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Purpose of Call: Follow‐up from the May 20th call. Mr. Dave Lytle, SBSC Director, will provide additional 
information on how the USGS computes their burden rate.  
 
Mr. Lytle distributed copies of his PPT (Attachment 1).  There are three components to how USGS calculates their 
burden rate: (1) the Bureau charges 12% on reimbursable agreements to support USGS headquarters (IT work, 
leadership, etc.), (2) Center‐level overhead (salaries, financial folks, desks, thing to keep operation running), 
charges 26%, and (3) AMP funds are only charged 7.5% for overhead. The difference between what the Center 
would earn over all agreements and what is made with AMP, has to be made up with USGS appropriations. Since 
2002, USGS has been committing $1 million to the SBSC to make up that difference. However, that number has 
gone down to $875K over the last 2 years. That’s not enough to cover the difference so SBSC science funds are 
now diverted to make up the difference. USGS is assuming that for FY FY15 there won’t be more cuts and the 
amount will stay around $875K, but don’t know for sure and will need to see what happens from year to year. 
They won’t know what the FY15 budget will be until next Jan‐Feb‐Mar and is based on what Congress does. He 
doesn’t anticipate there will be any change to the 7.5% charge.  The Southwest Biological Center has the lowest 
overhead rate among all science centers across the country. SBSC has a very low facility overhead charge. That’s 
good for the AMP and other reimbursable agreements with partners across the country and even internationally. 
 
Q: Why is it that the AMP pays for facilities?  
A:  The reason that USGS charges for facilities or the justification we use has its origin in the GCPA and the Mark 
Schaeffer memo in 2000 (Attachment 2) ‘…As authorized in the Grand Canyon Protection Act of 1992, funding for 
the operation of GCMRC, including salary and related expenses (benefits and travel) of the incumbents of GCMRC; 
space; equipment; and monitoring and research activities shall be derived primarily from the sale of electric power 
and energy from the Colorado River Storage Project and shall be reimbursed by the Bureau of Reclamation.” 70% 
of SBSC facility costs are paid with reimbursable funds 
 
Q: What are reimbursable funds? 
A:  Those are provided to USGS from other sources for doing business, e.g., DOE, DOF, FWS, BLM and other 
sources like that.  The unique thing about SBSC is that we receive so much of our funding from reimbursable 
agreements and that’s different from all the other 17 USGS science centers. We get 30% appropriated funding and 
70% reimbursable. The other centers get more appropriated funding than SBSC.   
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Dave:  We lease facility through GSA from the City of Flagstaff. We occupy about 35,000 sq feet of space. We also 
occupy 3,000 sq ft at NAU. Total rent costs at SBSC is about $350,000 a year and based on ratio of 30/70, we get 
$125K from USGS and $218K from reimbursable agreements. The facilities are beyond their design life. This 
building was built in the early 70’s and not expected to be around 25‐30 years. As a result of that and general 
decay of this building, the City of Flagstaff won’t enter into another long‐term agreement with USGS and GSA. 
They intend to destroy the buildings and build a new one. The extension lease will last for 2 years at an increased 
rate of 60%, from $11/sf to $18/sf. Those funds will have an impact on SBSC and GCMRC. 
 
Q:  What requirements do you have to do comparable rates in the community to ensure you’re within the 
market?  
A:  Those market comparisons are handled by GSA.  
 
Q:  This is not related to current demolition of the current structure? 
A:  Yes. We are looking at a new facility in the same area on campus. We’re about to go through internal 
processes and need to provide a list of spaces and square footage needed in order to do our jobs.  The design of 
the facility will be handled through the City of Flagstaff and GSA. We’re asking for about 38,000 sq feet. That’s an 
11% decrease in our total leased space. Looking at less than 25% decrease in office space and shrinking the 
footprint of the federal government.  It doesn’t include specialized spaces like labs to support the GCMRC work. 
We’re getting rid of storage containers and proposing to move into warehouse storage space. The present 
containers are leaking and have rodents so it’s a problem for storing field equipment.  We’re also looking at 
substantial increase in lab facilities. Looking at a 20‐year, non‐cancellable lease. It binds USGS for the space which 
has some drawbacks but does gives us a predictable costs in the outyears. 
 
Q:  How much work is at that site? 
A:  We have 80 people at SBSC and probably 60 of those are GCMRC employees, so probably 75%. We have a big 
group in Moab and some scientists in Tucson.  
 
Q:  Will construction be done by the City of Flagstaff? 
A:  Yes, and we’ll have to pay for some of that. When there is new construction, the provider of the lease is 
responsible for putting up the shell (basic structure of the facility – doors, windows, floors). The tenant is required 
to build the internal walls, desks, lab spaces, IT technology. The lease costs consist of two components – shell and 
the buildout. Much of the costs of the buidout get folded into the lease and amortized throughout the lease. Over 
the last several years, we have at SBSC have squirreled around $3million to pay the tenant improvement costs and 
should have $4 million by the end of the year. 
 
Q:  Have AMP funds been squirreled away? 
A:  Yes, that’s part of the reimbursable costs. Of the estimated overhead revenues, we put that into working 
capital fund. We do the same for vehicles, major science equipment, rafts, boats, for those major capital 
expenditures. 
 
Q:  What does the square foot rate go up to in the 20‐year lease? 
A:  We’re looking at $38/sf. Building 6 is under the same lease arrangement. It’s much newer than Building 4 and 
is about $24/sf. We think $38 is reasonable for standard office space on campus. 
 
Q:  Is that fixed? In downtown SLC, we pay $20/sf 
A:  We don’t have a design and no agreement for construction. GSA is doing best to estimate for costs. The 
number could go up or down. GSA feels fairly confident that this is a good number and is within 5% up or down. 
Lab spaces are on order of $100/sf when compared to office spaces. They are expensive spaces because of 
materials that are used (sediment grinders that create vibration so concrete slabs have to be put in) and require 
special construction needs. Of that $1,600,000 in rent, USGS contribution is estimated at $542,000. Reimbursable 
funding is for $1,057,000. Because GCMRC is 80% of reimbursable funding, that is about $846,000. These are 
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estimates. We won’t know final numbers until the end of FY16. FY17 GCMRC overhead rate will be 27.4%. This 
rate is still less than other USGS science centers. There are concerns for the FY17 SBSC overhead rate = 66.3%. 
 
Q:  The GCMRC rate ‐ is that 3 out of $4 stays within the program? 
A:  The USGS uses an odd calculation for overhead rates. These numbers are a little bit higher than rates. You look 
at the total amount of money you receive and how much is retained, and that’s the overhead rate. The USGS 
figures a “net” overhead. It’s not quite right to say that 3 of every $4 stays with GCMRC. It’s probably $3.25 out of 
$4 stays with the program.  
 
Dave:  This is how we’re trying to manage the costs increases. We’ll continue to look at other opportunities as we 
move forward. Jack and I have been trying to make sure that these issues are in the minds of USGS and DOI 
leadership. The best way to deal with these cost increases is to come up with additional appropriated funding. If 
we can do that, we bring in more money and can spread the overhead rate over a larger amount of GCMRC and 
reduce that rate. We could change the rate and USGS would be reimbursable for 50% of the rate.  
 
Q:  How likely is it to get more appropriated funding? 
A:  It’s hard to do in this budget climate. 
 
Q:  There was quite a bit of AMWG discussion prior to housing GCMRC at Flagstaff. Some stakeholders took a vote 
that got a lot of airplay. Can you provide that memo? I think there are some things in there that might support the 
appropriation discussions. I don’t recall all the specifics. 
C:  I recall that discussion. It would be helpful to look at notes around that time frame. 
 
Leslie: Look at GCPA and possibly arguments for appropriations. 
Dave:  I can encourage you to do. 
Helen: The other part of history when we went from one year to a two‐year budget and the argument was the 
perhaps non‐federal stakeholders would want to get ahead of the budget cycle to make their pleas to Congress. 
Anyone else remember that? 
 
Q:  What can we expect in next couple of years in terms of impact of loss funding and impact with new facility? 
A:  GCMRC facility cost is $850K.That $600K will go up.  The difference between (FY17) 9.3 and 7.3 million. This is 
the most liberal way to look at it. If we kept that entire $9.3 at GCMRC, we’d be left with $7.3 million in funding. 
Some portion of the $9.3 would be passed to other science centers. USGS would charge some pass through 
money. 
 
Q:  Am I seeing here that if we put in front of DOI, that we have a case for $100K in FY17? It’s disconcerting with 
the changes. 
Jack:  Another reason to take numbers as very approximate is that the CPI is less then 3%, then the hit to GCMRC 
is much greater. If the CPI is large, it’s less and we don’t know what the CPI will be. The dollars are flat, political 
persuasion, and if people think GCMRC activities should be scaling down. Another benchmark to compare is that 
the reality this year if you include the FY15 overhead … I’m trying to structure a budget of $8.8 million. All the 
GCMRC science leads and feel they have an important stake in how this money is to be spent. Right now it’s to 
make things to fit. The $9.3M includes the CPI. We don’t charge 28% on everything. Every other entity charges 
more overhead than we do.  
 
C:  This looks like we’re spending as much money is FY13, …. You had a cut in the amount of money that was 
available. In FY17, you take a huge cut in FY17 (7.3M). 
R:  This is the problem with the science budgets seen in USGS. When we’re held flat because of CPI driven costs, 
the actual amount of money we have to spend goes down. This doesn’t include increased costs to salaries and 
benefits. There are other ways that these dollars will be reduced. 
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Q: You said that FY17 is worst, what is the best case? 
 
A:  Looking at facilities costs there will be some additional monies taken out of the additional 7.55 because we’re 
applying that 7.5% rate to a larger pool of money. It won’t be $2M, but might be $1.5M or less. We don’t know 
how much of the $9.3M would stay in the GCMRC program. 
 
Jack: This is a great discussion, make a mental note of this discussion and in the draft budget that will be sent out 
on June 6th, these costs and proportions will be made available to you.  
 
Q:  I’m troubled with what’s on the screen.  What would FY13 or FY14 look like using 28% burden rate?  
A:  We just assume that’s the proper accounting of inflation and do the calculation and what’s the difference 
between 11% and 28%.  
 
C:  I wonder Jack if you and Glen and Dave ought to consider this presentation to the AMWG itself. 
Jack: Yeah, got it. In closing let me give you two alarmist numbers remembering that these are all the caveats 
we’ve given you. If we had a flat budget of $8.4 million, 11.3% of that is $950,000. 28% of 8.4 is $2.4 million. Just 
the facts. There are many, many caveats. 28% is a much larger number than 11%. 
 
Leslie: This topic was subject a lot of discussion in Congress for the RIP and Congress capped that program to 3%. 
There are a lot of issues that don’t provide the program a lot of certainty. 
 
Jack: It’s interesting because I’ve heard over years and keep the science that we do. You’re raising a very 
important issue. Many of you on this call, CREDA, WAPA, and states are aware of the internal accounting of the 
MSCP, and the RIPs and are forming your own opinions and how they compare to these numbers.  
 
Dave: I appreciate your time and attention. This is a lot of information. Appreciate your effort in trying to 
understand this. Please contact me know if you have any questions. 
 
Call ended:  11:34A MDT 
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United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF TT.IE SECRETARY

Wa.shington, D .C, 20240

ii,lAfi 3 1 ?000

MEMORÁNDUM

To: Commissioner, Buroau of Reclamation
Director, U.S. Geological Suwey
S ecretary's Designee, Adaptivc Managoment'Work Groupv-'¡+-¿iÇn,t_--From; Mark schaefer, Acting Assisrant secíetáffor v/ater and Science

Subject: Institutional Home for tbe Grand Canyon Monitoring and Research Cenrer

consistenr with the Grand, canyon Protection Act of 1992 anri the ,,eperarion of Gien canyon
Þam, Fi-nal Environmental Impact Statement" (CCDEIS) of 1995, the Grand Canyon Monitoring
and Research Ceuter (GCMRC) was establishcd by directive of the Deputy Assisrant Secrerary
tbr Water and Science on November I1, l995 as one element ofthe GËn 

-Crnyon 
Dam Adaptive

Management Program- The 1995 directive established, GCIøRC for an intcrim period, hot tõ
exceed tivc i'oars' ua,ler'Jre guidaäce a'-.d ol'eæight of the Ðcpu,-v- Assistaüt Secr.etary fì:r'frbtcr
a¡rd Science, the Director of the U.S. Geological Suwey fl-ISGS), or his desiguee, and the
Commissioner of the Bureilt of Reclamation, or his designee, In 1996, a Re'cord of Þecision was
issu_ed implementing the recom¡nendations contained in the GCDEIS aud a directive was issued by
the Depury Assistarrt Secretary for Water and Science on Augusr 3, 1998 exte,nding the
afiangernef¡ts contained in the executive memo of 1995 up until this point in tjme.

Since thc establish¡nent of GCMRC in 1995, discussions have been underway regarding the
appropriate institutional home for GCMRC. The recomffiendation contained in the GCDEIS
(p- 36) is, ".'- that the Secretary establish a research cerrtcr TGCMRC] within the U.S. Geological
Survey GJSGS) and/or Natíonai Biological Sorvice with a small permanenr staff in Flagstaff,
Arizor¡a-" Irl its 1999 report, the National Research Councit Cp, fZl articglated the following
criteria for consideration in selecting a permanent institutional home for GCMRC:

"The Center Should be hor¡sed, ín a premier science organization committe<l to physical,
biologicai, and social science inquiry,

the instifutional home sbould enable the Centerto work effectively with all Grand Canyon
and Glen Canyon Da¡¡r management age,ncies,

the institutional home should enable the Center to communjcata scieotific program issues
a¡rd results directly with a managemetrt tearn at the Assistant Secretary level iu the
Department of the Inte¡iq¡, ilr¿
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the Center should be indepeudent from any single stakeholder managønent orgauization

within the Adaptive Management Work Group."

Having reviewed the issue of a permaneut institutíonal home for GCMRC with the DOI teani

cstablished to provide guidance and oversight to GCMRC, as well as with the members of the

Adaprive Management Work Group, I bave decided, consistett with the original recomnrendation

öorrtained in thc GCDEIS a¡rd. the criteria developed by the NRC, to placc the GCMRC within the

USGS.

br doing so, it is my intent that tbe following policies and protocots will guide thc operation of the

GClvfftC:

I. As authorized in the Grand Canyon Protection Act of lgg?.,funding for the operation of
GCMRC, including salary and related expenses fteneñts and travel) of the i¡cusrbeuts of
GClvß.C; space; equipment; aad monitoring and research activities shall be derived

. primarily Êour the sale of electric power aud energy from the Colorado River Storage

Project and shall be roimbursed by the Bureau of Reclamation. Funding from povver '

revenues shail be capped at tlre FY 2000 lcvei, iudexed for inflation in subsequent years

provided the results of the protocol evaluation panels curtcntiy tmderway do not result in

reçcmneni¿ricns for subsrantiai increases or decreases in tire prsgrãn. 'fhe protocoi
evaluation process wilt be completed by FY 2002.and any adjusfinents iu support from
power rsvenues should be finalieed at the same time.

2. The USGS will be responsible for seeking and providing additional appropriated. funds for
GCMRC activities, beyond thc FY 2000levet provided from powvr revenues, indexed for
inflation.

3. The GCMRC shall be led by a Senior USGS Science Actvisor'

4- Tþe GCNdRC will be co-located with thc USGS facility in Flagstaff, Arizona.

5. The GCMRC shall be composod of an appopriately sized staff of adminisfrative and

scientific personnel with relevant scientiñc and technical expertise. The staffshall be

conrposed of permanent, terrn, and temporary employees, as appr.opriate; program staff
shall be employees or contractors of the USGS- In addition, the GCMRC may use post-

doctoral appoiûfments and delailees to complete its staffing needs.

6. Monitoring and researçlr activities conducted by GCMRC will be implemented primarily
through a competitive request for proposals with Federal and state agencies, universities,
the pnvate sector and Native American tribes, Tlre successfirl proposals shall be selected

on the basis of advice provided by an indepørdent extemal scientific peer-review.

@ oo¡zooa
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7 . A DOI Managers Corn¡nittee composed of the Assistaut Secretary for'Water and Science
or his/ber designee, the Þirector of the U.S. Geological Survey or hislher riesignee, the
Commissioner of the Bu¡êau of Reclamation or his/fier designee and the Director of the

' National Park Service or his/her designee shall provide policy and progranÍIatic guidance

to the GCMRC Chief-

8. Tbe USGS will uot charge br¡¡eau-level assessments âgaiust the fimding provided by the

Bureau ofReclamation to support the GCMRC and its scierrtific activities.

9. USGS researchers who competc successfrilly for GCMRC funds will charge the standard
USGS assessment rate to covtr managemsnt, quality ass\rraûce and ad¡ninistr¿tive needs

for their projecl

10. The a¡¡¡rual budget for fuods provided through the Br¡reau of Reclamation for activities of
the GCMRC shall be proposcd by the GCMRC Chief with ihe concurrence of t\e Director
of the USGS ar¡d the Commissioner of the Bureau of ReclamatÍon, and after consultation
with tbe Adaptive Management V[ork Group,

I l. Consistent with the GCDEIS, CCMRC shall utilizu indepeudent external revicw panels to
ensure ihe technicai excellence of its rvcrk.

l?- GCMRC shall develop, in consultation with the AlvfV/G, a five-year sfiâtegic plan to
guide its operations. The strategic plar¡ shatl be stepped down into an annual work-plan to
gtide a¡u¡ual op urations-

lmplementation of this directive shall begin as soon as practicâI. The Managers Committee shall
review the policies and protocols contained i¡¡ this directive that govern the operations of the
GCI\4RC at least every five years.

cc: A¡ne Shields, Chief of Staff
David Hayes, D"puty Secretary
John Berry, Assistant Secretary for Policy, Managernønt, and Budget
Donald Barry, Assistant Secretary i'or Fish, Wildlife and Parks
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SBSC Facilities and Overhead

 Overhead structure in the USGS
 Facilities overhead rates in the USGS
 Flagstaff facilities
 Effect of new facility on overhead rates at 

SBSC
 Mitigation efforts



USGS overhead for GCMRC has 
three components
 Bureau-level overhead (12%)
 By policy, this charge is waived

 Center-level overhead (26%)
 By policy, this overhead rate is set at 7.5% for 

AMP funds
 The difference MUST be made up with USGS 

appropriated funds.  
 Since 2002, USGS has committed ~$1,000,000/year.  Due 

to CPI – driven increases in AMP funding + USGS budget 
cuts, these funds are no longer sufficient.  
 SBSC science funds are now diverted to make up the 

difference.



USGS overhead for GCMRC has 
three components
 Facility overhead (3.8%)



Authorization for facilities overhead

 2000 Mark Schaefer (acting ASWS) 
memo
 “As authorized in the Grand Canyon 

Protection Act of 1992, funding for the 
operation of GCMRC, including salary and 
related expenses (benefits and travel) of 
the incumbents of GCMRC; space; 
equipment; and monitoring and research 
activities shall be derived primarily from 
the sale of electric power and energy from 
the Colorado River Storage Project and 
shall be reimbursed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation.”



How does USGS pay for facilities?

 Appropriated funds
 $92 million; $6 million shortfall

 Reimbursable funds
 Center facility funding based on the ratio of 

appropriated and reimbursable funds
 SBSC (30% appropriated:70% reimbursable)
 70% of SBSC facility costs paid with reimbursable 

funds



How does USGS pay for facilities?

 Appropriated funds
 $92 million; $6 million shortfall

 Reimbursable funds
 Center facility funding based on the ratio of 

appropriated and reimbursable funds
 SBSC (30% appropriated:70% reimbursable)
 70% of SBSC facility costs paid with reimbursable 

funds





SBSC Facilities in Flagstaff - Current
 Through the General Services 

Administration (GSA), SBSC 
leases space from the City of 
Flagstaff
 ~35,000 sf at the USGS 

headquarters
 ~5,000 sf in additional 

storage in shipping 
containers

 ~3,000 sf at Northern Arizona 
University

 Total rent costs: $343,500 
($125k USGS: $218k 
reimbursable)



SBSC Facilities in Flagstaff - Current

 Current facilities are beyond design life
 City of Flagstaff will not enter into a new 

long-term lease
 Short-term lease extension (2 years) needed 

in FY14
 Rates will increase by 60%, from $11/sf to $18/sf



SBSC Facilities in Flagstaff - Proposed

 Through the General Services Administration 
(GSA), SBSC leases space from the City of 
Flagstaff
 FY17 – proposed occupancy
 ~38,000 sf in new office, lab, and warehouse space 

at USGS headquarters
 11% decrease in total leased space
 >25% decrease in office space
 Substantial increase in warehouse and lab space
 20-year, non-cancellable lease



SBSC Facilities in Flagstaff - Proposed

 FY 17 estimated rent - $1,600,000 ($38/sf)
 USGS contribution : $542,000
 Reimbursable sources : $1,057,000
 GCMRC : 80% - $846,000 (~ $600,000 increase)

 FY17 estimated facilities overhead rate
 19.9% (from 3.8%)

 FY17 GCMRC overhead rate
 19.9% + 7.5% = 27.4% (from 11.3%)

 FY17 SBSC overhead rate
 19.9 % + 28.6% + 12% = 66.3%



Mitigation efforts

 Space reductions
 SBSC space in the new facility will be 11% smaller 

than in the current facility
 Increase in shared space among Flagstaff science 

centers
 DOI and USGS leadership engaged
 Looking for additional appropriated funding for 

SBSC/GCMRC
 Center facility funding based on the ratio of 

appropriated and reimbursable funds
 SBSC (30% appropriated:70% reimbursable)



Total GCDAMP 
funds available 
to GCMRC

USGS burden 
rate

GCDAMP funds 
available for 
scientific work 
led by GCMRC, 
including 
GCMRC 
administrative 
costs

FY13 $8.4 million 11.3% (actual) $7.4 million
FY14 $8.5 million ~11.3% ~$7.5 million
FY15 ~8.8 million ~16% ~$7.5 million
FY16 ~$9.0 million ~22% ~$7.4 million
FY17 ~9.3 million ~28% ~$7.3 million

Long-term Implications of Increased USGS Burden Rates on 
Funding for Monitoring and Research

SEC. 204. (a) IN GENERAL.—For fiscal year 2001 and each fiscal year thereafter, the Secretary of the Interior shall continue funding, from 
power revenues, the activities of the Glen Canyon Dam Adaptive Management Program as authorized by section 1807 of the Grand 
Canyon Protection Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4672), at not more than $7,850,000 (October 2000 price level), adjusted in subsequent years to 
reflect changes in the Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the Department of 
Labor.


