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12 January 2010

TO:              Regional Directors Anne Kinsinger  (USGS) and Mike Snyder (NPS)

FROM:        Carl Moore

SUBJECT:   Report on Facilitation Involving NPS and USGS

The regional directors of the NPS and the USGS requested that I assist the two agencies in improving how the staff at the Grand Canyon National Park and the Grand Canyon Monitoring and Research Center could work together.  There were a variety of indications that their working relationships were strained.  The regional directors provided funding for three meetings between the two agencies: 11 December 2008, 11 February 2009, and 7 July 2009.   Additional meetings, not involving me, were convened to work on this matter and, in addition to NPS and USGS also included the Bureau of Reclamation and the Arizona State Historical Preservation Officer (SHPO).  The purpose of this report is to share the results from these efforts and to describe briefly how they were achieved.

What has been accomplished?

· The NPS has agreed to issue the permit for archaeological  resource Lidar monitoring work for approximately 10 archeological sites as included in the AMWG 2009 Science Plan that was deferred because of permitting questions.  
· Through a series of workshops, starting in early 2010, the parties and other science collaborators will work  together to 
· develop models to understand the linkages between dam operations, flow regimes, sediment loads and transport, and archaeological site condition and trend;

· analyze existing data on 300+ sites to identify representative sites for pilot monitoring program;

· select representative sites for pilot monitoring program; 

· finalize monitoring protocols to be applied to selected sites. This can include the use of Lidar on additional sites as required to meet the purposes of the experiment
· The parties have worked on and have agreed in general to the roles and elements within a new programmatic agreement (PA) under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (with the Arizona SHPO). This includes covering GCMRC NHPA compliance through a Memorandum of Understanding between NPS and USGS-GCMRC. Final language to be included in the PA is still being discussed.

· Beginning in 2010, and annually thereafter, NPS and GCMRC scientists and program managers will meet in an annual permitting/work planning workshop early in the year to seek clarification, answer questions, and coordinate and potentially collaborate on upcoming science efforts. This should greatly facilitate the permitting process and cooperation on key science and monitoring efforts.

How was it achieved?

[There is a link on our web site, www.thecommunitystore.com, to our complete reports for each of the meetings.]

· In early October 2008, Carl Moore traveled to Flagstaff to interview people in the two agencies and selected others.  Based on the interviews, a meeting was scheduled (determined by the availability of key participants), a Historical Timeline was prepared, and an agenda was set.  Previous to the meeting an email letter to the participants informed them about the logistics for the meeting, shared the results of the interviews, and outlined the purpose and agenda for the meeting.  The following steps were followed at the 11 December 2008 meeting: the historical timeline was reviewed and improved, all participants introduced themselves, the group agreed to follow a common set of “ground rules,” statements of the roles of the two agencies were drafted, the two agencies described the ”problem” from their perspectives, small groups – each with representatives from the two agencies – identified potential solutions to the problem as presented, and the full group reached consensus on what should be done to address the problem. 

· A second meeting, 11 February 2009, was convened to address one of the outcomes from the December meeting: to discuss the MRP and SSP; to learn the park’s position, to determine the steps needed to complete the MRP review, and decide on recommendations/future actions. At the meeting the participants introduced themselves and shared stories of good experiences of NPS and GS staff working together, the agency heads - Andrea Alpine and Steve Martin – shared their expectations for the meeting, the group agreed on a set of ground rules, the group discussed the events that created the context for the discussion about the MRP and SSP, a representative from the park reviewed the NPS concerns about the MRP, participants discussed and clarified the NPS concerns, and the full group agreed on future steps to proceed in light of the presentation and discussion.  

· The third meeting, 7 July 2009, was convened to determine how the park and the GCMRC would work together on the cultural program.  The meeting concluded that an agreement would be drafted and that the BOR would be included before the agreement is final. The agreement  was to include a statement of roles and responsibilities.  That statement was to  be sensitive to the reality that there are levels of roles, both internal and external.  Other items to include in the agreement: communication is critical; it should occur early and often, emphasis in the communication should be on dialogue, such a dialogue can occur only if there is sufficient lead time, there is a need for a mechanism to deal with times when there are fundamental disagreements, all proposed research initiatives must be aware of and seek to balance park values, the agreement should acknowledge the tension between living in a dynamic world (where change is the reality) and the need for sufficient certainty so forward planning is possible, and a premium should be placed on collaborative efforts that combine approaches.  In addition to forging the agreement, the two agencies were to work on their relationship by working together on at least one of the following initiatives. 1. Use Lidar in a limited number of experiments (10 sites? more?), honed in on what is the shared objective for the research.  Start with sites that meet criteria well - tied to dam operations, permit is available, etc.  The 10 weather station sites may be a suitable initial sample.  2. A need that was recognized as inot being fulfilled relates to tribal knowledge and ecological effects (of the dam on resources important to tribes).  Figure out how to involve them (have them host the meeting?) and how to integrate their values in the work that is done.  Examples potentially include the effects of dam operations on salt mines, on vegetation.
· At a meeting on 26 October, on a conference call 12 November, and at a meeting on 17 December 2009, representatives from NPS, USGS, and BOR (joined by Arizona SHPO at the 26 October meeting) met to further advance issues related to the cultural resources program.
· Assistant Secretary for Water and Science (ASWS) Anne Castle issued a memo on 12/15/09 that provided direction for DOI agencies regarding moving forward with the cultural resources program as follows: “completing the work that was deferred in 2009 and designating  a representative sample of the 300+ archaeological sites that will be evaluated as part of the monitoring effort.  Any permitting issues should be addressed and resolved.    The regional directors will provide a coordinated and comprehensive plan for monitoring of cultural resources to me by January 15, 2010.“
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