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Executive Summary

The Twenty-fifth Session of the Armament Retooling and Manufacturing Support (ARMS) Initiative Public-Private Task Force (PPTF) met on 13 and 14 March 2003.  The focus of the PPTF was to discuss potential impacts to the ARMS initiative if the Army changes its ownership strategy at any of the Army Ammunition Plants.

Currently, the Army is reevaluating the ammunition industrial base.  The need for the industrial base is changing given perceived world threats, new generations of weapon systems and the transformation of the Army.  The Army is assessing divestiture of portions of the industrial base.  Any divestiture action could affect the ARMS program and impact ARMS tenants.  

Given potential divestiture of Army Ammunition Plants, the PPTF decided to provide recommendations to Army leadership.

1. If the Army wants to divest, they should consider long-term leasing with options to buy. Advantages to this method over direct sale may include continued use of environmental permits and application of revenues toward environmental remediation.  (Page 12)

2. The Army should consider using long-term facilities use contracts to convey total facilities. Advantages to this method are similar to long-term leasing.  (Page 14)

3. If the Army decides to sell (complete divestiture of the facility)  (Page 12):

a. The Army should explore Public-Private-Public Partnerships (PPPP) between the Army, state/local governments and industry.  Such partnerships can leverage federal, state, and private assets to allow for successful transition while avoiding many pitfalls. 

b. The Army needs to resolve issues related to taxes and environmental concerns.  There are many types of taxes that could become an issue including (but not limited to): possessory taxes on equipment, application of property taxes, and sales taxes for operating contractors and tenants.  Environmental issues include the time and cost to obtain new environmental permits and the cost of environmental remediation. 

4. The Army should continue to apply ARMS techniques during the divestiture process.  If the site does not retain ARMS tenants and attract new tenants, then the cost of divestiture can increase and property values can decrease.  (Page 14)

5. As long as installations are using PAA funding, they should remain eligible for ARMS funds. (Page 16)

6. The Army should consider establishing an ARMS-like program for facilities that are (1) excess and (2) no longer use PAA funding.  These facilities should not receive ARMS funding. (Page 16)

7. The Army should prioritize ARMS incentive funding based upon project-by-project analysis and return to the government.  They should fund projects with the best net present value.  (Page 16)

8. The ARMS team should develop metrics for the national marketing program.  Funding for this effort should continue until such time as metrics show there is not adequate benefit.  (Page 16)

The PPTF feels there are issues that the Army needs to research prior to making divestiture decisions.  These issues include:

1. Can the Army award leases with options to buy?

a. What are the current regulations and/or laws for this type of instrument?

b. How could the Army change the rules to facilitate leases with options to buy?

c. If the Army desires the retention of capability, can the Army ensure levels of production over the lease period?  Doing so would increase the lease value.

2. Is there any legal authority for transfer of environmental permits to lessees or buyers (federal government vs. state)?  There are other permits (air, water, sewer, gas,) that need to be addressed. Grandfathered permit levels may not be retained. 

3. Will master leases cover the entire facility?

4. What happens to Mineral rights and leases during a lease?  The Army must provide clear definition of rights.

5. Explore contract for deed approach.  Under this approach conveyance would occur when conditions are met (e.g. once contractor completes environmental restoration, the deed to the property is conveyed to that contractor).

6. Can the ARMS PCO lease property versus using the Corps of Engineers? 

7. What are the costs associated with issuance of bonds for restoration?

8. Can the Army work with states regarding environmental guarantees?
9. Should IMA seek funding for ARMS type initiatives at other installations?

PD ARMS will assign responsibility for researching the above questions and the information will be briefed at the next PPTF meeting.

Other comments include:

1. The Army should differentiate between partial divestiture and the divestiture of the entire facility.  If it is a partial divestiture and the Army has agreed that it needs the mission, capacity, capability of the technological base, then there should be no change in the status and divestiture should only apply to the excessed portion. 
2. The Army must make the determination that they no longer need the mission, capability, or technological base, which is extremely important in manufacturing any product in the inventory today. 
3. A capacity at a GOCO plant is not commodity related.  A "press" does not care whether it makes a sophisticated, precision type munitions, or a dumb shell.  The capacity makes parts, all kinds of parts, whether they are ordnance parts, missile or rocket casings.
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Day One

1.  ATTENDEES:  A list of attendees is provided at Enclosure #1.

2.  MEETING AGENDA:  The PPTF #25 agenda is provided at Enclosure #2.

3.  DISCUSSION GROUP BRIEFINGS:  Groups 1, 2 and 3 briefings are provided at Enclosure #3.

4.  MEETING TASKERS:  The ARMS PPTF Meeting #25 Taskers table is provided at Enclosure #4.  

5.  EAC Members Present:  Randy Edgemon, Sue Gruber, Gary Motsek, Tony Sconyers (day one only), Joan Sigler, Bill Turnis and Matt Zimmerman.

EAC Members Absent:  Bill Birney, George Carlisle, Ken Hennings, Janice Howell and Tony Melita, COL James Naughton.  

6.  DISCUSSION SYNOPSIS:

The PPTF convened at 1300 at the Sheraton World Resort on 13 March 2003.  The working group addressed the following on day one prior to breaking into discussion groups:  Opening Remarks, General Meeting Information, Industrial Base Management, and Background Information.  Day two highlighted the following areas:  Date and Location for PPTF Meeting #26, Discussion Groups 1, 2 and 3 Debriefs, Recommendations and General Session Discussion, Decision to Forward Recommendations, ARMS Program Update and Status of Open Actions from PPTF #24.

Call to Order, Welcome and Opening Remarks

Mr. Gary Motsek, Deputy G-3 for Support Operations, HQ Army Materiel Command, and Mr. Tony Sconyers, Chief Counsel, Joint Munitions Command.

Mr. Motsek called the meeting to order and conveyed that he recently met with the Chief of Staff of the Army who passes on his regards to this hard working committee.  Mr. Motsek explained that there is currently a lot of work going on in the Pentagon.  On behalf of both GEN Kern and Mr. Bolton, he welcomed all the attendees to the meeting.  He mentioned that we are using a revised approach with both breakout sessions and open discussion.  Mr. Motsek indicated that he is the sponsor of this committee, which is an advisory body and was Congressionally directed.  The recommendations that come from this group are highly regarded.  Mr. Motsek indicated that he really thanks everyone for coming.  This is a great, productive working group, one with a reputation for being candid.  

He moved on to provide updates as to which EAC members were in attendance and introduced EAC members Joan Sigler, Matt Zimmerman, and Bill Turnis.  Mr. Motsek said that Tony Melita sent apologies for not attending but had to stay back in order to prepare Congressional testimony.  George Carlisle from IMA also sent his regrets for having to miss this meeting but will participate in future meetings.  Bill Birney was also unable to attend.  Mr. Motsek indicated that COL Naughton was unable to attend this meeting and is retiring next month.  AMC is currently exploring options for replacing COL Naughton on the EAC.

Mr. Motsek then introduced the two newly appointed ARMS EAC subject matter experts, Ms. Sue Gruber and Mr. Randy Edgemon.  The subject matter experts from USDA and COE were unable to attend.  He indicated that being able to have all of those in attendance during these times is an extraordinary event.

Mr. Motsek then indicated that there has been some progress made relative to private sector EAC members, or lack thereof.  A group of ARMS Team members, including Tony Sconyers and Steve Mapley, met with the Administrative Assistant to the Secretary of the Army, Joel Hudson, and received a reluctant “yes” to the proposal of seating industry representatives rather than special government employees.  Mr. Hudson’s fundamental concern is that if they grant this method of appointment to this group, other groups will try to do the same.  Department of the Army (DA) wants to keep the current way of operating in tact.  The package we have submitted requesting approval of industry representatives appointments to the ARMS EAC is currently in DA Office of General Counsel and moving forward.  Mr. Motsek hopes to have a decision on this within the next number of weeks.  Mr. Mapley will continue to keep all informed on this issue.

Mr. Motsek then informed the group that he would be leaving a little early on day two in order to meet with LTG Cody regarding needed funding.  He then introduced Mr. Tony Sconyers, Chair of the ARMS EAC.

Mr. Sconyers opened his remarks by informing the group he is actually the acting chair until a replacement for Larry Gulledge is appointed.  Mr. Sconyers indicated that he would not take long with his opening remarks.  He said that he is very pleased to be here and honored to be amongst this group.  While he hasn’t been directly involved with the ARMS EAC, he has had some involvement in the ARMS program.  Mr. Sconyers conveyed that with the challenges of today, greater things will be required of this group.  

Mr. Sconyers confirmed Mr. Motsek’s feelings on the ARMS EAC private side member issue and indicated that he feels this EAC membership issue will be resolved positively.  He thanked all for attending this important meeting.

General Meeting Information & Introductions

Dr. Susan Alten, Facilitator, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory

Dr. Alten began by informing the group that badges and data verification sheets were available on the table in front of the meeting room.  She noted that data verification sheets should be reviewed, initialed and returned to either Maude Wickline or herself.  Dr. Alten reminded the group that the hotel check out time was 11:00 am, so on day two they may want to consider checking out prior to coming to the meeting room.  She also indicated that there were handouts in the back of the room, and provided the restroom location.

Dr. Alten then conveyed that during the general session, accurate minutes would be recorded.  This will change as we move into breakout sessions.  She indicated that we’d like participants to feel comfortable with the input they provide during these discussion groups.  The discussion topics, group recommendations and listing of group participants will be recorded.  Each breakout group will have a chair, facilitator, and scribe.  On day two each chair will be allotted a 30 minute time period to brief on their group’s discussion and recommendations.  Each briefing should be approximately ten minutes in length and allow twenty minutes for further discussion with the entire general session.  Each group will determine how much time they need today to finish what they set out to do.  Then the group chair, with help from the facilitators and scribes, will put the day two briefings together. Dr. Alten then provided the breakout group locations and introduced the group chairs:  Rick Beaulieu for group 1, John Maniatakis for group 2, and Bill Holmes for group 3.  

Dr. Alten then announced that at about 1730, Mr. Maniatakis wanted to hold a meeting of the facilities contractors.  This would be about a 30-minute meeting in the Biscayne Bay room.  If the discussion groups had not yet finished their discussion and recommendation formulation, they were to take a 30‑minute break at this time.  Dr. Alten conveyed to the group that this meeting was not part of the ARMS EAC PPTF #25 meeting but was held at this time for convenience since all who needed to be involved were in attendance.

She informed the group that the ARMS Program update, which is usually briefed during the PPTF meetings, was available in the handout for attendees’ information.  Dr. Alten then introduced the sole briefing of the day, given by Mr. Matt Zimmerman. 

Industrial Base Management

Mr. Matt Zimmerman, Industrial Base Office, PEO Ammunition

Mr. Zimmerman began by complementing Mr. Motsek on his call to order.  He then thanked Rick Beaulieu for filling in for Pat Nolan as a discussion group chair.

Mr. Zimmerman indicated that in line with the theme of ARMS, reducing operating costs, etc., he’d like to discuss some opportunities.  He indicated that the PEO Ammunition mission is to provide integrated management of the munitions industrial base.  This stems from Mr. Bolton’s delegation of the SMCA mission to PEO Ammunition.  Mr. Zimmerman indicated that in December 2002, BG Izzo and MG McManus briefed Mr. Bolton.  This briefing conveyed the JMC and PEO’s agreement on how to operate, which includes optimizing planning, coordination and decision making that affects the preparedness of the national technology and industrial base.    

He then said that many people in the room were already involved in some of the PEO key responsibilities.  These key responsibilities include:

· Perform industrial base management in accordance with DOD directive 516-.65 and DOD instruction 5160-68, Single Manager for Conventional Ammunition

· Develop and maintain an overarching industrial base strategic plan

· Implement section 806, public law 105-261, authority

· Plan, program, budget and implement PAA and RDT&E.

Mr. Eichorn asked for an explanation of section 806.  Mr. Zimmerman said that in a nutshell the single manager of conventional ammunition has the authority to restrict the procurement of conventional ammunition to sources within the national technology and industrial base.

Mr. Zimmerman then moved on to explain the PEO Ammunition Industrial Base Office structure.  There are a number of key people matrixed from other organizations who are working with his office.  They include such individuals as Steve Mapley, PD ARMS at JMC, and Al Beuster from the JMC Industrial Base Assessment Office.  Mr. Zimmerman also pointed out that they are working with Steve Rosenberg from ARDEC in the area of the Life Cycle Pilot Process, for which Steve has the lead.  They are also receiving support from all RPOs.  He indicated that they are in the process of putting MOUs in place with these matrixed offices.  

He then moved on to the key industrial base challenges and said that as we go forward we will have more advanced technologies, which will be costly, and fewer items will be produced.  The tough challenge will be moving from conventional ammo to precision-guided munitions.

Mr. Zimmerman addressed industrial base funding.  He indicated that the PAA-1 line totals around $1.2 billion.  The FY03 industrial base funding break out is as follows:

· ARMS – $11,481M

· Layaway of Industrial Facilities (LIF) – $6,884M

· Maintenance of Inactive Facilities (MIF) – $8,944M

· Industrial Facilities (IF) – $42,993M

· RDT&E – $15,803M.

He indicated that IF covers operational costs and equipment upgrade in general.  LIF deals with layaway costs such as removal of asbestos from piping and buildings.  MIF pertains to the care of laid away lines.  Mr. Zimmerman pointed out that there are eight excess plants still to get rid of in order to concentrate the focus on the 11 GOCO facilities. 

He then moved on to discuss LCPP, which is an RDT&E program that is minimally funded annually.  The focus of this program is to develop prototype ammunition manufacturing capabilities for transfer to industry.  Its key focus is on legacy systems, improving manufacturability for increased economical production, and rapidly producing cost effective and quality products.  This program enables science-based production and will be championed by PEO Ammo.  He then mentioned the Grenade Loading Study as an example, indicating that given the land and the process, you can establish replenishment capacity in less than 12 months.  Another example he discussed was the model based control program (5 liter MBC Crystallizer).  He said that this is a new state of the art “open” controller and is driven by a mathematically based “science of crystallization” model.  Holston Army Ammunition Plant is involved in this program.  

Mr. Zimmerman then addressed opportunities for industry in the LCPP.  He suggested they assess this briefing and look at their facilities, identifying shortcomings for the PEO assessment.  He will then incorporate them into the industrial base strategic plan.  He recommended that industry speak with Steve Rosenberg regarding any ideas they may have so that he can factor them in.  Their ideas can help ARMS and PEO Ammo by reducing the cost of operations.

Mr. Zimmerman displayed a slide discussing the scope of the PEO Ammo industrial base strategy.  He indicated that it is an academic process with goals and analysis.  With this plan, they want to create a more efficient way for the industrial base to operate.  This plan will provide some chartered course on how to continue to operate. 

Concluding, he indicated that they are factoring the industrial base into the process and trying to integrate the industrial base considerations into the acquisition process.  PEO Ammo and JMC are collaborating on industrial base strategies.  They know what they need to do, have it mapped out and are moving forward, as MG McManus mentioned at the recent Munitions Summit.  PEO Ammo is utilizing section 806 authority to ensure that acquisitions are consistent with retaining the national technology and industrial base.  Lastly, he conveyed that SMCA industrial base management and fiscal responsibilities have successfully been transitioned to PEO Ammo.  He thanked the group and asked if there were any questions.

Mr. Joel Gregory, American Ordnance, asked about the current status of the industrial base strategic plan.  Mr. Zimmerman indicated that it is currently in draft form and they hope to have the draft out for review in the next few weeks.  He indicated that they are working towards having the final version completed by the end of this fiscal year.  Mr. Ken Karr, Iowa Army Ammunition Plant (IAAAP), then pointed out that two weeks ago an SES from the Installation Management Activity (IMA) visited his plant.  The SES told Mr. Karr that the installation belongs to IMA.  Mr. Karr asked if this had been factored in.  Mr. Zimmerman replied by stating that Messrs. Turnis and Motsek would be able to better address this issue.  Mr. Motsek indicated that on paper all installations are under the IMA umbrella but OPCON’d back for this fiscal year and likely the next.  The IMA is concentrating on troop related installations and they will work their way down.  The toughest ones are industrial base and RDT&E installations because they don’t fit the normal IMA mold.  He conveyed that it would eventually be sorted out but not over the next three months.  In fact, contractors are staffing most of the IMA regional offices.  Mr. Karr then conveyed that it was an SES from the IMA Rock Island region that made this visit.  Mr. Motsek continued by saying that they don’t yet fully understand what needs to be done to assume full liability for those installations.  When they thought environmental systems, they thought general sewer systems, not pink water.  In practice, they have not done anything yet.

Dr. Alten then introduced Mr. Mapley to provide some background information on the format of the afternoon’s breakout sessions.

Background Information

Mr. Steve Mapley, Program Director, ARMS, Joint Munitions Command

Mr. Mapley expressed that he wanted to set the stage for what we were doing and why we were here for this meeting.  He indicated that as Mr. Motsek pointed out, this body was created by Congressional direction.  We should be advising the Army on what to do over the next 6-12 months.  Last week, Inside the Army addressed Secretary White’s comments on changes in the industrial base.  Mr. Mapley said that how we get there has yet to be decided.  Because the issues we are going to address in our groups are still being decided, we can possibly influence those decisions.  Specifically, it’s not just the cost of the industrial base, even if it were at zero, to run the plants.  We still have people in the Army chain of command that cost the government money.  Mr. Mapley knows that’s being looked at but the path forward has not yet been decided and he hopes we can still influence that.

Mr. Mapley said that the message he’s heard is that we won’t be funding replenishment, so those funds will be put towards transformation.  We will need to look at that.  In the past, we divested Joliet, Sunflower, and a few other plants.  We still had costs incurred at those locations.  After Congress saw that, the ARMS legislation was changed.  The legislation now indicates that ARMS should demonstrate innovative business practices, and serve as both a model and a laboratory for future defense conversion initiatives.  The legislation also indicates that ARMS can reduce or eliminate the cost of asset disposal that would be incurred if property at an eligible facility were declared excess.  This is unique legislation that allows us to help determine what will be done to the facilities.

Group 3 will be addressing dollars.  In the past we have had a significant amount of money in the ARMS program and have been able to approve all good ARMS projects coming in with plus ups received and the additional funds that AMC came up with to fund those projects.  He stated that we won’t be getting that in the future.  When we start gaining more tenants this year, we won’t have enough to fund all projects.  He is concerned that they are right on the line with the money we have.  

Group 2 will be handling the issue of how the Army would divest/convey facilities if that course of action is chosen.  We can look at leasing, public-private partnership, and working with local and state economic developers.  There are a lot of different options, all with pros and cons.  The Army has not yet made a decision on which avenue to pursue.  

Group 1 will be concerned with the tenants at facilities and how we protect them.  We need to plan for divestiture of facilities and lessen any affect that it may have on facilities not being divested.  We need to set an appropriate strategy.

Mr. Mapley then stated he wanted to address the Army folks in attendance at the meeting and said we should really take the time to listen while here.  The main goal is to use this unique body of expertise to learn what we don’t know now.  He recommended that we listen and respect the opinions of the honored guests we have here.

As the meeting attendees readied to break into their discussion groups, Dr. Alten explained that at about 1530 the beverages and snacks would be refreshed.

Mr. Motsek then expressed that individuals should not underestimate the work they are about to do.  It’s the work we produce here that will influence the senior Army leadership.  Many of these folks in attendance are more even effective behind the scenes.  We can influence the shape of what’s to come.  We can get to the leaders that help establish the ground rules on which they base their decisions.  

Mr. Rick Beaulieu then asked for a brief definition of the term “divest.”  Mr. Mapley said it could be sale, use of long-term contracts, or public-private partnerships, but the main goal of divesting is to reduce the cost to the Army.  Mr. Zimmerman indicated that from the PEO perspective, it is to maintain the capability for some number of years.  Mr. Mapley said this is true for some of the items.  Mr. Zimmerman said he’d just like people to keep that in the back of their minds.  

At 1340 the attendees broke into the assigned discussion groups.

Discussion Group #1 – Florida Bay Room #3

Topics covered by discussion group 1 include the following:

I. If we divest, how do we:

A. Protect tenants

B. Maintain revenues

C. Minimize environmental costs

D. Convey facilities at the best price.

The group chair was Rick Beaulieu, Ordnance Systems Inc.  The facilitator was Garry Eichorn and the scribes were Bill Wise and Sandy Connors, all JMC ARMS Team members.

Group members included the following meeting attendees:

Chuck Bean

John Cecconi

Randy Edgemon

Jack Figg

Tom Geronikos


Wayne Gouguet

Sue Gruber

Trudi Hallgren

Doug Hanify

Mike House

Ken Karr

David King

Tom McGhee

Gary Motsek

Ralph Tollett

Matt Zimmerman

Discussion Group #2 – Biscayne Bay Room

Topics covered by discussion group 2 include the following:

I. If we divest, should we:

A. Use BRAC

B. Use COE

C. Use GSA

D. Long term (25 year) facilities contract

E. Long term (25 year) lease

F. Establish Public-Private Partnership (may require special legislation)

G. Sole Source conveyance to current site managers (may require special legislation)

H. Other.

The group chair was John Maniatakis, NI Industries Inc.  The facilitator was Susan Alten, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, and the scribes were Mike Perez and Jodie Bennett, JMC ARMS Team members.

Group members included the following meeting attendees:

Larry Anderson

Richard Auger

Gary Budelier

Jeff Donohoe

Joel Gregory

Jim Morris

Michael Mullinax

Jerry Petzoldt

Dave Ratcliff

Sid Saunders 

Joan Sigler

Kim Spiers

Jim Vieregg

Discussion Group #3 – Florida Bay Room #1

Topics covered by discussion group 3 include the following:

I. If we continue ARMS through divestiture, should we:

A. Obtain a separate pot of money for those facilities or use ARMS pot?

II. If we have one pot of ARMS money, do we:

A. Prioritize to active facilities?

B. Prioritize to facilities being divested (to minimize divestiture costs and provide a soft landing)?

C. Award based upon projected return on expenditure to Government?

D. Award based upon projected return on expenditure to Ammunition budget line?

III. Should we continue with a national marketing strategy?

The group chair was Bill Holmes, Day & Zimmermann Munitions and Government Services.  The facilitators were Doug Borgeson and Earl Fox, JMC ARMS Team members.  The scribe was Maude Wickline, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory.

Group members included the following meeting attendees:

Harvey Burnsteel

Emil Kovalchik

John Moore

Tony Noll

Bob Radkiewicz

Mike Roddy

Steve Rosenberg


Rick Schweitzer

Steve Shows

Larry Smith

Pat Thatcher

Bill Turnis

Winnie Wu

Day one adjournment was based on each discussion group’s completion of discussion and formulation of recommendations.

Friday, 14 March 2003

Day Two

The day two portion of the meeting began with Mr. Motsek welcoming the group and humorously informing them that John Maniatakis is also the chaplain of the meeting.  He recommended that group peruse the current edition of USA Today and briefly discussed an article he found interesting.  Mr. Motsek then turned the meeting over to Dr. Alten.

Dr. Alten began with some general announcements regarding data verification sheets, microphone use, and hotel checkout.  She reminded the group that checkout time is 1100 and if anyone had not yet checked out, there would be a small block of time to do so during the morning break.

Planning for PPTF #26 – Date and Location
Dr. Susan Alten, Facilitator, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory

Dr. Alten began a discussion on the next PPTF venue.  She indicated that possible sites that have been mentioned are Holston, Picatinny, JMC, or a less expensive hub-type location such as Las Vegas.  She then asked if Mr. Beaulieu wanted to address the point of Holston hosting the next PPTF meeting.  Mr. Beaulieu conveyed that the Holston business incubator ribbon cutting ceremony would be held in late August/early September, and thought that it would be great for the group to be there for the event.  

Dr. Alten then asked Mr. Zimmerman if he cared to say a few words regarding holding the next PPTF meeting at Picatinny.  Mr. Zimmerman suggested that holding the next meeting in the Picatinny area would be a good opportunity for BG Izzo to come to the meeting and interact with the group.  Mr. Zimmerman indicated that he’d also like to arrange for a tour of the manufacturing technologies and enable attendees to speak with some of the PMs.  

Dr. Alten noted that the Rock Island location is also a good opportunity for a number of the attendees to take care of other business at Rock Island Arsenal while in town for the meeting.  Mr. Zimmerman noted that it is beneficial to combine a meeting with another, such as this meeting, which was held in conjunction with the NDIA IM meeting.  Mr. Maniatakis asked that the next meeting not begin at 1300 because it is an all day trip from California when the meeting is held in the eastern portion of the U.S.  Mr. Mapley said looking at the NDIA conference schedule, there appear to be few meetings offered in the late August timeframe.

Dr. Alten asked for a show of hands on the various locations and Mr. Mapley made note of it.  The PD ARMS office will explore the options, make a decision and inform the group of the choice via email in the future.

Dr. Alten then indicated that the next topic to covered were the debriefs and recommendations from the day one breakout sessions and asked the group 1 chair, Mr. Beaulieu, to begin.  

Group #1 Debrief, Recommendations and Discussion

Mr. Rick Beaulieu

Mr. Beaulieu opened by saying as everyone knows, when you have more than eight in a room you can never come to an agreement.  The topics that this group covered were as follows:

If we divest, how do we –

· Protect tenants

· Maintain revenues

· Minimize environmental costs

· Convey facilities at the best price  

He indicated that this group believed if we divest we just go status quo, but knew they had to come up with something.  To protect tenants the group decided that it would be best to use long-term leases (25 years) with an option to purchase, have minimum or no government oversight, and be sure conditions of the current leases are in the new lease.  

In response to maintaining revenues and avoiding additional costs, Mr. Beaulieu stated they should keep ARMS active during the lease period.  It could be used to accelerate environmental remediation.  He also indicated the ARMS revenue should be retained at the plant level.  He said that the lease offers the lessee continuation of tax mitigation and time to obtain new environmental permits.  Mr. Beaulieu conveyed that the group agreed there were definitively going to be problems obtaining new environmental permits.  The lease also offers the greatest flexibility.  

Moving on to minimizing the environmental cost, they could do a lease/purchase (25 years), with a portion of the tenant revenue paying for remediation during the lease period.  They also suggested that the 25-year lease allows the lessee time to obtain the needed environmental permits or bring the plant up to current environmental regulations.  

Mr. Beaulieu stated that in order to convey the facilities at the best price, obstacle number one is to obtain the net appraised value.  It’s really difficult to determine the actual net worth with equipment on site. They also believed that requirements contracts should be offered for period of 5-10 years by the government.  The COE/AG lease would need to go away.  Bartering is not a bad thought as they could barter land for cleanup or other services.  Lastly, on this topic he indicated that the government defines the required industrial base capacity by plant above “commercial sizing.”

The group examined what is needed to attract a buyer.  He said the points on this slide were based on selling the plants.  They suggested that the government pay for environmental needs/environmental permit transfer.  You can try working with the states to get the environmental permits transferred.  The facility capability retained for the Army pays OSHA costs.  They should explore public-private partnership as a way to lease/convey.  They also believe that you shouldn’t parcelize.  The good portions will get bought up quickly and they’ll be left with only undesirable portions.  You can work with the states to get environmental permits transferred.

Mr. Beaulieu then presented the group recommendations, which included the following:

1. Long-term lease (25 years) / Option to buy

2. If decision is made to sell (excess due to consolidation)

a. Explore state, federal, local government and contractor partnership – PPPP

b. Resolve tax and environmental issues.

Dr. Alten asked if there were any questions or other points for discussion that anyone would like to raise.  Mr. Maniatakis said he thought that the lease with option to buy could not be done.  Ms. Sigler said that she’s not 100% sure on that issue but under BRAC they could not use such an option.  If they entered under an agreement without the NEPA process, it would be predetermined how the property could be used.  She indicated that Janice Howell would know more on this topic.  Lease with option to buy is a question that needs addressing.  Mr. Mike Mullinax said that you are permitted to put in an option to buy when you are selling to a PPP.  GSA will consider those terms and conditions.  He briefly described a story from when he was working with the Navy and addressing a similar issue.  It was agreed that this issue still needs to be looked into.

Mr. Beaulieu said when further exploring the lease with option to buy, they should also examine what the current rules actually are and how they can be changed.  Mr. Turnis asked if it would be competitively awarded.  Mr. Beaulieu confirmed that it would be.  Mr. Mapley asked if we do a 25-year lease, what advantages do we gain by pumping more ARMS money into the facility. You could use the ARMS revenue towards the environmental costs.  Mr. Borgeson pointed out that we might not want to use the word convey.  Mr. Beaulieu also said there might be a purchase price offered at the end of the lease.

Mr. Jerry Petzoldt noted that appraising is difficult.  Do you value the facility as a whole?  Is it a positive or negative number that these sites are really worth?  And at what point in time do you do this – after cleanup 25-years out and then discount it to present day worth?  Do the sites have any potential market value?  Mr. Beaulieu said that with a 25-year lease the environmental issues should be concluded by the end of the lease.  If sold outright, it would probably be a negative value.  The price has to represent the cost of remediation.  Mr. Maniatakis said that in California you could not transfer environmental permits.  If you need to obtain new permits, you will loose a lot of what you are able to currently do under the existing permits.  California has established a revenue stream with gas, sewer, etc., and it is a lot of money.  Mr. Zimmerman noted that he attended another meeting that discussed the issue of environmental permits, and the law office said that with excess to ownership with light use, you can transfer permits to light use; although, it’s not in writing.  It was agreed that the permit transfer issue needed to be explored further.  

Ms. Sigler asked who actually owns permits, the Army or the contractors.  The answer was both, as it varies by plant.  Mr. Jeff Donohoe said his recommendation would be to sell off what you can sell off and use those funds to support remediation.  Parts of plants are not likely to be transferred any time before he retires.  You can fence off the parts that you cannot transfer.  

Mr. Radkiewicz added that if you are continuing to produce bullets, you cannot parcelize.  A brief discussion ensued on parcelization.  Mr. Karr said you also need to get rid of COE tenants.  If COE is going to lease half the plant, it deters a lease or a sale.  Mr. Zimmerman asked what the problem with the COE is.  Mr. Karr indicated the IAAAP has a big chunk leased to the COE and IAAAP is still responsible for all expenses and they don’t get anything back from that.  It goes to the Department of Treasury.

A discussion ensued regarding what incentives are necessary to make this happen.  Mr. Mullinax said that there is a federal statute that enables them to enter into leases.  This is already established in law.  An attendee inquired if there are other laws that could also present roadblocks and did the group address what the COE keeps.  The response was no, but it is tremendous.  Mr. Petzoldt said the real estate business will place a contract for deed.  The property owner sells a piece and if the lessee makes payments on time for 25 years they get the deed.  Ms. Sigler suggested checking into 10 U.S.C. 2667 to see if it does allow for half of the revenues to be returned to the installation and the other half returned to the Army.  She said you should also check with Ms. Howell about using 2667 if you are getting rid of the property.  Mr. Tom Geronikos noted that 2667 indicates they can accept services in kind up to 100% of the income level of the lease.  

The key points from this discussion group debrief regarding areas that need to be further explored are as follows:

1. COE / Lease with option to buy

2. What are current rules?

3. How could we change them?

4. Legal authority for transfer of environmental permits (federal government vs. state)

5. Master lease covers entire facility?

6. Mineral rights

7. Explore contract for deed

8. ARMS PCO for lease

Group #2 Debrief, Recommendations and Discussion

Mr. John Maniatakis

Mr. Maniatakis said they had a hearty discussion on all of their issues.  First, they looked at total divestiture.  They concluded that the Army must decide if these facilities have a mission and if they want to maintain the capability.  If so, then you have to look at divesting only a portion.  If you decide to divest the entire facility, the contractors do not care what route of divestiture is chosen -- BRAC, COE or GSA.  The best approach and most efficient would be BRAC for total divestiture.  This group also discussed leases, long term facilities contracts, PPP and sole source conveyance.  Looking at these various methods, they believe cost considerations must be addressed.  Environmental remediation is certainly a big issue.  There’s no question that this is a complicated and costly problem for the Army.  If you decide to parcelize and select portions of the facility you are going to lose value, which will affect the long-term property value.  

If considering total divestiture, this group recommends the following:

· Apply ARMS techniques. 

Mr. Maniatakis then moved on to their next topic discussion, which was if the Army elects to retain ownership and mission.  The group believes that a facility use contract is better than the lease approach.  A facility use contract allows you to tailor to the tenant and the Army’s need.  It is a more expeditious process for due diligence, it’s cancelable, and it facilitates contractors’ modernization investments.   He indicated that in the leasing area there are some problems.  The COE gets involved and it becomes costly, as they are not as efficient as we believe they should be.  There is also less government oversight in leasing.  Additionally, under leasing you operate more like a commercial entity rather than government plant.  

If the Army elects to retain the ownership and mission, this group recommends the following:

· Apply ARMS techniques and go with the facility use contract. 

Mr. Zimmerman then asked why would you assume a facility use contract is the best path, with no cost and no workload.  Mr. Maniatakis said you have no use for the property and you can use the revenues for the plant.  Funding streams have to be provided to do all of this.

Mr. Maniatakis then explained that if the Army elects sole source conveyance to current site managers, they would run into the same environmental issues, costs, and time as drivers.  The current site managers are well aware of what needs to be done at the plants.  The largest single concern is the environmental remediation costs.  

Mr. Gregory said that in reality no matter what number you come up with, the cost would be at least two to three times that amount.  He also said that if you transfer ownership with no bond, you have to post a bond for the full cost of remediation.  A brief discussion ensued on the bond posting issue and a few experiences were shared with the group.  Mr. Zimmerman noted that the government should be able to help out in the area of the bond and pony up some funds.  Mr. Maniatakis asked how much they can pony up.  He doesn’t know how you can cover a cost, when you don’t know what that cost will actually be.  Mr. Doug Borgeson discussed site characterizations.  They will charge the site characterization fee plus extra to handle the environmental cleanup.  It’s a tool but not as good as you might think.  

Mr. Burnsteel said that the problem they had in Massachusetts was that when the state was considering accepting environmental responsibility in lieu of EPA, there was a requirement that the commercial facility post a surety bond guaranteeing the cost of cleanup when the commercial entity wanted to get out.  The costs have risen well above the expected amount and it now lies somewhere between $40-75 million. 

Ms. Sigler noted that within the BRAC, GSA, COE proposal, BRAC might offer more flexibility and the money stays within the Army as opposed to going to the Department of Treasury.  She also informed the group that in the BRAC 2005 guidelines, the criteria for disposal have to be completed by December 03.  If the Army has decided who is to be BRAC’d, the issue of timeliness is involved.

Mr. Maniatakis stressed that we need to keep in mind that these are explosive facilities.  Mr. Gregory said the only way you can clean up an explosive plant is to level it, dig up the area and then do the cleanup.  A brief discussion then ensued regarding why the GOCO plant came to be.  The point was made that we are going to need facilities with an upcoming effort; otherwise we are going to be in the same situation we were after WWII and Korea.

Mr. Burnsteel relayed a story about burning the dirt at one location and the place was still not marketable.  A lot of money and three years of effort and it still wasn’t clean.  He then relayed a story about sampling work done at Cornhusker.  

The key points from this discussion group debrief regarding areas that need to be further explored are as follows:

1. Cost of bonding (environmental / government)

2. Fed/Army work with state, environmental guarantees.

Group #3 Debrief, Recommendations and Discussion

Mr. Bill Holmes

Mr. Holmes explained that his group addressed funding related issues and covered the following topics:

I. If we continue ARMS through divestiture, should we:

A.   Obtain a separate pot of money for those facilities or use ARMS pot?

II. If we have one pot of ARMS money, do we:

A. Prioritize to active facilities?

B. Prioritize to facilities being divested (to minimize divestiture costs and provide a soft landing)?

C. Award based upon projected return on expenditure to Government?

D. Award based upon projected return on expenditure to Ammunition budget line?

III. Should we continue with a national marketing strategy?

He then explained the assumptions this group developed in order to have a point on which to base the recommendations.  These assumptions included that the plants are not BRAC’d and the Ammo Line continues to be responsible for expenses.  He said that Mr. Radkiewicz had pointed out that munitions plants are historically not considered in BRAC events.  The reason is that BRAC would have to come up with funding to cover all of those environmental costs, along with other costs and issues that have already been discussed.  Mr. Holmes further expanded on the second assumption indicating that as long as the facilities exist and belong to the government, the Ammo Line will have to pony up and still pay money.  IMA will even come back to the Army Ammo Line requesting transfer of positions to support the work and funds to take care of the facilities.  

Based on these two assumptions, Mr. Holmes indicated that for Issue I, addressing the need for a separate pot of money, the group recommends the following:

· No ARMS funds to excess plants that cannot affect the PAA appropriation

· Establish a separate pot of money for IMA to pay bills for excess facilities – Not PBS account.

Mr. Holmes explained that the first recommendation means that as long as you still have an Army facility affecting the PAA appropriation, it should still be a candidate for ARMS funding.  The second recommendation means that IMA would need to have a separate pot of money allocated to them to support the installations and not have to depend on the Ammo appropriation to support this. 

Mr. Holmes then moved on to Issue II, addressing prioritization of funds.  The group recommends the following:

· Prioritization should be based both on a project-by-project analysis and the return to the government

· If the assumption is incorrect and plants are BRAC’d, the process will have to change

· Determine which projects will benefit the PBS account.  The process should include economic analysis and NPV until disposal. 

Mr. Holmes further explained that if you target a facility for disposal in 3 years, even beyond that 3 years it will still affect the PAA appropriation.  He said that it just doesn’t make sense to cut your nose off to spite your face.  The Army will own and be responsible until the facility is removed from the Army rolls.

The last topic discussed by group three was the national marketing program and if it should be continued.  Mr. Holmes indicated that the cost for this effort is only about $100K per year.  There is also some anecdotal evidence for utility.   

On the issue of continuing the national marketing program, the group recommends the following:

· Continue the national marketing program and develop metrics to determine if the investment should continue.

Mr. Donohoe made the point that we shouldn’t operate under the assumption that these facilities won’t be included in BRAC.  The difference in the next round is that DOD will be able to lay away facilities without a mission.  These plants are ideal for that and the ammo plants are exposed this time around.  Mr. Karr indicated that there isn’t any way that these plants could be dealt with more efficiently.  It would certainly be cheaper then cleaning up.  

The key point from this discussion group debrief regarding the area that needs to be further explored is as follows:

1.
IMA to seek funding from Army.

(0950 Break)

When the group gathered after the break, Dr. Alten again noted that the ARMS program update briefing is available in the handout but because of time constraints was not being briefed at this meeting.

Recap of Discussions & Decision to Forward Recommendations

Mr. Steve Mapley, Program Director, ARMS, Joint Munitions Command 

Mr. Mapley began by paraphrasing a quote by Secretary Donald Rumsfeld.  Mr. Mapley said that the quote went something like “Sometimes we know what we know.  Sometimes we know what we do not know.  Sometimes we do not even know what we do not know.”  Mr. Mapley indicated that the ARMS team, with help from the PNNL staff, will further explore the areas we still need more information about and help make us smarter.  As Mr. Motsek said earlier in the meeting, decisions are still being made.  We are going to prepare the recommendations from the EAC in a letter to the Secretary of the Army.  Mr. Zimmerman then indicated that he will be using a great deal of information that came out of this meeting to influence his process with PEO Ammo.

Mr. Mapley asked if there were any other comments.  Mr. Gregory said that if we plan to do this discussion format again in the future, we need clarification on what plants will remain and what plants will be disposed of.  It was like mixing apples and oranges and a clearer delineation is needed.  Mr. Maniatakis said they need more definitions.  It was a difficult task to figure out what they were actually discussing.  Mr. Burnsteel added that the Army is historically reluctant and unwilling to make the decision as to which plants are not needed.  The point is that the ammunition plants they keep will be dependent on the bullets they are going to buy.  Mr. Gregory said they don’t need to name the plants specifically, just delineate whether we are discussing plants that they plan to keep or plants they plan to dispose of.  Mr. Maniatakis indicated that they should outline lessons learned from other plants excessed in the past. Mr. Radkiewicz noted that success stories would be good to include, too.  Mr. Mapley ensured the group that if this format is used in the future, a better job of defining the issues will be done.  

Public Forum

At this time, Dr. Alten opened the floor for a public forum.  

Mr. Mike Roddy began by asking if the transfer of facilities to private industry should take place in the future, how will they cover the insurance issues at these plants.  Mr. Maniatakis then expressed that he’d be interested in hearing the ARMS Program Update briefing, if time permitted.  Mr. Roddy continued, noting that putting together what it would cost would be an important step to take care of.  The government will not be able to come up with the funds and do it in a reasonable time.  If they are not going to face the issues, the costs are just too great to get rid of the facilities.  Mr. Maniatakis noted that after you remediate a facility and sell it, if an environmental issue raises its head, you own it again.  You never get rid of that obligation and the problem is always yours.

Mr. Zimmerman said he doesn’t think we have all the answers on excess to ownership. We need to get the facts and lay them all out and JMC and PEO Ammo are working on this.  Mr. Radkiewicz said there are some success stories and it is not a cheap process.  Mr. Zimmerman indicated that he has heard positive comments on bartering in the Pentagon and being able to convey the property with the contractor paying for remediation.  Mr. Burnsteel briefly explained two remediation examples – one concerning the Korean embassy in Washington, DC, and the other dealing with Ogden Army Ammunition Plant.  

Mr. Gregory noted that it is important to show analysis of past estimates vs. actual costs.  Mr. Dave Ratcliff said that we have a unique situation in which every plant differs.  We need to stay attuned as to what the commercial world is doing, too.  He agrees with Mr. Roddy that within the Army these problems are much worse.  Mr. Roddy said that the need to manufacture munitions must be important to someone.  On the public side you have differences of opinion on where to place the funds.  There is another alternative, public-private, where you buy from outside of the U.S.  But the defense of this country is too important to rely on foreign sources.  The problem now lies in the fact that these outside sources may end up telling us they will no longer sell to us.  Mr. Gregory briefly explained an instance when this actually happened. 

Mr. Jack Figg mentioned that one year ago at the PPTF we discussed security at the plants.  He asked if the ACP program is now a done deal and how this would affect ARMS operating plants.  The ACP program preconceived that there will be permanent barricades installed.  We need to coordinate ARMS projects with this ACP program.  Mr. Burnsteel said he doesn’t know if we are doing anything with that program yet.  They have provided a list indicating which locations we will protect first and which we’ll protect last.  Mr. Mapley indicated that they would look into leveraging the two programs.

Mr. Mapley said that people are also concerned with the letter that will be going out on force protection.  The regulation that defines what needs to be done says that people with a valid need can have access when at a threatcon delta level.  The facility contractors need to work with their tenants relative to who they are going to let on to the plant. If we go to delta level we are expecting there will be potential hazards to people on the Army installations.  That letter should be going out Monday.  Mr. Karr said it’s really not an operating contractor decision.  The plant commander has the responsibility.  Mr. Mapley said the memo should give the needed guidance to the operating contractors.

Mr. Zimmerman indicated that that they are pushing hard to establish a separate line for protection.  ACP never even came up on their screen.  Mr. Figg said that they are trying to do the best they can for ARMS tenants, and they have to know and coordinate the projects that can achieve this mission.  If you put stuff up to deter the public, you will later only have to take it down, spending more money.

Mr. Karr also pointed out that they are now being evaluated on defending the facility.  This is not in the contract.  The army hasn’t decided what they are supposed to be doing there.

Mr. Garry Eichorn then reviewed some of the key points touched on during the public forum discussion and which had been noted on the flip chart.  They are as follows:

· How to cover the insurance issues

· Government track record – slow to get rid of plants

· Too expensive / very expensive to get rid of plants (getting the facts together)

· Show analysis of past estimates vs. actual cleanup costs

· Explore IAMC forum for cleanup

· Defense too important to rely on outside sources

· Access control plan/program…Check out for impact on ARMS

Because of time available, Mr. Borgeson presented the ARMS Program Update briefing.  He indicated that the first chart represents how much has been invested and the financial benefits.  They have removed the costs for Indiana, Sunflower, and Volunteer.  So, these are real numbers reflecting only the current plants.  He explained that chart two contains the same information just reflected in a different manner.  Mr. Borgeson said that IBM (formerly PwC) is going out to the plants to reexamine the data and perform the 2002 analysis.  He believes that we should have a positive cash flow for 2002.  This is something we’ve all waited a long time for.  Mr. Borgeson then indicated that chart three, which addresses ARMS financial benefits, has been validated through 2001 by the former PwC, now IBM.  The 2003 and 2004 numbers are pretty constant.  

He conveyed that regarding quantifying the collateral ARMS benefits, they can’t find a solution.  He explained what is not included in quantified savings/offsets, which included the following:

· Equipment disposal

· EBS

· Machine pits closed/cleaned

· Propane facilities upgrade

· Roof repairs

· Utility cost reductions

· Demolition of excess buildings

· Asbestos removal

· Lead base paint removal

· Environmental upgrades

· Technology (new controllers)

· Underground tank removal

· Reduction of security costs

· Rail repair and maintenance

Mr. Borgeson said that these are very difficult areas to verify and IBM would love any suggestions attendees may have.  He then relayed a story on Holston AAP where the state came in and dug up more ground and reported that the problem wasn’t there any more.  This caused project delays, cost additional money and screwed up the return on investment.

Mr. Borgeson moved on to discuss facility tenants of which there are now approximately 2,000.  Not included are Kansas and Indiana.  He then covered which facilities are currently operating at no cost.  Before excessing, both Indiana and Sunflower were operating at no cost.  Mississippi operated at no cost in 2001 and 2002, Kansas operated at no cost during 1998-2003, and Scranton and Louisiana operated at no cost from 1999-2003 and 2002-2003 respectively.

He briefly touched on defense consolidations at Louisiana, Radford, Mississippi and Lake City.  Mr. Borgeson then discussed the current funding chart.  He indicated that a few years back PwC performed a study projecting the need for ARMS dollars. They come up with a number for each year based on the formula used in this study.  They also go out to the plants for data every quarter.  This year the figure is ~$34M.  Mr. Borgeson discussed the ARMS project annual revenue chart, explaining how the chart is set up with the lines reflecting the current budget, budget plus 10, and PwC recommendation.  

Mr. Borgeson then addressed the Badger, Volunteer, Sunflower and Indiana facilities.  He indicated that from 1998-2002 Badger had no tenant revenue, $3.065M was spent on LIF and $3.810M was spent on MIIF, totaling a $6.9M expenditure.  At Volunteer, during 1999-2002, there was land sold to the tune of $7M, with no funds to the Army.  The remaining tenant revenue includes $711,528 per year and is used to reduce MIIF.  The revenue was $1.9M per year.  They invested $3.37M is MIIF funds and $2.4M in LIF.  He indicated that Sunflower was at no cost for a couple of years but now that has changed.  The expected revenue was $1M per year during 1998-2007, which would have totaled $10M.  But in actuality tenants left, they had to spend $4.77M in MIIF, $15.38M in LIF, totaling $20.15M in expenditures with additional costs to come.  At Indiana, Mr. Borgeson continued, expected revenue from 1998-2007 was $6M per year plus 60% over the $6M.  The minimum revenue would have been $60M with estimated expenditures of $16M, totaling a $44M positive cash flow.  The funds could have been used for cleanup or expenses.  Rather, looking at the Army expenses he explained that the current tenant revenue of $1.6M goes to the COE, with the Army paying $982,000 in MIIF and $165,000 in LIF, totaling $1.147M in expenditures.

He then quickly covered the recent accomplishments slide.  Since the last meeting they have brought in a tenant at Lone Star that is going to be working on the DEER2 project, AET had their grand opening at Iowa, and the FRC project at Milan was funded and is underway.  The GreenTech loan was finally approved at Louisiana and we learned how to open a jail at that same location.  We had numerous tenant renewals and the LSF is continuing to grow.  They are working on the second $50M J&A.  Mr. Borgeson visited with NASA on Tuesday and they are interested in an ARMS-like program.  They want to set up something very similar.  The nice thing about their location is that their buildings were built in the late 1980s and they are very attractive.  Lastly, he indicated that all plant websites are operational and really look good.

Open Actions

Mr. Steve Mapley, Program Director, ARMS, Joint Munitions Command 

Mr. Mapley first addressed some issues they’ve been facing, including the loan program, 2692 delegation of authority, and out-year funding.  There were some difficulties encountered with the loan program with a system change and they also had to learn about the complex process of obtaining an appropriation number.  He believes they will be able to accelerate the loan process now that they have a better understanding.  One of the downsides of loans they recently learned about was the liabilities behind them.  We give USDA a fee and when a loan defaults it comes out of our hide.  As we do more loans the pool gets bigger to cover defaulted loans but right now there’s only about $1.1M in this pool.  At their recent marketing workshop, the USDA representative from the Louisiana area gave a briefing on the process and this really helped the facilities marketing folks in attendance better understand.  Moving on to the 2692 delegation of authority (DOA) he indicated that it had been delegated down to HQ AMC.  This DOA expired and we have been working on obtaining a new DOA.  We have tenants waiting for waivers to be processed.  The DOA is currently at Department of the Army (DA), Installations and Environment (I&E) and different organizations have been trying to tie in to be included in the DOA.  Unfortunately, until we get approval we can’t close deals with some of the tenants.  Mr. Mapley then informed the group that out-year funding levels remain at $4.5M through the POM.

Mr. Mapley then moved on to the taskers that came out of the PPTF #24 meeting.  Tasker 24-1 pertained to working to determine the charter requirements/structure of the EAC.   The Congressional report indicates that they have to comply with FACA rules.  Mr. Zimmerman asked that this be verified.  Mr. Burnsteel said that he is familiar with other committees that have had charters expire and this really did not affect operations and committees were able to get approval on a charter renewal after the charter had expired.  He also noted that if at renewal time there are changes made to the charter on file, the time it takes for approval greatly increases.  Mr. Mapley conveyed that the only way that industry can provide advice to the government is through these FACA chartered committees and without a charter we cannot have an EAC.  There could still be a public-private task force but the recommendations could not result in officially published actions.

He then indicated that taskers 24-2 and 24-3 deal with a Quantity Distance Analysis (QDA) of the sites and partnering with and educating DDESB on this issue.  Pendulum Management is currently working on this tasker.  They expect the report to be published in next 3-4 weeks.  Then they need to push forward recommendations to DDESB so they can continue on.  Mr. Jim Burgin from Pendulum found out a lot of the QDA at installations was based on twenty-year old missions.  The current missions allow for shrinkage of existing QDAs.  Mr. Karr asked what we are actually sending DDESB.  Mr. Sid Saunders from Pendulum said that the report would go out for review before going to DDESB, so that all can see what will be going to DDESB.  Mr. Borgeson said that one concern lies with the railcars at some of the plants.  One report says that railcars are habitable housing and therefore can’t be stored within QD.  Mr. Burnsteel also said DOD explosive safety board QD and ARC are no longer applicable for commercial explosive operations.  The commercial explosive operations must comply with the BATF distances.  Mr. Mapley indicated there are still issues being defined and staffed, and the ARMS Team will be working with the PPTF on this before going forward to the DDESB.  This also needs to be figured into the base and MIBTF is looking at this, too.

It was explained that taskers 24-4 and 24-5 deal with getting success stories on to the web site and a list of the active websites/review of the home page.  Mr. Mapley indicated that there is currently one success story on the web site.  They are still looking for others.  He then noted that all plants currently have web sites, except Kansas, and these sites are really looking great.  In fact, IAAAP recently won an award for their web site.  

Mr. Mapley said that Mr. Borgeson has been handling tasker 24-6, which deals with working with Lake City on contractual termination provisions.  This is currently ongoing and he will be meeting with them in the near future to get issues worked out.

Tasker 24-7 deals with the 2692 waiver DOA and as reported earlier, we are still waiting for the DOA to be approved by DA I&E and moved down to AMC.

Mr. Mapley indicated that tasker 24-8 required a change to the ARMS funding profile chart based on discussions that took place at the last PPTF meeting.  Mr. Bill Wise revised the funding profile chart and they are now using the revised chart in the ARMS Program Update briefing.

Tasker 24-9 deals with looking at potential LIF/MIF requirements.  Mr. Mapley conveyed that definite savings exist, but it appears that there is no way to define or validate the savings; at least, they haven’t found it yet.

Mr. Borgeson and Mr. Pat Thatcher have been working together on tasker 24-10.  Mr. Thatcher said that relative to the timing on processing ARMS proposals, they found that most facilities didn’t appear to have any great problems, except for Riverbank.  The second issue was related to paying rent for third party DOD work.  Mr. Thatcher indicated that there wasn’t a great deal they could do with that issue and they didn’t really feel that there was a problem.  It appears that COL Naughton was the only one who believed a problem existed.  This action is completed.

Mr. Mapley indicated that tasker 24-11, dealing with access to facilities, is still be worked.  Issues still exist and they are trying to work them out and will provide guidance.  They want to be able to minimize the impact to the contractor while still meeting Army requirements.

Mr. Mapley informed the group that tasker 24-12 was completed at the last PPTF meeting.  Ms. Sigler asked what a greybeard panel is.  Mr. Zimmerman provided a brief explanation, saying that it’s essentially a consulting group that helped PEO Ammo to develop their SMCA role.  Ms. Sigler said the term greybeard panel seems to imply all men.  

Tasker 24-14 is also completed.  As requested, PPTF #25 was arranged in conjunction with the NDIA IM conference.

Mr. Mapley informed the group that the suggested locations for the next PPTF meeting will be taken under advisement.  PD ARMS will make the decision and inform the group as soon as possible.  He also told the group that because of security issues, the PPTF meeting attendees list that is normally available on the JMC ARMS web site will no longer be published on that site.  He will send the list of attendees out via email.  He then asked Mr. Zimmerman if he had any closing remarks for the group.

Mr. Zimmerman indicated that the theme of this meeting was certainly very beneficial to both DOD and the Army.  He thanked the JMC ARMS Team for their efforts in putting this meeting together.  He conveyed that if there is anything PEO Ammo can do to help with structuring these meetings he’d like to know.  Mr. Zimmerman reminded the group that the LCPP is in place and can possibly help with funds to modernize facilities.

Mr. Mapley then thanked the AMC ARMS Team for their help with the meeting.  He indicated that a lot of planning and effort goes into making these meetings successful and he appreciates the effort put forth.  Both the JMC and AMC ARMS Teams will be working to flesh out the unknowns that surfaced at this meeting.  He thanked all for coming.  

During the briefings and discussions that followed the public forum, there were two additional items added to the list key points compiled during the public forum discussion.  They are as follows:

· Impact of charter expiration

· Capture quantity distance storage cost for compliance with sale.

Meeting adjourned at 1125.
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