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I.  Welcome – Marcus Koenen, Network Coordinator, NCRN

Purpose of the Board of Directors (BOD): To oversee the development of the National Capital Region Network’s monitoring strategy in a way that preserves and enhances the region’s most important natural resources.

Outcomes of this meeting: (1) Evaluate Annual Administrative Report and Work Plan, (2) Elect someone to serve on the IMAC, (3) Discuss the inclusion of Thomas Stone National Historic Site in the NCRN, and (4) Discuss initiating an annual award for park staff excellence in supporting the I&M Program.

II.  Staffing Updates
Marcus Koenen announced that Christina Wright, NCRN Data Manager, had left to take a position as Data Manager for the Southeast Coast and Barrier Network, and that John Sinclair, NCRN Biological Inventories Coordinator, would be leaving as of September 18th to take a position with USDA Wildlife Services.  Dan Sealy also announced that 19 applications had been received for the NCR Regional Coordinator position but that the CERT was not yet available.  They hope to have someone selected soon.

III.  Phase II Report Peer Review

Marcus Koenen announced that the Draft Phase II Report of the Monitoring Plan had been sent out for peer review.  Jim Sherald, Chief Natural Resources and Science, NCR, is coordinating the peer review process.  Three peer reviewers were selected:  Patricia Bradley, EPA; Craig Snyder, USGS; and Doug Samson, The Nature Conservancy.  Comments are due from the reviewers by the end of September.  After edits and comments have been incorporated, the report will be sent to WASO for review by Steve Fancy, NRID, and Gary Rosenlieb, WRD.  Marcus distributed CD copies of the Draft Phase II Report to interested Board members.  Additional copies are available (CD or hard copy) upon request and comments are welcome.
III.  Annual Administrative Report and Work Plan (AARWP)  
Marcus Koenen provided copies of the AARWP to the Board members.  
John Sinclair began by reviewing the section of the AARWP related to inventories.  
Discussion:  Karen Cucurullo commented that it was confusing to discuss activities in terms of fiscal years and also of calendar years.  It was agreed that I&M staff would clarify dates reported in the AARWP.  Stephen Syphax asked whether parks were consulted before inventories began.  John responded that the researchers had met with someone from each park at which they were conducting surveys prior to beginning their studies.  Adrienne Coleman asked whether species not observed during inventories could be included in NPSpecies.  John responded that species believed to occur within the parks could be added to NPSpecies at any time.  It would be the park resource manager’s responsibility to verify whether species listed in NPSpecies were “present,” “probably present,” “unconfirmed,” etc. within the database.  Brian Carlstrom asked whether GIS coverages produced as a result of inventories could be reviewed by park GIS specialists prior to being posted on the internet.  John responded that all final reports resulting from inventories are circulated around the parks for review.  During this review process, park GIS specialists are welcome to review any GIS coverages and make comments.  Dan Sealy provided a suggestion that data from the volunteer bird inventories be compared with long-term inventories at other parks.  John replied that it was difficult to compare our bird surveys with those of other parks because the methods were not comparable, but that he would keep that in mind for future analyses.  John announced the intention to use inventory monies in FY 2004 to fund an inventory of paleontological resources in all 11 network parks.  Vince Santucci supported the paleontological inventory and has spearheaded the project with several other networks.  In addition, John proposed to use remaining FY04 funds to inventory non-vascular plants.  This decision was supported by the NAT.  Dianne Ingram asked if lichens could be included in the inventory, but John and Diane Pavek responded that money would not likely be enough.  The Board motioned to approve the inventories section of the AARWP, including proposed tasks for FY04, and the motion passed.

Next, Marcus reviewed the accomplishments and scheduled activities relating to monitoring.  
Discussion:  Brian Carlstrom requested clarification of Task 5.4 Scheduled Activities and Products to specify which protocols were being referred to.  Marcus agreed to clarify the task.  Brian also suggested adding to Task 6.2 Scheduled Activities and Products that I&M staff would look into developing modeling capacities for GIS applications.  Marcus assured him that that was being considered and he would add that task to the report.  The Board motioned to approve the monitoring section of the AARWP, and the motion passed.
Diane Pavek next reviewed the vegetation mapping portion of the AARWP and provided an update on the progress and anticipated schedule for the vegetation mapping project.
Discussion:  Diane requested that parks keep the vegetation mapping project in mind when they are allocating funds.  Betsy Chittenden requested information indicating at which step in the process parks would receive a usable product.  In addition, she wanted to know when money was needed for each step of the project for each park.  Diane agreed to produce a document that would provide this information.  Jim Voigt suggested that Diane might request money from the National Park Foundation to help fund the project.  After Diane’s review, the Board motioned to approve the vegetation mapping portion of the AARWP, including the allocation of $60,000 by I&M to the project in FY 2004, and the motion passed.
The water quality monitoring portion of the AARWP was next reviewed by Marian Norris.  
Discussion:  Brian Carlstrom expressed concern that the water resources monitoring was going to follow Maryland Biological Stream Survey protocols, which might not be compatible with Virginia standards.  Dan Sealy suggested holding a water monitoring workshop to discuss what is currently being done in the parks and to make sure there is park input into the development of the water resources monitoring protocols.  Marian agreed to plan a workshop like this and Brian agreed to host it at PRWI.  Marian stated she will also plan to meet with those parks with active sampling programs that she did not sample with this summer in order to review their protocols and goals.  The Board then motioned to approve the water quality monitoring portion of the AARWP, with the understanding that these new tasks would be added, and the motion passed.
Marcus then briefly reviewed the final sections of the document.  
Discussion:  In regards to the USGS research needs section, Brian Carlstrom suggested that we might add another item related to having USGS examine the network of their stream monitoring stations in our region and possibly reactivating the ones that are currently inactive in the parks, as well as adding stations to parks that do not have any.  Marcus agreed to add this to the report.  Marcus requested that Board members read through Appendix 1 of the report and call or email him with any ideas for ways I&M is useful to them that we may have missed.  Brian Carlstrom suggested providing bullets for important items, such as a list of the cooperators I&M is working with or the number of species I&M has documented, so that those items stand out more in the Appendix.  The Board also requested time to look through and comment on the budget spreadsheet.  Marcus said that he would accept comments or edits from Board members for the next two weeks and incorporate those into the report.  After any edits and comments are incorporated, the AARWP will be sent to Adrienne Coleman for her approval signature.
V.  IMAC Nomination

Marcus Koenen reported that there was an open slot for the I&M Advisory Council (IMAC) since Christina Wright had left.  Each I&M region must appoint two representatives to participate on the IMAC.  One appointee is the Regional Coordinator, but the other appointee can be selected by the Board.  The other appointee would serve on the IMAC for three years.  Dan Sealy nominated Brent Steury for the position.  Adrienne Coleman nominated Sue Salmons.  No other nominations were offered.  The Board then voted and, by a vote of 4-3, Sue Salmons was elected to represent the region on the IMAC.  Adrienne said she would notify Sue of the selection.  It was suggested that if Sue can not attend, Brent would serve as a back up.
VI.  Thomas Stone National Historic Site
Marcus Koenen reported that he had been approached by the Northeast Region Regional Coordinator and the Northeast Coastal and Barrier Network Coordinator to see if the NCRN would like to add Thomas Stone National Historic Site to their network.  The resource issues and monitoring strategies at Thomas Stone are more similar to those of NCRN parks than to those of the other Northeast Coastal and Barrier Network parks.  If the NCRN did decide to adopt Thomas Stone into our network, I&M would receive additional money to take on the additional monitoring.  Marcus did not ask the Board to make a decision about Thomas Stone’s inclusion at this time, but he did ask Board members to think about it.  He also mentioned that I&M would be traveling to the park sometime this fall to see its resources and meet with the park staff there.  The Board said they would like to have Marcus report back on what he learned after the visit to the park.  Karen Cucurullo suggested that Marcus talk with the park superintendent while he is there to see how he feels about the proposition.  Brian Carlstrom expressed some concern that Thomas Stone is administered by George Washington Birthplace National Monument, which would not be a part of the NCRN.  Marcus responded that he was unaware of this, but that he would look into whether that might cause difficulties for the NCRN to administer Thomas Stone’s monitoring.  The topic was tabled until after Marcus visits the park and reports back to the Board on what he has learned.
VII.  I&M Award

Marcus Koenen proposed initiating an I&M award to be awarded annually by the Board of Directors to a park staff member who is outstanding in their support of the I&M Program.  Marcus said that he had learned of another network giving such an award while at the annual I&M meeting, and he thought that it would be a good idea for the NCRN.  Jim Voigt expressed concern because there are so many regional natural resources awards already.  Brian Carlstrom requested to see selection criteria used by the other network so that the Board could have a better idea of what exactly the award would be for.  Marcus agreed to supply the Board with more information, and the topic was tabled until a later date.
VIII.  New Business

Next Meeting:  Diane Ingram volunteered to host the next BOD meeting at CHOH.  The next meeting is set for 27 April, 2004.  Meeting time: 10:00 am. 
