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Summary 

· Overall, states seek coordination.  Ideally, direction would come from states (perhaps by forming working groups on certain issues?) and National Audubon would provide the necessary coordination and guidance to make sure states have the tools and information to align.  

· Three areas where states seek coordination: 1) Global and Continental IBA criteria need to be stepped down to the state level in a consistent manner; 2) a framework to prioritize IBAs and conservation action; 3) decision rules for drawing boundaries around IBAs

· The diversity criterion is not aligned with Global and Continental criterion and is poorly defined at the state level.  This criterion needs serious thought and it was recommended that it be removed from the IBA criteria.  A more suitable criterion would be a migrant landbird stopover criterion, but data are limited in this area and it is difficult to say what is significant.  NJ is using radar to define sites.  This may be a model for other states.

· Hawk migration sites need to be carefully defined.  Identifying airspace as an IBA is important to abate threats such as cell towers and wind turbines, however, you need to avoid identifying important birding areas (unless, of course, your are NJ and seek important birding areas ;-)).

Agenda Items

· Review and approve agenda (add new discussion topics)

A few topics were added

· Updates from each state

Everyone gave an update on IBA activities in their states

· Conservation at IBAs: what are our priorities? Review and discuss MA Audubon site ranking and threat assessment

Group agreed on the need to prioritize IBAs.  Quickly reviewed MA Audubon approach.  Group brainstormed several factors that could be incorporated into a ranking assessment.  These factors include threats (discussed the challenges of quantifying threats and gathering adequate information on all sites), which/how many IBA criteria were met, global or continental criteria met, number of priority species supported at site (do the numbers well exceed threshold?), is the site already being protected by a group, is there an opportunity to make a difference, cost/benefit of action (is it worth it?), is the current level of protection really offering protection (e.g. ADK and acid rain, NWR properly managed), viability of habitat (succession concerns), is it a priority for PIF and BCR planning.  Group discussed the need for a framework to follow that could be applied in each state.

· IBA boundaries: how do we define IBAs?

In general, ecological boundaries are preferred.  But in some cases the habitat is contained within an ownership boundary, and it is just as easy to use ownership boundary (e.g. NWR and airports).  Even if using ecological boundary, there are some instances when it is difficult to say exactly where the boundary should be.  How much habitat to include?  Would be good to have guidelines that include examples of different scenarios—depending on site, processes and system, you may draw the boundary differently—so states can be consistent.  Suggestion of identifying core areas and creating conservation buffer (e.g. rivers, NH used 250 feet).  Buffers could be consistent.  When drawing boundaries, should use the best available data (e.g. orthophotos or recent landcover data).

· Landbird migration/diversity criterion and raptor concentration criterion: how do we/should we define IBAs for these criteria?

Diversity criterion has the tendency to identify important birding areas.  What is the biological significance of diversity/species richness?  Landbird concentration sites are important and better align with global criterion.  We are interested in identifying the areas that support large numbers of migrant landbirds.  Unfortunately, little data are available to determine what numbers are significant.  NJ is using radar studies to help identify sites for this criterion.  Other states may be able to model that approach if the data are available.  It is a criterion we need to continue working on so we can properly apply it.  

Group also discussed Hawk Watch sites. Hawk migration sites need to be carefully defined.  Identifying airspace as an IBA is important to abate threats such as cell towers and wind turbines, however, you need to avoid indentifying important birding areas.  All states in workshop have hawk migration criterion, but have different thresholds.  PA identified large ridges and noted whether a site was a geographic funnel and/or actually stopping/feeding area.  It is good to know why a site is an IBA to target conservation efforts after site identification.

· Across state boundary issues: site identification and conservation, when do we look beyond our boundary?

Group didn’t get to this topic but VT and NH are working on a project together and VT, NH, and ME are working on a Northern Forest project.

· Dedication ceremonies and other publicity activities

Group didn’t get to this topic, but everyone agreed to send Jennifer relevant material.

· Future coordination: another northeast IBA meeting

Everyone was open to a northeast meeting.  We would like to take Andrea up on her offer to host it on the Cape. Perhaps in the winter?

