversee the direction these tools go/provide input on functionality.  Expansion to other uses, features Rua add driven by people who will use these tools.  SEPIF link, analysis tools.  
· Rua, Laurel, Chuck, Shawchyi, Michael Seymour, Sergio.  

· Step down state of the birds to SE.  Target regional to practitioners, shorter term goal, looks at 10 year widow for priority species, over long term what species doing and in last 10 years what doing (stable, up down).  Beneficial metric, what seems to be doing well in the landscape.  How well are we doing with population goals in the short term.  

· Habitat chapters?  How shape the message?   Ed, Go with something that is established, directly relevant to SE management.  Chuck, broadly defined habitats, cross walk to nature serve ecological systems, share.  Concern, some species SWWA increases based not on what we want, clear cuts vs structured bottomland hardwoods, STKI low detection rates with increasing trends, post breeding roasting site data from Ken Myer.  PABU due to short term changes.

· Few people locked into analysis.       
· Audience:  practitioners: Joni educators.  Highlight management and restoration success stories (pabu, bhnu).  Chuck, 1/7th focus on population trend, need explanation of species prioritization.  Key messages:  Dean, what need to convey to conservation practitioners, relationship to national state of the birds plan, should not do analysis on birds that range outside of the SE.  Chuck, highlight statewide efforts and impact on populations.  Each species has a different story to tell that we have highlighted in the last 20 years.  Practitioners get the big picture.  SE has special responsibility for open pine species.  
· Will need extensive review.  Make sure has a unified voice.  A large undertaking.  What are the recommendations for the future, habitats and co-occurring species.  Joni, south of the border, where birds are wintering.  

· Dean, look at analysis what are the top 10 messages, know or do something.  Build product around product.  

· Rua, Laurel, Chuck, Elena, Joni (write ups:  Bob Cooper, Dave Behuler).  
8. Next Co-Chair (all)
· Sergio Harding, VA.
9. Additional discussion of previous topics (if needed)

· Carbon offset by City of Gainesville Visitors Bureau.  Neutral Gator ((WEB SITE HERE?)).  

· Receiving tourism grant from xxxx, based on room nights.  Offsetting travel and lodging.  
· Elena fill in the details.  

Other business

· Dean, attendance; many state people not present due to travel restrictions.  Did the executive committee create a structured list of participants?  Rua, group has always been more inclusive, whoever wants to participate can, using web conferencing etc to make sure people who cannot show up also have a say in the decisions being made.  The smaller Executive committee is the official decision making body, but did not create a larger steering committee (a quorum of people)

· ACTION:  clarification of the steering committee structure (Dean, others  ).  Review strategic plan language and minutes from 2009 annual meeting.
Adjourn 11:50.

