	[image: image1.png]




	MEETING REPORT, Distributed February 18, 2009

Date: February 11, 2009

Place: Flagstaff, AZ, Building 3, USGS Campus

Facilitators: Carl Moore, Jessie Lawrence 



	
	


PURPOSE:
The two regional directors of the NPS and the USGS convened a meeting in December 2008 to discover how the Grand Canyon National Park (GRCA) and the Grand Canyon Monitoring and Research Center of the United States Geological Survey can work productively together.  One of the recommendations from that meeting was to review/update/revise the 2009–13 Monitoring and Research Plan (MRP).  This is the meeting that was recommended.

PARTICIPANTS (in alpha order):
USGS: Andrea Alpine, Matthew Andersen, Glenn Bennett, Helen Fairley, Carol Fritzinger, Paul Grams, John Hamill, Ted Melis.

NPS: Jan Balsom, Jen Dierker, Martha Hahn, Norm Henderson, Mike Kearsley, Lori Makarick, Steve Martin, Steve Mietz, Ronda Newton, Kathryn Parker, RV Ward, Palma Wilson
PROCESS:
The primary feature of the meeting was for the GCMRC to learn the GRCA’s view of the MRP.  The following steps were followed at the meeting.
When the participants came into the room, on the wall at the front of the room were sheets of newsprint with information about the context of the meeting, the proposed agenda for the meeting, and next steps/future actions that had been identified at the December meeting.   The room was set up in an open “U”.

	CONTEXT


	
	AGENDA


	
	NEXT STEPS? FUTURE ACTIONS?




Participants introduced themselves and shared stories of good experiences of NPS and USGS staff working together.

Andrea Alpine and Steve Martin stated their expectations for the meeting.

Participants agreed on a set of ground rules (in the ATTACHMENTS)
The group discussed the events that created the context for the discussion about the MRP and Strategic Science Plan (SSP):

· The following recommendations were made at the December meeting.  In Italics are actions that have been taken since that meeting.

· Stretch the timeline for the process development of the FY 2010-11 work plan and the update of the MRP and SSP.  

· TWG and AMWG meetings have been extended by 6 weeks to allow for additional review time

· In January (’09) sit down together to discuss the status of the 2009 permits.

· Meetings have occurred between GCMRC and NPS staff

· NPS is reviewing new research proposals

· Review/update/revise the 2009–13 MRP.  

· Meet on the 2010 and 2011 work plans.  

· Listed as future action, after discussion of MRP

· Conduct a permit workshop that describes the permitting process.

· Meetings have occurred between GCMRC and NPS staff

· Listed as future action, after discussion of MRP

· The two DOI regional directors will strategize on how all members of the DOI family can be convened to explore modifying the existing AMP process.

· Lessons from the December meeting included:

· Clarity about the status of permits is very important to the USGS.

· The MRP can be used as a conceptual framework for the two agencies.

· The park has been interested in reviewing the MRP with USGS, even before the 12/11 meeting.

· The park has been developing qualitative Desired Future Conditions (DFC) for Grand Canyon National Park and may seek advice regarding quantitative DFCs from the GCMRC in the future.

· The deadlines for completing review of the MRP:

· To the TWG by 2/28

· To the AMWG by late March

· The recent Washington Post article referencing Steve Martin’s letter recommending the need to rely on science to make decisions about the park.  The park strongly supports the use of science in decision-making in the AMP and would like to see all the DOI agencies use more of the GCMRC’s findings in their decision-making.

· The GCMRC has tight deadlines for production of 2010–11 work plan
· Same timelines as the MRP for production of preliminary draft
· Committed by end of this week for preliminary draft budget (projects and funding)
· The Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) and the other DOI agencies are important to making changes.  For example, other agencies must be involved if changes are to be made in Dam operations.
· Direction from Regional Directors (RDs) is an important step in moving forward.
· The NPS is suggesting that we not let the existing Adaptive Management Program (AMP) process constrain us, but rather ask what agencies can take to the process.
· The perspectives of some stakeholders are constrained by the MLFF and the 1996 ROD.
· Regulations provide the opportunity to take look at dam operating criteria every 5 years but that has not been done recently.

· Implementing a long term (decadal scale) experimental plan with high flows after sediment input and low steady summer flows is an item that GCMRC and GRCA can agree meet both science and management needs.
Martha reviewed NPS concerns about the MRP and SSP.  The participants discussed and clarified the NPS concerns.  See ATTACHMENTS.
· Attachment 2: 2009-12 MRP/SSP NPS Review Presentation

· Attachment 3: NPS Desired Future Conditions

· Attachment 4: DOI Organizational Chart including location of GCMRC
Participants agreed on future steps to proceed in light of the presentation and discussion.  See RECOMMENDATIONS. 
RECOMMENDATIONS:

· Andrea and Steve Mietz agreed to review the meeting report before it is sent out.

Recommendations related specifically to the content of this meeting:

· Approved MRP from August 2007 will not be changed.  GCMRC will prepare an addendum for the flows described in the February 2008 EA.

· Recommend to RDs that they consider an AMP effectiveness workshop involving other members of DOI family. Include in the agenda: [NOTE: A related item was recommended at the December meeting, but the bulleted specifics arose at this meeting.]
· Clarification on how DFCs will be defined and developed and integrated into AMP process.

· Clarification of role of DOI agencies in AMWG and TWG; possible recommendation to SOI to restructure AMP groups and processes.
· Possible movement toward re-scoping SSP, taking re-scope to RDs, development of 2011-15 Strategic Science Plan.

· Recommend to RDs at next week’s RD meeting

· NPS will work with specific USGS program elements to add quantifiable data to the DFCs.

· USGS will include information in next MRP revision about links to scientific research, via electronic distribution or hyperlinks.

Recommendations generated at the December meeting and reconfirmed at this meeting:

· Fritz, Kathryn, and Ronda are working together to plan a permit workshop in April.  [The workshop will focus on what makes a good research proposal that will get a permit granted.]

· Meet on the 2010 and 2011 work plans.  The necessity of the work, as well as logistical permitting concerns, will be discussed.
ATTACHMENTS:
· Attachment 1: Ground Rules

· Attachment 2: 2009-2012 MRP/SSP NPS Review Presentation

· Attachment 3: NPS Desired Future Conditions

· Attachment 4: DOI Organizational Chart including location of GCMRC

· Attachment5: Proposed MRP summary table for each project area (distributed by GRCA at meeting)
ATTACHMENT 1: GROUND RULES

· Don’t take cell calls in the hallways

· Take regular breaks
· Hard on ideas, considerate of each other
· Open, honest communication is important
· Take calls at breaks
· Phones on vibrate
Carl M. Moore

The Community Store
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