MEETING NOTES

HERITAGE ASSETS PARTNERSHIP

10:00 a.m.-.noon, Tuesday, June 16, 2008
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cpfaff@do.usbr.gov
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Brian Biegler
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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
Randy Biallas (by phone)
202-354-2061

randy_biallas@nps.gov
NPS
Ron Wilson


202-208-3438

ronald_wilson@nps.gov

NPS
Lexi Lord


202-354-6906

alexandra_lord@nps.gov
Reports from Bureaus on Historic Status Information in FRPP

Terry Childs asked each participating bureau to present a summary of research on the accuracy of Historic Status information entered in FRPP for buildings and structures and on their disposal process.

Eugene Marino stated that the FWS field cultural resources staffs maintain a database of information on historic buildings and structures, including Historic Status.  That data is often not entered into Maximo and, therefore, is not in FRPP.  Nonetheless, as required by law, properties are consistently being evaluated by cultural resources staff in conjunction with undertakings.  There needs to be improved communication between the cultural resources and real property staff, such as the memo sent out a few years ago to regional asset managers and cultural resource managers about the need for communication to improve data entry in Maximo.  To help improve the quality and quantity of Historic Status data in FRPP, Eugene is exploring the possibility of allowing archeologists limited access to Maximo so that they can enter their own data.
Emily Palus reported that the situation in BLM is similar to that at FWS since the data in FRPP does not accurately reflect the number of properties whose Historic Status has been evaluated.  BLM has a list of buildings/structures that are NR listed or determined eligible, but not all of that data is entered in FRPP.  Emily noted that most properties are not evaluated until there is a federal undertaking, such as a disposal.  In that case, a section 106 evaluation does occur, but the Historic Status does not get included in FRPP since the property is being disposed of.  Emily also found that completed disposals may not show up on the official list of disposals for several years.

On a side note, Emily noted that the BLM Asset Management Plan includes language to the effect that “existing archaeological sites are not considered real property, but improvements to protect such sites (such as enclosures) would be real property.”  Terry questioned whether only new structures associated with archaeological sites should qualify as real property; why not a site itself that is “improved,” for example, by repointing stonework?  She and Emily think that such a site should be reported as a maintained archaeological site. 
Chris Pfaff reported that some of the issues regarding Historic Status data in FRPP brought up by Eugene and Emily exist at Reclamation.  She thinks that the information in FRPP under represents the number of buildings and structures that have actually been evaluated by cultural resources staff.  She researched the buildings and structures included in the 2007 Reclamation disposal list sent out by Brian Biegler and found that, even though their Historic Status is shown as unevaluated in FRPP, all the properties had been evaluated and went through the section 106 process.  The lack of accurate information in FRPP is probably the result of the evaluations being conducted in association with the disposals.  

Terry reported that NPS facilities management is concerned about their disposal process and data quality about those disposals.  NPS is taking the initiative to examine carefully the assets currently on the FY08 list for any problems and to be able to better predict disposals in the future.  This is because NPS discovered that some of the FY07 NPS disposals consisted of removal of electronic records of asset features, not the assets themselves.  Terry is also concerned about the high numbers of NPS buildings and structures in FRPP that are reported as unevaluated, which will also be investigated by NPS facilities management.
The group then discussed next steps needed at the Department level to improve the accuracy and completeness of Historic Status information in FRPP.  Brian noted that every year each bureau has to certify that all data in FRPP is accurate and up-to-date.  This may be an opportunity to emphasize the need to review the Historic Status entries and improve communication about data cross-walks between databases.  
Eugene suggested that we discuss this issue at the joint Asset Management Partnership (AMP)/HAP meeting, as well as ways to improve communication between real property and cultural resources staff.  Terry reminded the group that the joint AMP/HAP meeting is set up for July 10th and this item was recommended for the agenda at our last HAP meeting.  Chris suggested that we should be prepared to propose ways to improve Historic Status data quality in FRPP at the meeting. 

Terry asked the group whether it makes sense for HAP to develop a separate heritage assets disposal policy for DOI.  It was suggested that it may be better to incorporate appropriate language in existing policy rather than develop a separate one.  Brian noted that the new DOI disposal policy has been at the surnaming stage for a while and may get finalized soon.  Emily inquired as to whether that policy contained language on heritage assets and whether we could still comment.  Chris added that she had reviewed the policy (DM 422, chapter 1) several years ago.  She offered to send out an electronic copy if she can find one.  Chris also suggested that members inquire about disposal policies within their own bureaus to see if historic properties are mentioned. 
FOLLOW-UP NOTE: Chris could not find an electronic version.  Terry inquired about it with PAM staff and was told that the solicitors have it and a copy it is not available to anyone at this time.  This means that we cannot see what it says about heritage assets.
Concerning the HAP/AMP meeting, HAP members decided that it would be good to have a memo sent out to members of both Partnerships prior to the July meeting asking them to be prepared to discuss various topics.  These include how real property staff within each bureau obtains data on historic properties for entry in FRPP; how each bureau calculates API on heritage assets; and, how to improve communication between the two Partnerships, as well as between cultural resources and facilities staff in our bureau units. 

Meeting with Debra Sonderman

Terry, Brian Biegler, Bob Jarcho, and Bill Hamele met with Debra Sonderman on June 3rd primarily to discuss the issue of HAP membership and leadership succession.  Debra provided two recommendations: 1) Alter the charter to eliminate an associate chair and rotating chairs among bureaus and, instead, focus on a nomination for a Chair or a volunteer Chair.  If no one steps forward, then the director of PAM would appoint a Chair from the bureaus.  2) Send out a letter under her signature to the heads of DOI bureaus asking each to renew or assign a member of its staff to HAP.  

The group discussed the recommendations and agreed to pursue both.  Terry had sent out a draft letter composed by Brian, Ron Wilson, and her prior to the meeting, which was discussed.  Terry agreed to incorporate the suggestions made at the meeting and send out another draft for review.  She will also work on redrafting the charter for future HAP review.
KPMG Audits

The next agenda item focused on the recent KPMG audit visits to various bureaus.  Tom Lincoln reported on the recent, unexpected auditor visits to several Reclamation offices.  Apparently, DOI had received a memo from KPMG with a schedule of planned visits, but the information was not forwarded to the bureaus in time.  Tom wondered what happened to the protocol for KPMG site visits that HAP had developed and gave to the Inspector General.  The suggestions made are not being followed.  The lack of a prescribed protocol for communication among the Department, KPMG, and the bureaus is causing confusion.  Eugene added that because of the consolidated audit being conducted, finance people at FWS are not in the loop either.  Lexi Lord noted KPMG auditors were contacting the wrong people regarding NHL information. 
HAP decided that it would be helpful to meet with representatives from the OIG’s office.  Others noted that Debbie Smith would be attending the IMPC meeting on June 19th and this discussion should continue in that meeting.  

Preserve America

The final agenda item was to develop common language on HAP accomplishments for bureaus to insert in their 2008 Preserve America Section 3 reports.  Since both BLM and FWS staffs are already nearing completion of their reports due to short deadlines set by their bureaus, it was decided that there isn’t time to develop such language. Everyone assured each other that HAP accomplishments will be addressed in their reports.
Other Items/Issues that arose during the meeting

· Suggestion to invite the new staff member from OMB who has shown an interest in heritage assets to a HAP meeting. 

· Construction date might be a useful field to add to Maximo and to FRPP to help with deciding if an asset is historic.
· Suggestion to specifically invite Aimee Jorjani to the August HAP meeting to discuss the Section 3 reports and the challenges and issues that are highlighted in the reports.

· There are timeliness issues regarding data entry into Maximo and FRPP.  Data is not updated and may get audited by OMB.

· How are natural disasters handled as disposals?
· How does the condition of heritage assets in good condition for GPRA relate to FRPP?  Doesn’t for some bureaus, like Reclamation, that doesn’t report to those GRPA goals.
Next Meeting
July 10, 2009 at 1:00 PM Eastern.
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