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Welcome and Opening Remarks: MG Wade H. McManus, Jr., ICAP Co-chair

Welcome to the ICAP.  We thought taking advantage of the AUSA meeting and holding the ICAP this week has worked out well, from a scheduling perspective.  

I want to welcome and introduce my replacement at the Joint Munitions Command, COL (P) Bob Radin. Bob came to us from the SITCOM staff. He has served his two years, joint purgatory time. He will be taking over the JMC, so this is my last ICAP meeting.  Bob - welcome to the fold.  I think you will find that this is an extraordinary forum in which to work the munitions issues. These are great people and you will be given good advice from all of them. You will find that the people in this committee will give you different positions and feedback from different perspectives. What you see here in the structure of ICAP reflects the changes that we’ve made over the years and the direction we’re taking as we’ve worked to build the munitions piece the past couple of years.  I hope you enjoy being a part of this group.

Welcome and Opening Remarks by BG Paul S. Izzo, ICAP Co-chair

One of the jobs of MG McManus and COL (P) Radin, and anyone in the military can confirm this, is that one of the jobs of an officer is to mentor younger officers.  Because of our travel schedule, I took this opportunity - having some of my officers already here in DC – to bring a couple of them here today.  This will give them some insight into what the ICAP is about as they work the ammunition programs.   I also took the opportunity to invite Major Hitt and Major Robbins who were actually on the ground in Iraq from an acquisition point of view.  They brought back a lot of pictures and we’ll show you what they did over there – they’ll be giving a presentation later this morning. I know MG McManus also had folks over there.  So, that’s one piece we’ll be covering today.  This is a great opportunity today for them and for you to see what they do.

I’d also like to welcome everybody. I see some new faces today and it’s good to have you here.

Welcome and Opening Remarks by Robert R. Harris, ICAP Co-chair
Good morning and welcome.  We’re seeing a lot of things changing in organizations, and a lot of what people are going to talk about today are those changes.  We’re going to talk about the changes at Field Support Command, PEO Ammo, and ARDEC, so it’s important we understand these changes and understand how we’re all going to work together. We’ll spend time covering that later today.  If you notice, we are three floors down – that was very intentional so you can’t use your cell phones or blackberries.  

A couple of points I’d like to make about today.  I’m going to ask that there be a closing session with just the ICAP members themselves at the end of the day. We have a number of administrative items to discuss. We have a number of people that will no longer be with the ICAP after the next meeting.  In February, My tenure as Co-chair ends, so we have to start looking at replacements for myself as well as for a number of other members whose tenure is coming to completion.  To do that, I have asked MG McManus to concede some time during his 8:30-9:30 time slot.  There may be a few revisions to the agenda today as we go along in order to focus on the items we really need to cover, so I ask for your cooperation as we move forward.  Last item – we have some new people here today and quite a few guests, so I’d like us to go around the room and introduce ourselves.

MG McManus: Transforming Logistics…A Joint Approach 

I’m going to lay out a handful of charts for you. This briefing has made its way through some pretty significant folks of late.  Yesterday morning I briefed the new CG of Air Force Material Command and I’ve also briefed this to the Commander of Transportation Command.  It lays out where the AFSC is going. I’m going to get into a couple of structure charts so you will begin to see how we’ll fit the AFSC/JMC into a future battle space.  

Chart 2 of 16: Purpose

The AFSC construct is about fixing today’s logistics problems. We’ve done a lot of work and studies.  Today, if you can’t spell joint, you better go do something else because it’s all about Jointness. We in the Army have not done a very good job of playing the joint role.  The Army cannot do it alone, so we’re looking at how we can begin to shape some ideas about Jointness from the Army perspective.  General Shoomaker is a “Joint” guy – it’s all he’s ever done.  Joint is okay as long as the service you’re dealing with doesn’t perceive that they are going to lose anything.  So this is a challenge for us.

Chart 3 of 16 – Agenda 

These are the kind of things I’m going to cover with you today.  You can engage me along the way with any questions you may have.

Chart 4 of 16 – Army Logistics Transformation…Sustaining Combat Power

The next couple of charts will set the stage for changes in attitude.  This is a chart I used when I was doing Army Logistic Transformation.  The center piece of this chart in Tan, that’s a direct lift from our transformation campaign, and it’s based upon the shortfalls listed on the lower left.  On the lower right, we’re working the issues: Strategic mobility/deployment, reducing the sustainment footprint (this is a big issue), and reducing the cost of logistics.  These are the three basic tenants of our Logistics Transformation Program.  We’re working under the Four Capstone Concepts, which are DoD based. They are: Joint Logistics Corporate Enterprise, Distribution Based Logistics, Demand Reduction and Performance Based Logistics.

Chart 5 of 16 – Building & Sustaining Combat Power…The Changing Framework

This chart is interesting because the upper half of this chart shows how the Army has changed going from a very passive combat service support structure to a maneuver sustainment. The left side of the chart being more passive and the right being more active.  What you see there is a comparison of the kinds of tasks and the changing framework.  For example, the last item in the upper section states Order Ship Time. On the right it’s now called Time Definite Delivery.  If you tell me something is going to be there, I expect it to be there at that precise point.  There are some other caveats as well.  It needs to be there at the designated time and in a usable condition – a condition as it is intended to be used.  It’s amazing sometimes in the distribution process that the product does not end up like it started.   There are some key elements here. As you look at distribution, and I suspect you face this in the corporate sectors, you lay your metrics across segments, and each segment will try to optimize its own segment. These are the kind of things we’re facing right now.

The next section on this chart shows Army Material Command.  My challenge, and Bob (Radin’s) faces the same challenge along with me, is getting people to see you as you are versus how you used to be.  You can look at the old AMC as an example.  The left and right sides list the old versus the new.  But today, you go into the Army Material Command; you need to be tactical, operational and strategic. You can’t wait to be asked…you have to anticipate and integrate your solutions.  The last one listed here is a problem for us. AMC is typically “Process Driven” versus “Effectiveness Focused” and the two don’t even come close. For example, you let the resource managers run the process, they don’t care about effectiveness.  But this is how AMC is going about today and tomorrow’s logistics balance.  If you look at this you can begin to see why we have to change how we do business, both in the AFSC and the JMC.

Chart 6 of 16 – OIF Logistics Lessons Learned

These are the emerging lessons learned from Operation Iraqi Freedom.  I’ve highlighted in purple the things that are important. During this year we learned some huge lessons in distribution in that regard. Deploy, Employ, Sustain (DES), that’s straightforward.  The issue we’re working now with the AFSC and TRANSCOM is the issue of Process Command Control. I’m going to make a disparaging statement here.  If any branch can making something simple into something complicated, it’s the Transportation Corp.  There are so many little segments and units. We’re working now on this distribution process, which affects all of us because it’s an issue in Munitions. It’s how effectively you move things through a distribution system. A lot of work is being put forth into that right now. 

Chart 7 of 16 – Integrating Joint Logistics Seamlessly into the Battlespace

What you’re seeing here is today’s doctrine. What we have to do is move to a “purple” role here. It’s amazing how changes begin to take place. There is no Legacy, Interim or Objective Force. It is Current Force and Future Force. We are focusing on a joint battle space – full integration here.  I have said the following, “If anybody is Joint today, its ammunition.”  

Chart 8 of 16 – The Logistics Transformation Environment

This is an interesting chart and a bit disturbing.  Everyone is working Transformation. If you look at all the concepts on the left side of the chart, those are all being worked by the people on the right side of the chart. The problem is that people are not talking to each other and that is a problem as we begin to tackle this problem.  My point is it’s great to “move out”, but we’ve got to have some one who is going to integrate this across the spectrum. The guy who is in the best position to do that today is the CG of TRANSCOM because he is a combatant commander. There are some huge challenges we face from a distribution standpoint, whether it is ammunition or pre-position, and we’re trying to work some concepts now.  And then we have BRAC on top of OCONUS basing/structure changes and us.   I was talking to Dale Adams, beforehand here, there are going to be dramatic changes in Europe over the next 18 to 24 months - equally dramatic, but maybe not to the same extent in the Pacific. And we don’t know where BRAC is going to take us right now. In fact, the OSD pitch is “Transformation through Joint Base Realignment Closure.” It’s a very different process, and I’ll tell you this, as compared to BRAC 95, this BRAC will not be a random picking. In this process, the services will be given plans to execute, not to “choose from” and “discuss”.  The point here is that over the next two or three years, change is going to be at warp speed and we can’t begin to fathom how dramatic it’s going to be and we need to be flexible and adaptable throughout the process. There will not be long lead times and I think execution times will be very short.  This administration is not going to drag things out.  

Chart 9 of 16 – The Distribution Process

The Distribution Process has been a topic of debate; what has emerged in Iraqi Freedom from a forward logistics perspective as well as from a reverse logistics perspective.  I don’t care what the commodity is, it can be bullets or tank engines, what we’re beginning to believe as you connect the dots from origin, through enroute, to POE/POD through destination, it does not stand alone and work perfectly.  The ovals in red on the chart are actually targets of opportunity for us to work because that is where the biggest breakdowns take place.   And, not everything we issue gets consumed.  A lot of time you issue too much and you have to get things back and sometimes things get battle dated.  Even with ammunition we’re starting to do reverse logistics.  The Army and Marine corps are pretty much together on their reverse logistics side, but the Air Force is not playing.  There are some huge opportunities in this whole process and you’re going to hear a lot more about this with TRANSCOM running this distribution process.  But remember, the key thing is “Origin”. This fits perfectly with the Command and JMC in centralizing munitions management. If you look at stock location, realization and so forth, it gets the better focus of the argument and we’ll continue to work that concept.  The challenge now is to make it more and more joint from a realization perspective.

Chart 10 of 16 – Support/Advocate, Reach-back Deployment/Redeployment

There is a lot of debate right now on the AFSC, whether the “A” should be a “J” in terms of “Joint Field Support Command”.   We don’t know where this is going to go.  The Air Force’s position is that we don’t need anymore joint organizations – we have enough.  What we find here is that people are taking stances today because of concern about where we are going from a Joint perspective. When you look at the ovals on the chart, these are the things that AFSC is going today.  What we are targeting within the command is support for the Commands, advocacy for them, and reach-back. What we’re seeing today with rotations is that someone must be in charge of deployment support and redeployment support.  For example, there is no peer support in the Command today. A big part of what the AFSC will be doing is filling that void in terms of having paid TSC orientation to support deployment and redeployment of forces. The munitions piece is still joint coming and going. Preposition is going to change somewhat, maybe dramatically.  I think we’ll end up having a pre-position state in Iraq.  What you’re finding here is that our battle space is changing and this is where we’re going with the AFSC. We’re building an organization that’s allowing us to operate.

Chart 11 of 16 – CONUS Based Sustainment Support

I’m going back to the concept of CONUS theater support command.  Now with the establishment of Northern Command (NORCOM) even that battlespace is changing from days gone by. We believe there is a role for the AFSC to play in terms of national maintenance of a single stock fund. The AFSC staff doesn’t agree with that. This is a changing dimension and all of you face this on the munitions side of Homeland Defense. In the GOGOs there have been a lot of lessons over the last year about site security; what you do with the GOCOs and different organizations and plants and so forth.  Homeland Defense and Security touches all of us – whether it’s GOGOs or GOCOs. We believe there is a huge role we should be playing as advocates for you (industry) in that respect. I still contend that our political masters do not largely understand this piece of the industry.  I believe there is going to be an emerging role for the DoD for Class 5 Distribution and Logistics.

Chart 12 of 16 – AFSC/JMC Structure – HQ only Near Term

Let me give you the big picture and walk you through what you see here on the two organizations. This is important.  We’re trying the Lean the organization. Remember a couple of guys said they work for both McManus and Radin?  What we have in this concept is that we have one core staff serving two commands. What is separate is the installations piece, the G3 and the support operations G4 and the AFSC are stand alone structures today. At the core you have the personnel, intelligence, G5, G6, G8, and contracting working under a chief and a deputy chief. I have two 15’s – the chief works primarily for me and the deputy who is a 15 works primarily for Bob Radin.  The point here is that we can’t afford to have duplicate staff because it’s inefficient and not cost effective.  This is today, only by terms of who is assigned. I’ll show you what it’s going to look like in the future.  All we did was reverse the structure. We’re trying to crank in how we use our individual mobilization positions. We’re trying to find ways to increase the authorizations.  It goes back to trying to get the right skill sets so you have people who are operation oriented in this organization.  These two become the stand alones in terms of the community needs and this becomes a common process.  I’ve got a personal staff and Bob (Radin) actually taps into that. We’re both tapping into the same structure. There is a little trepidation when coming into a structure like this, but I think we’re working our way through the issues.

Chart 13 of 16 – JMC Structure

This is Bob (Radin’s) organization and breaks down the details of this G3. You’ll see a lot of things here you’re familiar with, with some slight modification. We can make this available to you if you want so you can have an idea of the substructure.  In this regard, if you take a look at the structure, working with Paul (Izzo’s) organization, and then getting into the CAM organization – we’re going to expand this more. We’re going to drive Readiness.  You see here Quality Directorate and Security Assistance. There is a big debate today about Security Systems belonging to USASAC, and then the Munitions Base.  And last the DAC (Defense Ammunition Center).

Chart 14 of 16 – AFSC/JMC Structure – HQ only, Concept Plan Structure FY 06

This is where we think this thing could go. There is some discussion about whether or not you need to have two commands, but for the time being, we’re going to leave it this way. What we’re getting at here on the AFSC side is to get back to a two-star in the JMC and looking at a purely joint organization across DoD for ammo log. The reason this is looking at a three-star is because the current plan is that the AFSC assume command control of the overseas theater support commands.  We’re working through this and it’s a very emotional issue.  But the fact is – what we’re seeing at OIF is that TFCs cannot go it alone here. 
Chart 15 of 16 - Evolution to Joint

There has been a lot of discussion about the notion of Global Support Command. This becomes the “odd sock.”  DLA works for a political appointee and they cover all the commodities of Class 5.  We’re going to take these out for the current discussion.  AMC is working with TRANSCOM working with the Air Force Materiel Command, the theaters and the TSCs. There are tie-ins with the service logistics commands. The bottom line, by default we will end up having a global support command without having a formal command structure. This has huge implications for this sector as well as others along the way. This is the path we’re traveling.  And that’s where we are right now. 

Chart 16 of 16 – The Way Ahead…Partnering for the Future

TRANSCOM, DLA, AMC and sister services need to develop a strategic alliance.

Standup an AFSC with TSCs assigned.

Test concept in Korea during Spring 04 JRSO&I…finalize concept no later than June 2004.

BG Paul S. Izzo – PEO Ammunition Joint Lethality

Chart 2 of 15 – Poster / We make the ammo…you make the difference.

I’ve had some smaller copies of the posters made if you want them. If you contact my office, you can get some bigger ones. 

Chart 3 of 15 – PEO Ammo Organization

Our organization is pretty flat at the top.  You see Kevin Fahey and Matt Zimmerman at the top.  Then you see my four PM’s listed. This is a great team doing a great job at Picatinny.

Chart 4 of 15 – Where we are Today?

We are working Single Manager for Conventional and Advanced Ammo as fast as we can. I have COL Jeff Gwilliam going around and working with the other services.  You can read down and see some of the key points listed.  04-service funding comes from PEO Ammo.  We have that now. All five officers at the SMCA level are trying to build those bridges and get them more in tune to what we do. We’re working real hard with the folks at JMC and the smart guys over there to get metrics so we can both, between us and JMC, work the SMCA mission.

Chart 5 of 15 – PEO Religion

We’re instilling discipline across the board with all of our people at JMC and the guys at Picatinny, not that there was not discipline before. We are trying to document this more and have processes that are the same.  As MG McManus said earlier, in some ways they had a better way of doing things and in other areas we had a better way. What we’re doing is taking those, putting them together and moving forward. 

Six Sigma – our folks have been involved in this. MG McManus’ staff and my staff are sitting at the tables together, hand-in-hand, as we go through this, with several people taking different projects. This is a good-news story. And, we’re trying to use those Six Sigma principles. Again, not that there were not good principles before, but this documents it and puts everyone on the same sheet to move forward.  Then we have Industrial Base Strategic Plan. Matt (Zimmerman) and his crew have worked really hard on this.  Matt can get you a copy of that if you want.  In Demil, we had an overarching strategy. Mr. Bolton took a look at that a couple of weeks ago. He’s happy with it. He had some comments and we put those fixes in. Again, if you want a copy of the draft, get with my office or PM Demil and we’ll show you what we’re doing there.  And also, Lean principles, what we want to do in the whole process across the board in PEO Ammo.

Chart 6 of 15 – Near-term Focus

As my staff and I have our weekly “thinking” sessions around the table, these are the things we came up with that we all agreed on. These are the kind of things that we have to look at. We have to establish consistent processes across the PEO. These are all extremely important.  We’re managing family by family. For the first time we’re looking at POM. 

Chart 7 of 15 – Close Combat Support to U.S. Military Actions

I’ll just give a brief introduction. Major Joe Hitt is going to get up here first and then Major Jason Robbins. These guys were over there (in Iraq) and they’re going to give you a picture tour of what they saw.

Charts 8-15 / No Discussion

MAJ Joe Hitt and MAJ Jason Robbins from PM Close Combat Systems presented a pictorial overview from their deployment to Kuwait from 
February – June 2003. They were deployed with the ASAALT Task Force in support of the coalition forces. Due to the number (134) and large file size of the presentation, these photos are not included in the printed version of these Minutes.  Instead, a CD ROM of their presentation has been provided.

MAJ Joe Hitt – Slide 3 / Mission Statement

We are here today to quickly describe for you the mission and task organization of the ASAALT Task Force. We will predominately spend our 15 minutes apiece talking to you about our support during the fight. We are going to do that mostly with pictures. We have over 100 pictures, but we’re going to go through them very quickly. 

Our Mission Statement was created by COL McCoy. He was PM Bradley, now he’s Bradley and Abrams, in conjunction with General Boles from AMC. They sat down together based on some conversations between Generals Cauldwell and Kern. 

We went there, predominately in the beginning, to do this – account for people. There was some discussion this morning about civilians on the battlefield. General Kern and Cauldwell wanted to know how we account for these civilians.  Who owns these people? Who’s going to make sure they stay alive and that they are uniformed and linked up to the right military unit?  So that’s how we came to be.   

Chart 4 – Organization

This chart outlines the organization of the ASAALT Task Force.  

Pictorials followed

Matt Zimmerman – PEO Ammo Industrial Base Strategic Planning & ICAP Actions

Chart 1 of 23 – Cover 

I’m going to give you a quick overview on what we’re doing relative to Industrial Base Management and then hit on some ICAP Actions and what we did to address those actions.

Chart 2 of 23 – Industrial Base Management

This chart summarizes the overall mission that we have focused on regarding Integrated Supply Chain Management; really working to ensure the ammo producers are able to respond to our current and future requirements with a goal of optimizing how we go about planning and making decisions that affect the preparedness of our industrial base. When we are integrating, I’m talking about integrating our industrial base capability assessments, production base planning, manufacturing technology planning and resourcing with our acquisition planning and investments.

The last bullet on this chart, Implement Section 806, for those that are not aware of it, that is a law that provides the single manager for conventional ammo the ability to restrict a particular procurement to the U.S. and Canada to maintain a particular supplier of ammunition, whether it’s a component or a capability. That also required all the services to provide us their acquisition plans for review.  Also, before they release a solicitation on conventional ammo we review and approve it.  So that’s our tool to help integrate all the services’ needs and understand what they are doing and influence how they go about buying ammunition that supports our industrial base.  Our integrative product team is shown here. The point I want to make there is that we opened our doors to industry, other services and other OTAs to ensure their voices were heard as we go about planning for Industrial Base Supply Chain Management. 

Chart 3 of 23 – PEO Ammunition Industrial Base Office

This chart just shows who is who within my particular organization. I also want to emphasize here our linkage with the Joint Munitions Command.


Chart 4 of 23 – PEO Ammo Funding

This chart shows the overall PEO Ammo funding. It shows the RDT&E versus the red, which is procurement.

Chart 5 of 23 – Production Base Funding

This chart gets into the money that comes in that goes directly into the production base.  It shows our RDT&E line and then the industrial facilities, maintenance and inactive facilities, layaway of inactive facilities and then the armament retooling manufacturing support.  This shows the peeks from this level and Congressional plus ups. Same thing with RDT&E level – this is congressionally supported.

Chart 6 of 23 – Feedback from PEO Industrial Base Management Meetings

On this chart I wanted to share with you some feedback we’ve received from briefings at the various levels within DA headquarters and Mr. Bolton. Essentially, the essence of this briefing is what our IPT is doing in an integrative fashion and where we are trying to go. We briefed Mr. Bolton, and then he told us to go brief Dr. Fiori, who is the Installation and Environment Assistant Secretary who has the responsibility for all privatization. Dr. Fiori is a unique guy. He’s a Navy guy with a PhD in Physics from MIT. His mind goes a mile second and it’s tough to keep him pinned down, but he supported these divestiture test cases. Back in March, Secretary White laid out a memo based on AMC work and the RAND Study: Thou shall not do anything relative to divestiture outside the BRAC process. So, our IPT work pretty much went into hover mode. However, Mr. Bolton has stated that if there is a “golden nugget” out there that is not controversial; we should pursue it if it makes sense. The reason why is that we have a lot of liabilities with these GOCOs. We’re spending a lot of money. We’re subsidizing some of them, so if there is an area where we can move out and do a test case in the best interest of the government and the warfighter – let’s do it. 

We briefed Mr. Brownlee on 19 June and at the same time we talked about what we’re doing with GOCOs in general. This was a briefing from myself, JMC and AMC representatives.  He liked the idea of us working to see what we can do to make the GOCOs more efficient. We have 11 of them and we have the liability for them. Mr. Brownlee said for us to go in there and find out if it stinks.  If it’s rotten come back and tell him and we’ll get out.  If we need it, tell me that and he’ll support us as we go forward to help modernize and make it more efficient.

MG McManus’ thrust to me was to look at optimization and emphasize that, and really be a champion of PO’s and integrate their industrial base needs.

We went to see General Kern as well. His direction to us was to ensure the product is always available and then look at the top issues that he needs to be aware of so he can support us as we go forward to get resourcing to fix the problems.

Chart 7 of 23 – Key IPT Activities

Next are a couple charts on things that we are doing – our strategic planning, IPT.

We’ve developed a strategic plans draft form with goals and objectives, and how we’re going to get to those objectives. We’re moving out with an Industrial Base Baseline primarily to understand what is the condition of the base so we can measure how well, or not so well, the initiatives we embark on work.  We have a series of metrics, one being the key munitions metrics developed by JMC to see if the supply chain can meet the current requirements. From there we get more into acquisition and engineering metrics. 

Regarding the bullet that refers to Environmental Characterization, we moved on that early during the RAND Study activities and the JMC Business Case Analysis. When there’s a decision to move out to do a lease or a sell of a facility, first we have to understand the environmental condition of the facility. We finished Phase 1 for all of the plants and now we’re getting into the Phase 2 effort where we are going to go through a test case. MG McManus is working Louisiana. Let’s put all our resources there because the first thing we have to do is understand the environmental problems before we transfer the ownership to anyone – whether government or private. 

A couple of others things listed here – Manufacturing Modernization Initiatives.

We’re looking at future requirements. What do we need to ensure that we can transfer the technology into production?  Single Point Failures – we’ve teamed up with ARDEC – I’ll address this in a later chart relating to Single Point Failures.

Chart 8 of 23 – Key IPT Activities Continued

Industrial Base Database – working with the JMC, who has really taken the lead on this working with the Air Force, and then we helped champion it.  It’s an automated planning tool where we characterize the base as far as their production capacities and what are the choke points associated with the supply chain so that our acquisition community can make better decisions on how they are going to synchronize their buys so we don’t go down a tap where there is a big choke point.  It’s an analysis to an existing database. 

Revision of Planning/ Replenishment Requirements – the way our IPT is looking at it now, based on the economic realities of what we have and where we’re investing, we’re working to focus on a one ship bases to meet our requirements with a limited surge capability for main munitions used in battle.  It’s that limited surge capability that’s a tough one to define.   

Twin Cities, one of the plants that MG McManus has access to ownership initiated on it – that’s something that’s coming back and our IPT is working together because that has a particular fuze capability that we want to see maintained, at least through the end of its contract, so we don’t want GSA going in and pushing these guys out because we need those fuzes for medium caliber.

Chart 9 of 23 – Industrial Base Strategy Scope

Many of you have seen this already. We have a Vision and five key Strategic Goals that we are working toward.  We’ve developed strategies to get to those objectives and then outcomes if we meet those objectives.  The Strategic Plan is really going to be our framework on how we’re going to operate to address supply chain ammo and production issues. 

Chart 10 of 23 – Overarching Strategies

The overarching strategies are shown here. Where the acquisitions go is really going to be the lifeblood of our supply chain, and we understand that. We want to ensure that given the fluctuation of requirements, to the best of our ability we try to level out those acquisitions so we focus on the capabilities of the supply chain that we need to maintain. And then apply those investments accordingly.

Systems acquisition – that’s the direction we’re going.  There are still some component breakouts. The Air Force does some component breakouts, but the general trend is Systems Acquisition. That gives us a particular challenge on maintaining the vitality of the base when we get down into the sub-tier suppliers.  That’s where the beauty of Section 806 comes in. Being within the single manager for conventional ammo, we can look through the acquisition and where we see a particular problem with a supplier or capability that needs to be preserved within the U.S. or Canada, we can interject ourselves there and provide some influence.

Chart 11 of 23 – Goal #5: Incentivize Industry to Reinvest in Capital Equipment and Processes

We have over 44 different strategies that we tried to condense as much as possible.  I selected Goal #5 here.  How do we incentivize industry so we can modernize or utilize the equipment? This chart shows our objectives, outcomes and strategies. The green indicates that we’ve taken action and are working that. The red is where we have not directly taken steps to formulate how we’re going to do it. These are the strategies that we will be implementing this fiscal year. There are a lot of roadblocks and impediments to doing this, but some times it just makes sense.

Chart 12 of 23 – Mapping of Manufacturing Capabilities & Technologies

This chart is just an example of some of the work done where we captured all our requirements that we are buying. The message I want to get across is that we accessed all our end-items (this is still ongoing) against the capabilities required to make those end-items and we broke them into sectors: Energetics, LAP, Fuze, Sensors & Electronics and Metal Parts. We tried to indicate if we had a good understanding. Are we exercising that capability? If not, we linked it up with our future requirement – where we’re going to buy it. If there is a red indication then we have to focus our energies there.  We have to make sure we understand that process and then fix that problem so we can produce the item when it pops up on our procurement screens.

This chart also gives you an appreciation for the data overload we go through. It’s not all encompassing, but that’s why we are developing this automated knowledge base database so we can make decisions. Through this data base we can ask what are the single point failures and it will print it out for you right away and identify the choke points associated with that item.  

Chart 13 of 23 – Ammo Single Point Failures

This chart lists the Single Point Failures.  ARDEC is my lead on this. The analysis is still ongoing, but we have a 120 Single Point Failures to date.  Of those, there are 8 foreign sources.  There are two red, meaning we have a problem there and 24 are amber.

Chart 14 of 23 – Sample Industrial Base Initiatives (RDTE Projects)

I want to give you an idea here of some of our manufacturing initiatives to help inject knowledge and let industry leverage some of our efforts.  This is a Twin Screw Extruder that just started popping on. It takes less of a footprint, requires less touch labor to help you make propellant and energetic materials and that’s being proven out this year at ARDEC. 

Baled Cotton Linters was an issue with the Berry Amendment.  We have to buy CONUS unless you have a waiver on the Berry Amendment.  What we’ve done is that we’ve worked to get a machine that helps chop off the sheeted cotton linters so that its properties emulate that of baled cotton linters so we can make nitrocellulose. And that is being done out at Radford this year. 

We are working with Armtec Defense Products as part of the manufacturing technology dollar and carrying over into my life cycle pilot processing dollars and working with them to help them out with the mortar increments.  Metal Matrix Composites – that’s a new plus up this year and I encourage you all so you can get involved and see what’s going on here in metal matrix composites.   Mortar fins is one area where we’re having problems and we’re working through this consortium to rectify the problems with the metal matrix composites.  

Chart 15 of 23 – Factoring Industrial Base into the Acquisition Process

This chart hits on the Acquisition Process. I hit on our SMCA Industrial Base Management Database to improve our decision-making. We had a dry run out of JMC in September. Our PMs will see it October 22nd and then we will work further with JMC to continue its improvement.

What this chart is showing you is a theme of how we are trying to do things systematically and formulate programs that make sense as we go forward with what is the best value, and best for the warfighter.

Science Based Production is part of the manufacturing technology. It’s a systematic process. Understanding how the process works is important so that if we lose a particular supplier, we understand the process and can transfer it to another industry partner.

Chart 16 of 23 – Industrial Base Summary

This chart is a quick summary of how we are working collectively and jointly to ensure we have a strategy to ensure the Industrial Base Supply Chain and Production Supply Chain.

Chart 17 of 23 – ICAP Actions February 2003 Meeting

This chart lists some of the action items that were presented at the last meeting in February.  

Chart 18 of 23 – ICAP Action: Fuze

OSD formed a fuze IPT and I’ve worked with them. They’re part of my overall IPT. I’ve looked to them to work the fuze issues.  Eric Guerrazzi has also been very instrumental in this activity.  

We had a workshop back in July and brought in Industry. They all had a dialogue with us in an open forum, and then we had them come in individually and talk to us about their issues and their problems so that we can collectively work those problems.  

I also want to point out that DCMA was tasked to go out and look at what is going on at all the fuze bases.  They’re going into plants and talking to the people and they’ve knocked off a few of those already.

Chart 19 of 23 – ICAP Action: Medium Caliber Supply Chain Issues

We had a meeting with Amron, a key medium caliber case supplier, to see what problems they have. They have some deficiencies and we’re addressing those right now. We’re looking at what it will take to help them facilitate modernizing their particular equipment.  

The PM MAS general acquisition approach is listed here. Its performance based  – systems 20 through 30, and focused on TDPs, particularly in R&D. Once you get into production, they want TDP’s.  40mm grenades – component breakout - we could be going more toward a system approach, but that is still in dialogue.

Chart 20 of 23 – Medium Caliber Production

You’ve probably seen this chart at the APBI. It came from PM MAS business group.

It shows the items and checks off if there is any exercising of procurement for those particular end items.  This includes some of the recent supplemental items.

Chart 21 of 23 – Medium Caliber Funding

Here we are showing the fluctuation in procurement funding. This is not all services, only what PM MAS is buying right now.

Chart 22 of 23 – Upcoming R&D Contracts

This shows some R&D contracts that are coming down the pipe.

Chart 23 of 23 – ICAP Action: Large Cal Steel & Weld Wire

This topic was brought to our attention by Jim Flaherty. In conjunction with JMC and ARDEC, we’re trying to do some homework on this subject. What it came down to was the HFL wants steel in the weld wire and there is only one supplier.  Eight weeks is the lead time that Chamberlain gets. Typically it’s a 20 week lead-time, but due to their relationship with their supplier, they are able to get priority and meet the 8 weeks. The weld wire is another only source.  The other issue that is so unique from this one particular supplier is that he is so consistent in being able to have that quality. If we lose that particular supplier, we could be in real jeopardy. 

Right now we do have a recent award on M795. The Marine Corp has a supplemental thrown into it as well, so we’re pretty good on this item for the next few years. 

GEZA Pap – The New ARDEC Organization

The one point I want to make is that we didn’t reorganize because we thought we were screwed up, we reorganized because we had a structure that was put in place 20 years ago. It was a structure that was put in place when we were going through a downsizing.  It was a structure that was focused on protecting our work on commodities and products.  When we looked at the future of Transformation, we decided it was time to relook at the whole picture.  A lot of good people were involved in this restructuring.  I hope this will help you understand where we are trying to go.

Chart 2 of 8 – The New Organizational Design

When we decided to do the restructuring, these are things we were focusing on. Some of the things that we did were because of feedback from customers and industry. There is the issue of RDECOM, a technology based organization.  A change in AMC on how the organizations will be split.  Flexibility and agility were key.  We are getting very unique demands in the last few months from the field that we must respond to quickly.  We can’t do that with a static, bureaucratic organization.  Process oriented – that is a fairly standard thing for ARDEC. It’s a carry over from the old days. Accelerated development is going to be a challenge for RDECOM to get product and technology out to the field quicker.  Synergistic collaboration is not just internal to ARDEC. It is very clear to us that we have Industry partners and other government agents and we must work with all of them. If we don’t, the accelerated development is not going to happen. We must exploit these partnerships to the utmost.  This is basically the framework of how we went about setting up our new organization.

Chart 3 of 8 -  Three Major Changes

The right side of the chart shows the three major changes that we are making. The first one, Product Based Structure, I’ve already covered. Instead of product based, we’re moving to a capability/competency based structure.  The second bullet, Single Point of Entry for Customers, is very key to us. We’ve had customer feedback that there are too many points of entry and therefore, not a consistent corporate response.   We even found that, on occasion, we were marketing out of different groups in ARDEC with conflicting sales pitches.  That of course, did not help industry.  

Chart 4 of 8 – ARDEC Reorganization Elements and Enhancements

The structure that we came up with is a large group called the Future Armament Engineering Center (FAEC) that contains the competence. This is the technology base – 1700 plus people – broken out into different competencies.  The Armaments Systems Integration Center (ASIC) is the focus on product. That’s where our Project Managers and our lifecycle issues are located. The focus there is product.  The third one, Enterprise Management Directorate (EMD) is essentially how we act as a single organization.

Chart 5 of 8 – The New ARDEC is Designed Around Five Key Areas

This chart outlines the five key areas around which we’ve based the new ARDEC.

You’ll notice here we’re moving to a Rapid Technology Transition. 

Chart 6 of 8 – The New ARDEC Detailed Organization Structure

This chart outlines the people making up the structure. You’ll recognize many of the names plugged in here. You’ll be able to see this better in your printed package.

Chart 7 of 8 – The New Structure Expedites Projects Through Clear Lines of Responsibility

We start here with the customer and then the business interface (perhaps from a bid if you will). Behind them is the team who assembles the proposal. If that is acceptable in dollars, the IPT is formed and you can see here how the responsibilities flow. 

Chart 8 of 8 – The New ARDEC

I’ve outlined here that the new ARDEC is: 1) Committed to Excellence; 2) Improved Customer Satisfaction and; 3) Rapid Technology Maturity.

Mark McCormick – 2004 Munitions Executive Summit / Proposed Agenda

This will show what is coming up for the 2004 Munitions Executive Summit.  I think everyone knows that one of the activities of the munitions division is that we head up the planning, and we have a Steering Committee to do this. We’ve selected Tampa, Florida as the site for next year’s conference. It will be held at the Hyatt Regency.  It will start Tuesday evening, February 17 with a reception, followed by a day and a half program on February 18 and 19th.  The conference is a week later than usual. One of the reasons for that is because we are trying to facilitate better participation on the Congressional side and also, our current invitee for Key Note Speaker is Congressman Young. The week that we’re having the event – that Monday is President’s Day – which is traditionally a Congressional recess. 

The names on the far right indicate who on the steering committee has action for the various agenda activities.  The theme for this year’s summit is, “The Ammunition Enterprise – Ready Today, Ready Tomorrow”.  What we are trying to do at the next summit will expand on a lot of what I’ve heard here today.  

Someone asked me what we mean by the “Ammunition Enterprise”. What we mean is that is both the government and industry team are trying to address, as our world has changed, being ready for today and tomorrow. That includes resourcing, acquisition and production.

There are several members of the Steering Committee here today:  Bob Crawford, Matt Zimmerman and Rich Palaschak.  One key thing from the Jointness we’re trying to bring here is the Service Perspective.  The PEO has the action and Kevin Fahey and Matt Zimmerman are working on invites to get the other services to come and speak from their perspective on ammunition.   You see listed here the Army, Air Force, Navy and Marines. 

The last panel that’s listed the, “Challenges Panel – Ready Tomorrow” is something we’re still trying to pull together. Listed at the bottom are some additional actions still being worked.  We’ve also added something new for next year.  The last half of the day on Thursday, February 19th, we’ve added a golf outing.  

The Steering Committee really sees a great opportunity with next year’s summit to recognize the challenges that the ammunition enterprise faces from both government and industry. 

Robert Crawford – Lessons Learned, Operation Iraqi Freedom

What I did here was to try to structure some good and some bad and show where we are today.  I think it’s good to celebrate the things we did right, but it’s a continuous improvement and we need to address what we fell short on in providing excellence to our soldiers in the field.

Chart 2 of 10 – SWA Ammunition Operations Incorporating Desert Storm Lessons Learned

One of the things we did well was Containerization of the Ammunition. We did it all in bulk shipping the first time around and almost all the shipment was through containerization.  We improved the transportation and minimized packaging and there was less damage – much less than what we saw in the 1990’s with Desert Storm.  There were more configured loads to support the warfighter more quickly.  We did a better job in push packages to maneuver units operating in Iraq.

Chart 3 of 10 - SWA Ammunition Operations Incorporating Desert Storm Lessons Learned

Early insertion of the QASAS - We did better job in getting our quality ammunition specialists in the field preparing the battle place, explosive safety, storage locations for the ammunition, maintaining the ammunition etc.   We still have some improvements to do on planning - making sure we do a better job on planning, which will improve and increase readiness.  We still don’t communicate perfectly yet, but we’ve come a long way in being able to communicate with what the customer needs and being more responsive to make sure we meet critical issues faster.  

Chart 4 of 10 – JMC G3/G4 Lessons Learned: Information Technology

This shows some of the problem areas with information technology and the solutions. We had some places where we had a major order and our system crashed on us so we had to redo things manually. Now we are putting new systems and computers in place.  We’re making sure the system is flexible and adaptable. And, we’re making sure we can be responsive.  RF Tagging was a problem and we’re working this to make sure we have 100% coverage.  We’re looking at not only pushing the containers off with RF Tags, but how we can get them back with RF Tags.  If you don’t have a tag on the container to quickly tell you the contents, you don’t know what’s in them without opening all of them.  And, we’ll continue to work on software shortfalls and serial numbers.

Chart 5 of 10 – JMC G3/G4 Lessons learned: Requisition Process

We will continue to work on the requisition process to make sure we do better. There is a tremendous amount of requisition volume and they are typically needed in 48 hours.  We’ve got a new system to handle this and we’ve seen progress already. We want to be able to look at how to process them as a whole, as a “push package” Our long-term goal is to have a realization concept where we can be more responsive. Right now we’re taking baby steps, but still making headway.

Phone-out requisitions – how we communicate to the depots.  We’ve found our process here is broken. The commanders in the depots didn’t get all orders so we’re looking at how to make sure we have 100% contact so a requisition is not lost.  This is still people sensitive and we’re looking at how to full proof this a little more. We are looking at how to close the loop between JMC and the depot commander to make sure we’re not missing things for the warfighter. 

Chart 6 of 10 – JMC G3/G4 Lessons Learned: Railcars/Containers

Here are some things you don’t always think about. There is a major shortage of containers. We’re looking into availability. Do we buy more? Stockpile them? 

Chart 7 of 10 – MTMC Ports Lessons Learned: Vessel Preplanning and Container Tracking

We’re changing some of the port of debarkations. There are backlogs and so much ammunition has to be pushed out.  We have a target going one direction when all of a sudden there’s a change and it needs shipped someplace else.  This creates a lot of issues.

Chart 8 of 10 – Services Lessons Learned

You’ll see some commonality here with other previous charts.  We did better in some areas but we still didn’t do very well in others.  We’re working all these issues

Chart 9 of 10 – Production Lessons Learned

These were discussed earlier today: Condition Code; Foreign Reliance and Support During Contingency; and Variant Uses of Weapon Systems Changes Performance of Ammunition. Variant of weapon system changes – this was an issue we had on a 789 that was qualified for the Apache, but Special Forces used it on their Blackhawk and had a problem because we didn’t fully understand how it would be used. It jammed the gun and caused a problem in that bird. 

Chart 10 of 10 – Current Operations in Theater SWA Class V Reset

The number one thing I didn’t put on this chart is the number one question we get asked – how much ammunition did we consume? From an Army perspective, we still don’t know.  

Robert Crawford – Drill Down on Munitions Readiness

I don’t want to repeat too much on what’s already been said, so I’ll move through this quickly.

Chart 2 of 11 – Munitions Readiness Report

The MRR is divided by Tank, Small/Medium Cal, Artillery and Support Items.

Chart 3 of 11 – Munitions Readiness Drivers

This shows the four categories: on hand, serviceability, quality and production base.

Chart 4 of 11 – Ctg 7.62MM Blank M82 Linked

This is a chart that we’re trying to work as part of our enterprise. We’re working with MG McManus and BG Izzo on this.  It shows Readiness Rating.

Chart 5 of 11 – FY93-02 JMC Principal Sections Work in Process & Deliveries

This is an indication of what we’ve done in the last 10 years in procurements. How many dollars we’ve spent, what we’ve delivered, what was delivered on time, what was delinquent?  The key point I want to make here is that we’ve touched a lot of ammunition in the last 10 years. And, for the most part, we’ve done an exceptional job at the interface.  We tend to focus on what we aren’t doing right. I want to say that we have done a lot of things right, but we can improve and I think that’s what the whole Munitions Summit is going to address – how we can continue to work the interface system better.

Chart 6 of 11 – Ammunition Enterprise, Not Just Army…

This shows you how we’re trying to work the enterprise and pull it all together.

Chart 7 of 11 – Ammo Quality Environment and Responses

The area of quality and how it affects the readiness piece is a subject we may want to drill down. We’re working on some collaborative efforts between the PMs and PEOs, ARDEC and JMC, looking at how we do quality better, how we look at industry and how we prevent SSRAs from happening. We’re going to focus more on the lifecycle across the board. We want to improve our quality and liability and focus on safety. The key thing is to improve methodologies to assure high levels of fielded quality, safety and reliability.  We typically suspend “Lots” of ammunition. We don’t suspend “a” Lot.  And that can affect our readiness overnight. Right before you go to war is not the time to find out you have a problem. We want a more proactive approach here.

Chart 8 of 11 – Ammunition Quality Enterprise

So how do we take a more proactive approach?  We’ll try to come up with a “single voice”. We’ll work together to see how we can all reach agreement on how to tackle this problem. We’re including everyone, PEO Ammo, R&D, DCMA and the customers. We’ve talked to everyone about their dislike of our quality system.  The community as a whole doesn’t think we’re doing a good enough job on quality, so we are trying to tackle this and use everyone as part of the solution.

Chart 9 of 11 – Approach

We’ve decided that we’re going to look at this process in a phased approach.  Priority 1 – first and foremost we have to tackle safety. We must make sure that everything we produce, everything we send to the field, is safe to be used.  When you look at the TDP, those are the critical characteristics in the TDP. Those are the ones that could cause a catastrophic event and trigger an SSRA.

Priority 2 - Product Performance. Those are the things that affect whether it’s operational, i.e. is the velocity right? We’re trying to get a focus where we tackle these issues in a sequential way.

Priority 3 – Production Perfect. The bottom line.

Chart 10 of 11 – Outcomes

If we follow these phases, we won’t have any major problems, only minor problems.  Our quality becomes inherent to the process and our fielded asset quality is better defined and our readiness is protected.  We’ll have reduced deficiencies and improved readiness. 

Chart 11 of 11 – Initiative 

We look at our top 10 suppliers/producers, which are 85% of our business. If we can get our top 10 producers to follow this, that means we have 85% of the business following the same discipline.  The next 10 gets us to the 95% mark. We’ve been in contact with quite a few of them. They have different ideas and what we’re trying to do is to take all those good ideas and then have a joint industry meeting and present how we’re going tackle this collectively, with a systematic approach. BG Izzo is supportive of this.  We’re trying to focus this from a readiness perspective. This is a long-term “bang-for-the-buck”.  We need to create a system and an environment that is a ready database so we can actually see this data.  Right now we don’t really do a base line on these critical defects.  What I want to do on a quarterly basis is to go back in the process and see if something has changed – has your defect rate changed. If it has, we need to self-stop ourselves. Right now we don’t. We wait until an event happens and then we react and go looking for what caused that event, when it changed.  

Mike McCann – System Safety Risk Assessment (SSRA)

What I’m going to do is walk you through two concepts. The first of which you’ve heard several times now and that’s the System Safety Risk Assessment. That is a nice, quantifiable tool to do an assessment on product and process or on a very specific set of circumstances with the given population of a build.  But, it’s also a subset of an overarching process, which is the System Safety Requirements, as we’ll see on the next chart.

Chart 2 of 17 – SSRA – What is it?

There is an opportunity here for us to marry these two with our process control systems and really make this a lifecycle type of approach as opposed to just looking at problems in a reactive manner.  The SSRA is a consistent, systematic and quantitative means to evaluate the risks associated with products.  You can define the different levels of risk. In our particular case (Alliant’s) it’s the ammunition and weapon’s system it’s used in.  It does provide a calculated probability of a mishap. As with all calculations and probabilities, it’s only as good as the input data.  It can be effectively used in conjunction with an overall system safety process. 

Chart 3 of 17 – SSRA – Where is it Applicable?

It ties into all of the phases of production.  I want to show you a specific example that was done at Lake City, which was a population of hardware that was built that was different that varied from the statistical norm.   

Interjection: Bob Harris asked for background on the genesis of the SSRA.

Mike McCann: The SSRA actually came out of the System Safety Management Process that was developed in the early 70’s. That’s when it really became a MIL standard as implemented as part of production of significant weapons systems. It’s used all the way from strategic missiles to ammunition products.  The System Safety Risk Analysis is a tool that is a subset of that overarching process.  

The SSRA is not just a reactive tool for the unusual circumstance. There is an opportunity to take advantage of this tool, integrate it with your process control system to where you’re actually looking at all phases of a program, and looking at where you can apply it.  At the Design Phase, if you’re comparing a new product against one that you already have the heritage on, that you’ve fielded and you know some data about it and you know the number of defects that have been experienced, you can draw some analogies up front to try and do some design work to try and prevent them.  In the Process and Product Development Process, it’s certainly an opportunity – not just at the process, but back into the design – to try and find ways to improve the reliability of the system and the safety of the system. With on-going manufacturing, it’s linked directly into your process control data and your field reports.  Lastly, it does become a very effective tool when you have a population of something that has a variation from the statistical norm. 

Chart 4 of 17 – SSRA – Product/Program Evolution

This shows the Design Phase, which is really designing in the reliability. The Development Phase is primarily testing what you just designed and validating it. The Production Phase is where we build it in. The Fielding Phase is the “proof-in-the-pudding.”  If you use this more than just in that production phase, it gives you the opportunity to create a continuous feedback system and a continuous improvement process. That is really the strongest opportunity we have in using this tool.

Chart 5 of 17 – SSRA – Approach

What’s in yellow on this chart is really the risk analysis itself. It is part of what can be the closed-loop system. You identify the hazards, and there are a lot of ways to do it, but some of the best ways is field response on prior systems. Looking at mishap data and looking at any products that you can tie to the product that you’re developing. Assessing the Risk – this is where it starts to get a little bit on the squishy side. There are some things that you can very tangibly do – and I’ll show you how we tried to quantify as much as possible with hard data and then we’ll roll through a model and see how it actually played out against our historic data.  If you take it beyond that, you can actually start identifying what the things are that you can do differently or better. And, if that changes the failure rate, you can plug it back into the model and quantify how much you’re improving the product. Similarly, you can validate it once it’s in the field. Now you’ve got the closed loop.

Chart 6 of 17 – SSRA – Identification of Hazards

The best place to start is process failure modes effects analyses. If you’ve done a good job looking at your product and your process - what are all the things that can go wrong and if you keep these up to speed – it will walk you through the process. This is just one from a tank primer where you’re going through different critical requirements of that product and taking it through potential failure modes, what you do in order to prevent them, and then get quantifiable data on the actual probabilities that they are going to occur and you make that part of your process control system. It gives you a lot of the raw data to be able to do this calculation and take some of the sting out of trying to guess what is the risk of something happening. It’s most effective if you go through and look at the process. You have the field data. You get people who do some independent assessments. You look at the material flow and your subcontractors, and look at the hazards analyses and tie the whole thing together, not just at the ammo level, but also what can go wrong with the interaction of the ammo with the weapon.

Chart 7 of 17 – SSRA – Identification of Hazards Continued

There are a couple of good sanity checks in the MIL standard that are worth noting.

One is prioritizing based on severity.  The MIL standard recommends that you look at four areas: catastrophic, critical, marginal and negligible. Put the priority on safety. Catastrophic is a safety incident or a very large dollar performance impact theater with product or facilities. Critical down to negligible basically takes you down the path to perfection.  This gives you some quantifiable areas to try and bracket it. The sum of all of those is the potential for any injury, any damage, and any environmental issue. So you can also quantify what is the possibility that anything can go wrong within the reasonable accuracy of the data. 

Chart 8 of 17 – SSRA – Assessment of Mishap Risk

Simply put – it is the probability of a mishap. It is the probability that some event – if you want to quantify it as a catastrophic mishap, then it would be the probability that critical defect would occur. Not all critical defects are going to hurt somebody. There is also a probably that the critical defect is going to cause an injury or a death.  Similarly, if that critical defect creates a situation where shrapnel or hot gas could occur, what is the probability that somebody is going to be in the place where that injury could occur to them?  Not just the user, but also others that are in the zone.  It could be people standing by the weapon system. It could be people down range – it depends on the type of mishap you’re trying to evaluate. But at least it gives you a reasonable ability to assess the whole realm of the total population of people who come into contact with the weapon itself, the ammunition and the effects of it.

Chart 9 of 17 – SSRA – Assessment of Mishap Risk – Probability of Event

The hardest part about this thing is identifying the probability that an event is going to occur. We’ve taken a conservative approach. We defined that if you’re going to look at it from a catastrophic event (the potential to kill someone, the potential for a death or a very serious injury); we said our critical defects, if defined well, are the things that are going to potentially cause that type of result. As we go through all of our process controls and all of our reliability analyses, what is the chance of a critical defect escaping our factory and getting to the field?  It’s a somewhat conservative approach.  You need to look at your recurring test data and process control data. You need to look at your margins. This chart shows a systems effectiveness model that we do that basically looks at all of our critical attributes and is an ongoing result of our process control data. It calculates what is the probability of that defect occurring. Subsequently there is the detection piece of the model – what’s the chance that it’s going to escape? Then, tie it in with all of our variation analyses and process control data for the whole product system.  Quantifying this is the toughest one, to get it accurate. But, if you do go through it and tie in your process control data, you can come up with a pretty good number.

Chart 10 of 17 – SSRA – Assessment of Mishap Risk – MIL-STD-882D

To help you get on top of some of the ones that are a little tougher to quantify, MIL Standard gives you a little bit of guidance on things such as “Frequent or Probable”. If it’s a likelihood of one in ten, it’s considered frequent. If it’s one in a hundred, it’s probable, and on down to improbable which is less than one in a million.  As you’re seeing events in the field, it gives you a feel for how it ties back to the frequency that you’re going to use.  

Chart 11 of 17 – SSRA – Assessment of Mishap Risk – Probability of Hazard

Probability of hazard, probability of user in the danger zone – you’re going to need some support from the field. You need to know where people are going to be. We’ve tried to take a fairly conservative assessment. When you look at somebody using an M-16, the probability of the user being in the zone, we assume that to be one. The probability of someone being close by ranged from one in ten to three out of four. But again, we took the conservative approach and assumed that 90% of the time someone is potentially there.   As we went through the model, we really tried to stay on the conservative side and come up with numbers that challenged our system a little more than maybe what reality would, but when you do the calculation and find out just what the probability is of someone being significantly or catastrophically injured as a result, even one in a billion is not good enough. One person killed a year because of an ammunition mishap is not acceptable.

Chart 12 of 17 – SSRA – Practical Example

I’m going to walk you through the practical example. This is the bulletin board example that we actually did.   Through the weapon system or the process at the factory, we came up with a number of factors that could potentially cause a bullet to be lodged in the bore so that when the second round is fired, you end up with either a hot gas expulsion or shrapnel created by the gun and subsequently the bullet, impacting the user or surrounding people.   We used the SSRA to quantify for a population of product that had already been built – what is the risk of our historic population versus what is the risk of the questionable population. And, is that an acceptable risk? 

Chart 13 of 17 – SSRA – Practical Example – Ammunition Team Analysis

This is the bullet in bore scenario where we over-pressured hot combustion gas getting released from the chamber and from the receiver resulting in a rupture of both gas hazards and flying metal debris. The gas hazards and the flying metal debris both affect the user. The gas expulsion is somewhat localized, so for the others in the zone it’s primarily the metal debris that we are concerned about. As you see the calculations, the number will look a little different from each half of the summation.  Other factors, there were two different weapon’s systems used so we did a weighted average based upon the amount that the rounds are used in each weapon’s system. There are also several potential causes that were identified. We looked for the possibility of any critical defect that could have created that mishap and that’s the probability of the event that we focused on. 

Chart 14 of 17 – SSRA – Practical Example – Ammunition Team Analysis

The Conservative Approach - The probability of an event is not necessarily the probability that the critical defect is going to get through. Anything that we identified that could potentially be a cause, that’s where we took the conservative approach and said we’d use that calculation. The probability of hazard was actually simulated and tested. We got some field performance data. We also did some medical history assessment as to how severe the event would have to be in order to hit people in the right places in order to be critical or catastrophic injury.  And the probability of people being in the zone – again we took a very conservative approach and said one for the user. They are always going to be close enough that they could potentially be in the zone and others are going to be close enough that nine times out of ten there will probably be someone near enough by to get hurt. 

Chart 15 of 17 – SSRA – Practical Example – Catastrophic Mishap Analysis

The simple math came out to be that the probability of event for weapon one – and we calculated it using the .03x10-6, which was the possibility of critical defect passing from all of our process control data and our failure analysis. The probability of the hazard was .03 and the user was one. When you looked at it from the other in the zone, the probability of the critical defect stayed the same, but the probability of the hazard occurring now – only the shrapnel, not the gas – is a lower number.  The bottom line is that you run through the equation and you’ve got a feeling for what the probability is of an event.  In this particular case, it actually came out very close to this.  Basically, that is one incident in a little over every billion rounds.   Now that is for a critical event (a fatality).  

Chart 16 of 17 – SSRA – Practical Example – Other Applications

You can go through the probability, not just for a catastrophic incident, but you can go through all the different levels and it tells you that the sum of those becomes the total potential for an injury or an incident in the facility or the potential for an environmental incident. Probability of mishap can be identified for the entire fielded inventory if you’ve got a fairly good understanding that your process is consistent for a period of time.  You can also do it, as we did in Lake City with the bullet-in-bore, based on a very specific population of product, which had something unique about it.  

Chart 17 of 17 – SSRA – Summary

The simple value of this is that it is a good mathematical tool and it gives you a good way of identifying, provided you have reasonably good data and you’re being conservative, you have a reasonably good chance to give yourself confidence that a production build that varies from your desired outcome may or may not be acceptable for use. But you can at least come up with a quantifiable answer.  More importantly, I’d like to see this being used in other areas where we haven’t had anomalies, but going through and doing process reviews and looking for all of the safety criteria and all of the critical attributes that could affect the safety and use of the product and see what we can do to start improving the process in a proactive manner as opposed to reacting to a product situation.  That to me is a huge step.  

Dean Bartles – Large Caliber Ammunition Sector Review

Chart 2 of 37 - Agenda

Bob asked me to do an overview of the large caliber sector, so I contacted every member of that sector and gave them copies of Eric (Guerrazzi’s) excellent presentation that he gave the ICAP on the fuze industry. I asked each of the sector members to put together a couple pages on their company and key issues.  In order to show you their concerns, I did not provide their feedback anonymously.  You’ll be able to see the concerns raised by each company.  

Chart 3 of 37 – Large Caliber Industrial Base Members

This is a list of the companies that were contacted.

Chart 4 of 37 – Header Slide / No discussion

Chart 5 of 37 – Talley Defense Systems

Talley Defense Systems – a small business classification by DOD. They are located in Mesa, Arizona and are 100% employee owned.  They have a lot of land out there, 455 acres.  They make propellant loaded items: artillery range extension components (155 and 105 extended range shells) and, rocket assisted projectile grains like the 549. They make the rocket motor for that and pyro delay assemblies.  

Chart 6 of 37 – Talley Defense Systems’ Customers

This is a list of Talley’s customers

Charts 7 and 8 of 37 – Talley Defense Systems – Photos of products

These charts showing the products I mentioned.

Chart 9 of 37 – Alliant Techsystems

This is just the large caliber portion of Alliant. It’s about $200 million dollars in annual sales.  Business is conducted at three companies. They have the Ordnance and Ground systems in Plymouth, Minnesota where they do 105mm and 120mm tank ammunition, 60 and 120mm mortar and 105mm and 155mm artillery.  Second is the Missiles Systems Company in Woodland Hills, California and Clearwater, Florida. Where they make the Mid Range Munition Round (MRM) as well as the Autonomous Naval Support Round (ANSR).  

Large cal ammunition production and system program management is conducted at three ATK locations:  Alleghany Ballistics Lab in West Virginia, Ordnance and Ground Systems in Plymouth, Minnesota as well as Radford AAP.

Chart 10 of 37 – Alliant Techsystems – Major Large Cal Programs and Pursuits

Here is a list of their products for 120mm tank, Artillery and Mortar.

Chart 11 of 37 – Chamberlain Manufacturing Corporation

For the last 40 years, Chamberlain has been the operator of Scranton Army Ammunition Plant.  It is a privately held company by the Duchesses family out of Chicago.  It is 15.3 acres, five buildings and 500,000 square feet of production space.  They have 343 employees. 

Chart 12 of 37 – Chamberlain Manufacturing Corporation

All work is competitively won over the last 15 years even though it is a GOCO operation.  They are in the second year of a 10-year facility-use contract.  They are proud to say that they operate that plant at no cost to the government and invest annually into the facility. Current defense contracts include the 155mm M795 and M107; both are HE rounds and the 105mm M1, also an HE round and the 120mm mortar family.  Projectile metal parts are the only thing they do at Scranton.  They team with General Dynamics, Day & Zimmerman, ATK and Lockheed-Martin.

Chart 13 of 37 – Chamberlain Manufacturing Corporation

Total production management and Six Sigma initiatives support Lean Manufacturing and continuous process improvement.  They have all the ISO certifications. They are primarily one of the few sources for the large projectiles.  In fact, for several projectiles, I think they are the only source for in the United States.

Chart 14 of 37 – Valentec

Valentec is the systems contractor/operator of the Louisiana Army Ammunition Plant. Their responsibilities include maintaining 2 million square feet of building space and 15,000 acres of land.  They have a requirement to maintain what is called the “Y” line for 155mm artillery projectile manufacturing and they have to lease the excess building space. They have been very successful in leasing space. They have 19 tenants, with those tenants generating over $2 million dollars per year.  The government income exceeds the cost.

Chart 15 of 37 – Valentec Systems Capabilities

I think most of you know that Valentec is a company that is 50% owned by an Israeli company called Mecal. Through that affiliation with Mecal, they have done some ammunition refurbishment, mortar sub and final assembly, and systems integration of vehicle mortar systems. 

Chart 16 of 37 – Valentec Systems Capabilities

I already mentioned they have the “Y” line. They are a $400 million production facility with 2,025 million square feet of manufacturing area

Chart 17 of 37 – Norris Industries

Norris operates the Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant. They claim to be the world’s most experienced producer of the largest variety of cartridge cases for all military services.  Their claim to fame is steel cartridge cases and mortar bodies.  They have extensive manufacturing experience in deep drawing and extruding alloyed metals for cartridge cases, projectiles, mortars, grenade bodies for MLRS and rocket launchers.  They have an integrated facility with flexible manufacturing lines.  I think they have been fairly successful, especially recently, at getting Congressional money to modernize some of their manufacturing lines.  They are currently producing steel cartridge cases for the MGS rounds – or at least a couple of the rounds.   

Chart 18 of 37 – Medico Industries

Medico is a small metal parts company in Wilkes-Barre, Pennsylvania.  They have about 150 employees and do about $6 million in mortar metal parts sales annually.

Chart 19 of 37 – Medico Industries History

Medico has a history of over 50 years as a metal parts supplier.  They have manufactured over 16 million metal parts for the U.S. Department of Defense and they also do a little bit of work for the automotive industry. But, as you can see here, they mostly manufacture 60 and 81mm shell bodies.

Chart 20 of 37 - Medico Industries Contract History

Here are a couple of pictures of the shell bodies that Medico makes.

Chart 21 of 37 – Medico Industries Contract History Continued

Medico also manufactures a lot of 2.75” rocket warheads. 

Chart 22 of 37 – Medico Industries – Items Manufactured for the DoD

This chart shows a listing of the metal parts they make at their plant.

Chart 23 of 37 – General Dynamics Ordnance and Tactical Systems-Large Cal

General Dynamics’ headquarters is in St. Petersburg, Florida and our manufacturing plant is in Red Lion, Pennsylvania where we have about 400,000 square feet of facility.

Chart 24 of 37 – General Dynamics OTS

Our principal customers – for the Army – are mostly tank ammunition and some artillery.  For the Air Force and Navy, we’re doing the 5” 54 projectile metal parts for one of their rounds.

Chart 25 of 37 – General Dynamics Large Caliber Products

This chart shows a listing of our products. We’re teamed with Raytheon on the XM982. We do the 120 canister round. The M830 we made a long time ago and then the two training rounds. We are also the LAP for MACS and we’re teamed with Raytheon for MRM. 

Chart 26 of 37 – General Dynamics – Garland, TX Operation

This is just a quick slide on Garland, Texas, which is a recent addition to the GD-OTS family.  It is a company that used to be called Emco. They make the MK-80 series bomb bodies, JASSM, small diameter bombs and also do some metal forging for aerospace.  They have about 630 employees and generate approximately $150 million in sales.

Chart 27 of 37 – Header Slide – No Discussion

Chart 28 of 37 – Market Development

Basically, the sense I got from everyone that responded was that everyone believes that the Army is on the right path using a System of Systems approach to development and fielding of the Objective Force. It’s refreshing to finally see ammunition being looked at as part of the overall system when they are making their trades and consideration of what the FCS platform is going to look like in the future.

Chart 29 of 37 – Market Characteristics

We market about $1 billion dollars a year. The consolidation of all the DOD ammunition under the PEO Ammo was a very positive step for industry.  This is something that industry had lobbied for for a long time.  There is currently a split between systems contracting and “break out’ contracting. Buyers are divided between all the major systems primes as well as DOD.

Chart 30 of 37 – Header Chart – No Discussion

Chart 31 of 37 – Key Industry Issues – Talley Defense

Talley feels like there is a lack of production on extended range artillery – and that’s their bread and butter.  They’d like to see more extended range artillery so they can make more baseburners and rocket motors. They are concerned about the aging stockpile of the M549A1 and the M864.  I think there is a program for M864 recap that is currently in the POM.  Their other concern was the limited 105mm extended range stockpile. 

Chart 32 of 37 – Key Industry Issues – Alliant Techsystems

Alliant believes that the systems acquisition approach that is being used for tank ammunition should be considered for artillery and mortar.  That is one issue that 
GD-OTS also raised. Also an issue, Canadian contractors have an advantage over domestic contractors.  Several of the companies have raised this same issue.

Chart 33 of 37 – Key Industry Issues – Chamberlain Manufacturing Corporation

Chamberlain also feels that there is unfair Canadian competition. They went beyond just Canada and listed globalization as a key issue. For example, for the105 round that the metal parts are being made in Belgium - that is something that Chamberlain felt they could have done here in the U.S.  Second and third tier supplier base issues are one of their concerns. This was discussed earlier with the copper wire issue as well as the HF1 steel issue. And, the Buy America legislation is also one of their concerns. They are concerned that if it passes they will have to buy certain types of machine tooling here in the United States. They are concerned because they don’t think it’s available here in the U.S.

Chart 34 of 37 – Key Industry Issues – Norris Industries

I tried to tone this slide down just a little bit.  Norris feels that globalization is destroying the manufacturing base in the U.S. They are also very concerned about the recent contract that went to L3 that is being done in Belgium.  Other concerns include: continuing threats to GOCO competition, lack of funding of basic munitions by the Army to sustain the industrial base indemnification of manufacturing facilities disappearing, and excessive cost of government purchasing requirements. The example he gives is the requirement to get competitive quotes for anything that’s more than $2500. Their last two concerns listed here: need to update MIL Specs in TDPs to alleviate difficulties in sourcing specialized raw materials such as steel and brass and lastly, the need to develop a suitable commercial specification before a MIL Spec is obsolete.

Chart 35 of 37 – Key Industry Issues – Medico Industries

Medico mentioned multi-year contracting as a concern. DOD should establish flexible manufacturing facilities.  Their third and last point: When a new complex item is released from R&D. They recommend a limited production quantity be procured from the R&D producer to prove out the production processes and technical data package.  


Chart 36 of 37 – Key Industry Issues – General Dynamics OTS

In fairness to my boss, Mr. Wilson, he has not seen these last two slides! The first issue is Long-term Strategy to ensure the viability of the domestic industrial base. Is the Army investment in “Current Forces” platforms sufficient?  There is a lot of talk about the “Current Force”. The terminology has changed - it’s no longer the “Legacy Force”, it’s “Current” and it’s going to be here for the next 25 years. Might there be a lag between the FCS production or a gap out there somewhere in that time frame?  We need to shorten the cycle to get good ideas into the field. I show a couple of examples here.  The ACA2P is a family of artillery ammunition that we brought forward with a company from South Africa called Denel.  It’s longer range, better accuracy, and we’re going through the process to get it safety certified, qualified and available to the user.  But, the normal procedure of doing that takes a very, very long time.  Advanced KE is another one that we’ve been working on for a couple of years now for the FCS.   If we wanted to take a look at retrofitting an existing fleet of Abrams, we could have that in the field in a couple years rather than 10 years from now.  Again, like ATK pointed out, we urge that we move toward Systems Contracting for mortars and artillery. We think there is an advantage to the government for doing that.  We also feel that multi-year procurements are the most cost effective for the government and contractor base.

Chart 37 of 37 – Key Industry Issues – General Dynamics OTS Continues

We’ve got to drive Six Sigma/Lean throughout the entire industrial base – that is a big concern for us.  Other key issues: bottoms-up review of all the critical defects/major defects and key characteristics.  We’ve started that process and are trying to drive it all the way down through our supply chain, and implementing sufficient capability throughout the entire industrial base to ensure process control of all key characteristics.  We’ve had a couple of hiccups over the last 18 months and some of that is tied to being able to control those processes.  That leads to the last bullet – restoration of warfighter confidence in the quality of ammunition they are receiving and using.

Sector Issues:

Bob Harris:  We’re going to focus more on sector issues at our next meeting. Today it was mainly the government representatives telling us what is going on from their perspective.  At our next meeting we’ll go back the other direction and cover your issues.  Let’s go around the room now and each of you can have the opportunity to bring up any of your issues.

Eric Guerrazzi: Regarding jointness, I think that in order to make this forum really effective, we need to make this more of a joint committee. We’re joint in the industrial base – we deal with all of the services. There is good feedback that we can provide, but the Air force and Navy are not here.  We need to reach the appropriate level where we force them to come in and listen to this.  

Now for my issues…the way that I monitor what is going on with the DOD interaction with the industrial base is by what type of acquisition philosophies are being pursued.  A lot of people will do studies and come up with grandiose ideas about what should be done, but none of the recommendations are actionable, they just sound good. But acquisition philosophy is the implementation of somebody’s concept of how you interact with the industrial base.  It is a very good barometer of what is happening. In the fuzing sector I have good news and bad news.  I offer the good news so that those situations can be reinforced and possibly people in this room can adopt some of those philosophies.  The bad news I offer, not because I expect anyone to do anything necessarily, because industry is taking action that may or may not be effective, but simply to provoke thought so that if that situation arises in the future you may consider a different course of action. 

The good news:  Navy and Air Force held procurements this year for fuzing that were specification based, not build-to-print based. The tactical munitions dispenser fuze, the cargo round that dispenses sensor fuze weapons and the FMU139 which is the bomb fuze used on laser guided bombs were procured with specifications. Consequently, the services got some great technology at a fraction of the cost. They did not complain about who owned the data package. It was provided at a specification level. They retained safety and configuration management authority. Everybody won and that was very, very good.

On the small diameter bomb program, there was a long-term commitment to a supplier for production. We, as a fuze supplier, saw that coming and consequently, I paid for all of the development.  I took the chance that if I could get on that team and do a good job, and if they won, then that investment would be paid back, and it worked. The government saved because in that total price they got fantastic technology and they did not have to pay a penny for it.  

In the science and technology world, there is a consortium that used to be called the Weapons and Energetics Technology Consortium, run out of ARDEC. They put in place an omnibus contract that permits people who want to pursue science and technology work the ability to do that. It gives them the vehicle to access the industrial base without having to go through a lot of the acquisition related bureaucracy that is generally required.  That was great.  The bad news is that there is not any money there. But the method is in place.

On the bad news side, I pointed out the FMU139 bomb fuze as a good example of how build-to-spec can work. The problem is the Navy wants to do a competition every year instead of any type of long-term commitment. They don’t even want to do a base year with options.  They plan on competing it every, single year.  They are buying direct and said they are doing it this way because they want the best price. 

Something else that is troubling. There are two fuzes where advanced concept development money is being spent in government labs for capability that exists in the industrial base.  Guidance Integrated Fuze is a screw-on device for a dumb artillery round. It has GPS and maneuvering capability to give you a near precision accuracy.  There is a naval lab that is doing the development and they plan to offer the data package to industry to build when they are done.  ATACOMS on the Army side has used the Sandia Labs to do an electronic safety and arming device for a penetrater and they offer the technical data package as something that the prime contractor can offer to industry to bid.  That obviously takes funds away from us and that capability exists all over the fuze industry.  

The last item I’ll bring up because the M67 was mentioned.  The pyro-fuze is an issue.  There was an industry solicitation sources sought for a non-developmental item, electromechanical fuze. That was a little over a year ago.  We smelled that coming because of the difficulty in pyro several years ago, and developed our own version of that, which is purely electromechanical.  When the actual proposal came out, it recognized that there was a nondevelopmental item content, but it said that the Army intended to procure the data package immediately after qualification, and then compete the production contract.  So, my investment of a couple million dollars was going to be nullified by having to compete that production with someone who could underbid me because they don’t know anything about the fuze at all.  The government was willing to pay for that data package; however, the price for it was part of the competitive evaluation criteria.  There is no consistency in acquisition philosophy, not just between services, but between programs in the same service.  But, there is still cause for hope as there are bright spots that I pointed out that have convinced me that we can do good things if we work together. 

Bill Holmes:  Just one quick thing on the GOCO sector.  The operating contracts at several of the GOCO plants expired the end of September.  They have been extended for three months. Some people have been told that a J&A is in process somewhere in the bureaucracy. It would certainly be nice if that could be expedited.

Hap Stoller: There is a demil users group coming up the end of October.  Our issues have significance because a very high percentage of Demil performed by small business.  After a couple of years of struggling the Joint Munitions Commander has, over the past year, done an outstanding job of initiating the task force, continuity of work and advanced planning.  However, the creation of PEO Ammo has now complicated the direction. There is confusion as to the smoothness with which the Demil strategy will proceed.  Finally, the continuity and methodology of making procurements is in question.  All of this means there could be significant interruption in performance of the work, which could jeopardize a number of things in demil.  

Rich Palaschak:  I represent the entire base, so you need to take my comments in that context.  Several of the subcontractors are very concerned about the Systems Contract for the simple reason that they are required to produce in a short period of time. As a result, their production is moving very lively.  If you go to a Systems Contract, which I wholeheartedly believe in, there must be a mechanism that looks at that particular issue and makes sure that you don’t risk part of that subcontract in your haste to go to a Systems Contract.  I raise that issue only because several companies have raised it to me.  

Closing Remarks

MG Wade H. McManus Jr.  As I mentioned this morning, this is my last ICAP meeting.  This has been a great experience for me.  I have learned so much from all of you.  The good news, from my perspective, is that with Bob Radin I will still stay connected to this process and continue to learn.  I want to thank all of you for what has been an extraordinary three years. I think we have dealt with some good issues. The ICAP today is a changed forum from years past.  Thanks so much to all of you. 

Robert R. Harris: We need to look at our membership and how we will move forward.  As I said in the beginning, next February will be the end of my tenure as co-chairman, so we need to look at who will replace me, as well as many of the other sector leader positions.  Over the next couple of months, COL (P) Radin and BG Izzo and I will be having conversations on how to structure or restructure the ICAP to make it work better for today’s world.  We have a good opportunity to continue to move this ICAP forward.  I’d also appreciate recommendations from those of you who are departing on who may be viable replacements for your positions.  Please get back to me in the next few weeks with those recommendations.  With that, thank you for another great meeting.  
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