Meeting Report

USGS and NPS Mediation

11 December 2008

Northern Arizona University

Flagstaff, AZ

Purpose: To discover how the Grand Canyon National Park Service and the Grand Canyon Monitoring and Research Center of the United States Geological Survey can work together productively.

Participants: The list of participants is included in the Attachments.

Process:

1. Carl Moore was asked, by the regional directors of the NPS and the USGS, to 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.

2. In early October Dr. Moore traveled to Flagstaff to interview people in the two agencies and selected others.

3. 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.

4. 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.

5. The following steps were followed at the 11 December 2008 meeting.

a. The timeline (approximately 3’ x 12’) was displayed at the front of the room.  Previous to and at the beginning of the meeting, participants reviewed and added to the timeline.  The meeting began just after 8:00 a.m.

b. Each participant was given a small post-it note and told to put on the note their name and when they first entered the timeline.  Each person introduced themselves with their name, where they lived, what was their job, and their story of where they entered the timeline.  The post-it notes were put on the timeline at the time indicated.

c. Participants suggested “Ground Rules” that should be followed during the meeting.  Everyone agreed to abide by the rules and to help enforce them.  The rules are in the Attachments.

d. A request was made to not review the interview summary sent out in the pre-meeting email letter.  

e. The participants were divided into four small groups (each with a mix of the two agencies) and asked to come up with a statement of the roles of the two agencies.  All group statement were recorded on a computer and projected on a large screen.  The following are the descriptions of roles that received the most approval from the group. 

GCMRC: Inform decision-makers with policy neutral scientific information; advocate for use of science in AMP process; work within framework of AMP.  Also the provider of science to DOI.

GCNPS: Protect, preserve and manage GRCA/GLCA for the benefit of present and future generations; and acquire science to implement and support management decisions.

f. Each group was asked to huddle and come up with a description of the ”problem” from their perspective.  A spokesperson for each group presented the summary of their work.  The summaries also were recorded by computer on a screen before the group.  The “Problem Determination is included in the Attachments.

g. After discussing any confusion or misunderstanding about the problem, the participants were divided into three small groups and asked to identify potential solutions to the problem as presented.

h. After each of the groups presented their report of potential solutions, the full group reached consensus on what should be done to address the problem.  See the Product.

i. The group adjourned at 5:00 p.m.

Product: 
1. Stretch the timeline for the process development of the FY 2010/11 workflow and the update of the MRP and SSP.  The Regional Directors will work to see this is done.

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

3. Review/update/revise the 2009 – 13 MRP.  This may require a series of meetings, but an initial meeting will attempt to discern common ground and areas of potential conflict.

4. Meet on the 2010 and 2011 work plans.  The necessity of the work – as well as logistical permitting concerns, will be discussed.

5. Conduct a permit workshop that describes the permitting process.

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

Attachments:
1. List of Participants (in alpha order)

2. Historical Timeline (as revised on 11 December 2008; separate attachment)

3. Ground Rules

4. Problem Determination
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Ground Rules

1. Listen

2. Be succinct

3. Be honest without being personal

4. Be open to change and to true consideration of all perspectives; look forward

5. Phones/pagers on silent

6. Calls at breaks

7. End on time

8. Have to do what is best for the Canyon

9. Also serve other resources that are not Canyon-based

10. Respect and understanding regarding “roles.”

11. Take care of your own needs

Problem Determination

NPS

· Lack of progress toward implementation of the GCPA

· Obligation under the Organic Act to prevent further deterioration.

· Therefore, not meeting fundamental mission

· Don’ feel we have the science program we need to meet the requirements of the acts.

· Too much politics in the science process.  For example, the decision-making around the last “flow.”

· No separation of GS and BOR – led to too much politics.

· How do you change a program without conflict?  Recognizing all the good work that has been done?

· Scientists and managers directly responsible need to have more input into the development of the science plan.

· Need to get “management” back into the AMP.

· Lack of recognition of dual role in AMP and management responsibility for the park.

· Includes permits, need to acquire independent science, need to manage all the resources in the whole park, need for independent monitoring, need to conduct management actions in the park and on the river.

· AMWIG process is dysfunctional. Efforts to address that have been stopped at the political level.  NPS is not an equal partner as it is other places.

· Funding mechanisms are awkward.  Source of funding creates a perception that is not always positive.  Golden rule.  Fund others as you would fund thyself.

· Role of BOR in controlling the AMP. Not formally spelled out.

· Need recognition for managing the park outside the AMP.

USGS/GCMRC

· Responsibility is to carry out a work plan that is approved by the secretary of the DOI.

· Acknowledgement of role as independent science provider – does the park service accept that role?

· NPS does not seem willing to participate in the AMP as currently constructed.

· NPS is using permit process to micro-manage what is being done.  Puts us in precarious position.

· NPS sees little value in science relationship to parks need to mange the park.

· GCMRC science is constrained by AMP process and funding source.  100%soft money.

· Unsuccessful raising USGS money to support work being done here.

· Perception –we believe untrue -- that we are beholden and biased.

Issues raised during the discussion of the problem

· Both want more up-front certainty.

· Triage the list of potential science to see where there is agreement.

· Be clear up-front about what will not be permitted.

· Critical to consider what is not in the work plan.  E.g., social science.

· Plan together in the very beginning.

· Getting in sync with the planning calendar.

· What to do about recognition of the AMP?

· Provide resources to supplement NPS travel to meetings.

· Need focused attention on AMP.  Facilitated and supported.  Staff.  Extra support.

Focus of potential solutions

· Potential reforms to the process?  As a DOI family?  Process?

· Up-front certainty?

· Better mechanism for early consultation?  Must be meaningful.

· How to ensure continuity and enforcement?  Laterally and vertically?

· What is the ’09 Work Plan transition to the “mechanism”?

