MEETING NOTES

HERITAGE ASSETS PARTNERSHIP

11:00 am-12:30 pm, Tuesday, August 5, 2008

Meeting participants and their contact information:

BLM
Emily Palus (by phone)

202-452-7721

emily_palus@blm.gov 

BLM
Bekki Lasell (by phone)

202-452-0326

rebecca_lasell@blm.gov

DOI
Brian Biegler


202-208-4698

brian_biegler@ios.doi.gov
FWS
Eugene Marino


703-358-2173

eugene_marino@fws.gov

NPS
Terry Childs


202-354-2125

terry_childs@nps.gov
NPS
Lexi Lord (by phone)

202-354-6906

alexandra_lord@nps.gov
NBC
Erin McKeen


202-


Erin_R_McKeen@nbc.doi.gov
PAM
Bob Jarcho


202-208-3329

Robert_Jarcho@ios.doi.gov


Introduction to Capital Planning and Investment Control (CPIC) guidance and the need for guidance on Section 106
Bob Jarcho provided an excellent overview of the DOI CPIC guidance document.  It was first issued in 2002 and was originally written for developing both Information Technology (IT) and Construction investment projects that are over 2 million dollars in projected cost.  Periodic revisions to the guide have occurred since 2002 during which sections on IT have been removed and sections relevant to project planning, control and evaluation for construction-related projects have been added.  A section on the Section 106 process written by the HAP will be a needed and useful addition to the CPIC guidance.  Bob envisions the section to be an Appendix in the CPIC guide with references to it in the body of the guide, as well as a stand-alone document on the PAM website for easy access.
The CPIC guide identifies the processes, activities and outputs necessary to ensure that DOl's construction investments are well conceived, cost-effective, and support the DOI and bureau missions and business goals.  These projects may be new construction, renovation, and/or disposition and may include all asset types.  Since the DOI mission involves preservation and protection of heritage assets, it is important to make that connection during major project planning.  It is also critical to recognize and budget for the real costs associated with Section 106 work, when applicable, such as evaluation, mitigation, and preservation.
The CPIC process requires a business case in the form of an Exhibit 300.  Bob emphasized the need for a checklist that provides key information proving that the Section 106 process was performed for each business case.  The checklist will be used by project managers and attached to their Exhibit 300 form.  Some key information on the checklist might be:  project manager name; SHPO/THPO name; date of decision on undertaking; explanation of why a SHPO/THPO is not involved in decision-making (e.g., a bureau POA); cultural resource specialist involved; report title and date; etc. 
Other things we might consider when writing the Section 106 guidance are: the use of an example; use of flow charts; HAP membership list for questions; and links to NHPA, ACHP guidance, bureau PAs, etc.

Bob needs our draft appendix before October 1st so he and his staff have time to review it before it is due on Oct. 1st.  

Drafting of the appendix on Section 106 for the DOI CPIC guide

The HAP decided that the best document to use as a foundation for developing this appendix is from the Fish & Wildlife Service’s Considering Cultural Resources.  This is a reference manual for all FWS employees, including facilities managers, so is more general than some of the useful summary materials written by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.  

Eugene Marino volunteered to collect ideas from HAP members on text, suggested changes to the flow charts in the FWS document, a case study, and ideas for a checklist that will be required for submission as evidence of the Section 106 process with the Exhibit 300 proposals.  All materials must be submitted to Eugene by Friday, Aug. 29.   He will consolidate the comments and send them out to the HAP for further comment by Friday, September 5.  
Terry Childs volunteered to review the current CPIC guide and suggest places where the Section 106 appendix can be referenced.  She will draft text as appropriate and will send out her suggestions to the HAP for review by Friday, September 5.  
Discussion of first joint AMP/HAP meeting in July 2008

Emily Palus felt that the meeting was very useful for communication purposes and to acknowledge the overlapping interests and issues that both groups must tackle.  Everyone agreed that future joint meetings will be very useful.  
Terry felt that the first meeting was an excellent example of the surprises that can occur when communication is facilitated between our partnerships.  In particular, the discussion about the new field in the Federal Real Property Profile on sustainability was a surprise to the HAP.  The HAP hopes to help on the development of that field in the FRPP so that heritage assets are well considered.
Next Meeting
Thursday, September 4, 2008 at 1:00 PM Eastern.  Agenda items will include:  
· discussion with Kate Kerr, Historic Preservation Specialist in the Office of Federal Agency Programs at the ACHP, about HAP and her expectations for HAP’s involvement in the review of the Section 3 reports; 
· Section 106 draft for CPIC guide;
· sustainability field in FRPP; 
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