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BOR
Chris Pfaff
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cpfaff@do.usbr.gov
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Brian Biegler
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brian-biegler@ios.doi.gov
DOI
Bill Hamele


202-208-5704

william_hamele@ios.doi.gov
DOI
Ron Wilson


202-208-3438

rowilson@os.doi.gov
NPS
Randy Biallas (via phone)

202-354-2061

Randy_Biallas@nps.gov
NPS
Terry Childs


202-354-2125

Terry_Childs@nps.gov
NPS
Dan Odess


202-354-2128

Daniel_Odess@nps.gov
CRV and DM guidance
Brian Biegler talked about the proceeding of the recent Asset Management Team (AMT) and Asset Management Partnership (AMP) meetings.  The key points were:

· The Current Replacement Value (CRV) and Deferred Maintenance (DM) guidance that will be issued in December will not include information on Heritage Assets, either multi use or non multi use. 

· The CRV and DM guidance for multi use and non multi use heritage assets need to be finished in January.

·  The Asset Management Team plans to hold a meeting devoted to discussing heritage assets.

· All CRV and DM guidance will be pilot tested.

· CRV and DM guidance will be periodically evaluated.

There were questions about whether there could be different guidance for historic structures, maintained archeology sites, and cultural landscapes.  Bill Hamele commented that at the recent AMT meeting it was decided that different asset categories could have different methodologies.

Two version of the CRV and DM guidance were passed out based on the two comments Brian received.  The park service comments were discussed at length.  Randy Biallas outlined NPS’s methodology for Historic Structures.  He talked about the testing and use of this methodology that has gone for the past 5 years.  He talked about the methodology NPS uses for cultural landscapes.  It has been tested and in use for a year.  Randy felt that NPS’s methodology for historic structures and cultural landscapes fit the 3 option hierarchical approach.  There were questions about how Asset Priority Index (API) and Facility Condition Index (FCI) were used to guide funding decisions in NPS, which Randy outlined for the group.  Dan Odess brought up the idea of possibly pooling resources to deal with CRV, DM, and related work for heritage assets.  The idea was discussed by the group.
There was a discussion about NPS’s methodology for calculating CRV and DM for maintained archeology sites.  Terry talked about how this methodology recently began being tested in the field.  Tom Lincoln asked if including maintained archeology sites in the guidance would mandate that archeology sites be evaluated for CRV and DM.  Terry pointed out that not all archeology sites fit the definition of a maintained archeology site, so it would be possible that some bureaus would have no maintained archeology sites.  Terry noted that NPS’s methodology for calculating CRV and DM was consistent with three option hierarchical approach.
The group considered the comment that the preamble to the guidance be eliminated.  Ron commented that it was important to keep in mind that the guidance would likely be used by facility management folks.  He felt that some explanation of what heritage assets are would be help facility managers identify them.  The group decided to keep the preamble.
The group decided to use the CRV and DM language submitted by NPS.  They agreed to further review the language and get any comments to Terry Childs by close of business on Friday 12/14.  The review is to include the definition of maintained archeology sites, since that definition would need to go in the glossary of the CRV and DM guidance document.  Terry will compile the comments and coordinate with Steve Felch.
Next Meeting

The next HAP meeting is scheduled for Tuesday January 22nd 10am to noon at MIB in room 2603.  The date is after the AMT meeting (scheduled for 1/8) and the AMP meeting (scheduled for 1/15).
