Army Sustainability Working Group Meeting MInutes

24 June 2004

1.  The fourth meeting of the Army Sustainability Working Group was held on 
24 June 2004 in the ODEP Conference Room, Presidential Tower, Crystal City, VA.  The agenda is attached at enclosure 1; the attendee list at enclosure 2.  

2.  LTC(P) Jeffrey Phillips, the new ODEP Sustainability Division Chief, opened the meeting by welcoming everyone and asking everyone to introduce themselves. After introductions, he asked the group if there were any revisions needed to the minutes from the 15 April 2004 meeting.  LTC Brian Rogers (ARNG) clarified that in his comment related to the status of sustainability training, he had talked with staff at MMR, who in turn had talked to people in the local community about sustainability.  There was some confusion on the part of local community about what sustainability is all about.  Because of this, LTC Rogers feels sustainability training should be a joint endeavor that includes the local community as well as the installation staff. Chris Werle (LMI) will correct the minutes to reflect this change.   

3.  Old Business.  


a.  Draft Charter.   Mr. Warnock (ODEP) reviewed the status of the draft ASWG Charter (enclosure 3).  The Charter is now in final draft, and after discussion with COL Hoefert and LTC(P) Phillips, ODEP has decided that at a minimum, MG Lust and Mr. Fatz should jointly sign the Charter.  In fact, we may even need to have Mr. Proesche, or the ASA(I&E) sign it along with the Army Chief of Staff.  LTC(P) Phillips asked that the ASWG members review the Charter one last time from the big picture perspective given that we now have the new environmental strategy out for formal review and comment.  ASWG members were asked to submit any final comments they may have on the Charter before the 4th of July.  .   


b.  Status of Army Sustainability Policy.  Carl Scott from ODASA(ESOH) indicated that the draft policy is nearing completion. He also reiterated that the draft new Army environmental strategy is out for formal review and comment.  The new strategy is a big deal for the Army in that it reflects a major paradigm change from a compliance-based to a sustainability-based approach to doing business.  He handed out copies of the draft strategy (enclosure 4) and noted that comments received to date have been very positive.  One concern Carl has with the new strategy is the sustainability definition it presents in the first section.  He feels it does not give the right cross-generational feel for protecting future generations.  The suspense for field comments on the strategy is 1 Aug 04. 


c.  Big Picture Concept Poster Status.  Chris Werle (LMI) briefed the group on the status of the big picture poster (enclosure 5).  He provided copies of the initial version, which presents a definition of sustainability, explains why it is important, discusses what sustainable installations do, and provides examples of sustainability initiatives at six different installations.  It also discusses who should be involved in installation sustainability, and whom the reader can contact for additional information.

In general, the group felt the poster was a good first effort, but the consensus was that it would be better to use an approach that focuses on product life-cycle management with links to appropriate functional areas and related activities.  In addition, the group felt the next version of the poster should include a discussion of ISP goals and EMS; benefits to the installation; sustainable design and development/LEAD; MILCON; etc.  We might also consider developing a series of posters where each one targets a specific functional area role (e.g., facilities, operations, acquisition, logistics).  The DOE and DENIX websites may have examples of how sustainability aligns to the product life cycle, so we will look at those for ideas.

Chris will reevaluate the poster in light of comments received and try to develop a new draft for distribution to ASWG members for review two weeks prior to the next meeting. 


d.  Status of Sustainability Training.  Mr. Warnock stated that the vision is to train strategic planners.  About $1.2 million was provided to IMA to develop and conduct the training.  AEC is working on the sustainability video, but they still have not decided on the exact content they want.  They will assemble a content team to help decide this issue. It may be a good idea to have the video content align with the poster so that the poster could be handed out to folks after viewing the video. LTC Jim Walter (NGB) noted that the NGB should participate on the IMA team to ensure that the message includes an appropriate NGB twist.  He also pointed out that if the training is going to cover sustainability concepts, it is important that the Army publish its sustainability policy first so that the training can cover the policy and procedures for implementing it.  The vision is that sustainability should address the entire Army.

4.  New Business.


a.  Integration of Sustainability into Strategic Planning.  Annette Mann (HQ, IMA) presented a briefing on the IMA concept for integrating sustainability into the IMA strategic planning process (enclosure 6).   The overall concept involves a number of key activities, which include establishing a process action team (PAT) to develop the installation strategic planning model that will include sustainability; conducting installation strategic planning workshops and training conferences; inserting the strategic planning process model into AR 5-3 (Installation Management and Organization); conducting Garrison level workshops to facilitate strategic plan development; and beginning quarterly reviews of installation strategic plans through the PMR process.

LTC Walter noted that any directive to implement sustainability cannot just come out of IMA because it wouldn’t include the NGB.  While IMA can be the Army Executive Agent, the NGB must be involved in the process from the beginning. Annette noted that IMA will use the same process that was used to develop CLS and all key players from all Army components will be represented.

b.  Sustainability Web Site Status.  Chor-Lim Fan (LMI) presented a demonstration of the website which is now up and running in beta version.  The site includes sections that address what sustainability is, what installations are doing, how individual organizations can help, FAQs, success stories, other Army sustainability websites, other sustainability websites, a resource library with links to key regulations and documents, training/workshops, and contact information.  The website also includes a calendar for scheduling important events, and a chat room where users can exchange information and ask questions.  Many of the links and folders are not yet populated but work is continuing to do so.  All ASWG members are encouraged to visit the website and offer suggestions. The URL for the beta site is http://ndweb1.lmi.org/dod/army/sustainability/sustainability.nsf.  
User ID: firstinit+lastname (lower case).  Password: Armysustain1.  

Dave Eady (AEPI) noted that in addition to links to regulatory items, we should also have links to sustainability guidance documents. CERL has a website that has many such documents.  He also suggested that we just provide direct links to documents rather than trying to post the actual documents themselves.  Chris Werle noted that many of the links shown for other sustainability websites are actually linked to the home page of various organizations, rather than the specific sections dealing with sustainability.  LMI will fine-tune these links to provide more direct access to information, and will also categorize them by the type of information provided (e.g., guidance documents, regulations, success stories, etc.) where possible.  Carl Scott noted that a really good website to link to is called Sustain Mat, which was started by AFCEE and may be accessible through DENIX.



c.  Army Demolition Program.  Richard Murphy gave a presentation on the current status of the Army Demolition Program (enclosure 7).    Richard provided a brief history of the demolition program and emphasized that the Army will always have a need to eliminate excess/obsolete facilities and to control growth of the real property inventory.  We cannot afford to maintain the facilities we have now, so we must dispose of one square foot of existing infrastructure for every new square foot of new construction. 

Recent changes to the Army Demolition Program include shifting the O&M funded Facility Reduction Program (MDEP QDEM) under the central management of HQ, IMA (Huntsville Division of USACE).  He also noted that the migration of funds from demolition to address other sustainment costs have stopped, and that demolition costs per SF have decreased as a result of the central management initiative (now $3-5/SF compared to $11-12/SF).  MILCON funding and demolition has always been under USACE control.

The program offers several potential opportunities that include: reducing installation workload through centralized support for contracting and record keeping; reduced management costs; reduced demolition tipping fees; extended life of Army landfills through diversion of construction and demolition debris; and reduced sustainment/BASOPs costs through recycling and reuse of materials.

A key concern is that many installations don’t have trained personnel available to effectively implement reuse and recycling programs.  At Fort Leavenworth, for example, it will cost a great deal to demolish the 355,000 SF disciplinary barracks.  A GAO study suggests that the Army could save $700,000 through selective deconstruction and reuse, but the installation indicates it does not have the trained people available to manage it.  In addition, the local scrap market potential is a key driver to the cost-effectiveness of these programs.

Someone mentioned that a LEAD-certified company called Centennial was helping Ft. Monroe staff with their deconstruction pilot.  Although the cost of deconstruction was about twice that of demolition (due to increased labor requirements), the lessons learned should help to eventually reduce the labor cost differential and increase the feasibility of using of this alternative approach.  There is a lot of guidance available on deconstruction.  The key is that there has to be a private sector market and expertise available to make it work.


d.  Final Thoughts from Around the Table.  LTC Walter noted that as we keep working on the Army sustainability policy, we may determine that the proponent is not in the ASA(I&E) world.  Rather, it may be that the training folks should have proponency.  Bottom line is that it is important to get the policy out early and designate the right proponent.

Doug Warnock reminded the group that the Charter requires that the ASWG Chair rotate periodically among the membership.  As a group we need to decide how often this should be done and who the next Chair will be.

LTC(P) Phillips also pointed out that everyone should review the ASWG attendee and membership lists to see if there are others we should invite to join the effort.

Carl Scott suggested that we consider including someone from a higher or more strategic level within DAMO, but most agreed that the training folks are the right people to be involved.  We may need to find a replacement for Joan Vandervort as she is extremely busy and may not be available very often to attend meetings. 

5.  Wrap Up and Next Meeting.  LTC(P) Phillips and Doug Warnock suggested that future meetings be held on the last Thursday of every even month.  This would make the next meeting due on 26 Aug 04.  Everyone agreed that this would work so we will start following that general schedule from this point forward. 
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1. Agenda
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3. Final Draft ASWG Charter

4. Draft Army Environmental Strategy

5. Draft Army Installation Sustainability Poster

6. IMA Briefing on Integrating Sustainability into Strategic Planning

7. Army Demolition Program Briefing
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