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_____________________
Elaine Kennedy

ICAP Recorder

INDUSTRIAL COMMITTEE OF AMMUNITION PRODUCERS (ICAP)

Minutes – 79th Meeting – 14 June 2004

Parsippany, New Jersey

MEMBERS IN ATTENDANCE:

Dr. Dean L. Bartles, GDOTS
MG Barry D. Bates, USA (Ret.), NDIA

Mr. Robert C. Crawford, G3 Deputy for Operations, JMC (filling in for BG Rafferty)

Mr. Kevin Fahey, Deputy PEO Ammo (filling in for BG Izzo)

Mr. Joel E. Gregory, American Ordnance

Mr. Robert R. Harris, Armtec Defense Products
BG William R. Holmes, USA (Ret.), D&Z

COL Richard G. Palaschak, USA (Ret.), MIBTF

Mr. Pat Serao, ARDEC

Mr. Harold M. Stoller, TPL

Mr. William E. Turnis, AFSC

Mr. Michael K. Voisine, Ensign-Bickford

GUESTS:
Mr. Harvey Burnsteel, AMC (substitute for Mr. Gary Motsek)

Mr. John Catanio, Battelle/PEO Ammo (A-V equipment support)

Mr. Robert J. Dellicker (RDECOM-ARDEC) – Presenter, Critical Characteristics Clause

Ms. Pam DeMaught, AFSC (substitute for Greg Kwinski)

Ms. Robin A. Gullifer (APEO Ammo, Program Management) – Presenter, UID/RFID

COL Jeffrey L. Gwilliam, PM-Joint Services

Mr. Kenneth Knapp, BT Fuze Products (substitute for Joe Homko)
Mr. William J. Sanville, Acting PM-Maneuver Ammunition Systems

COL Nathaniel H. Sledge, PM-Combat Ammunition Systems

Mr. James C. Sutton, PM-Close Combat Systems

Mr. Jay Tibbets, ATK (substitute for Mark DeYoung)

Mr. Matthew T. Zimmerman, APEO Ammo, Industrial Base

MEMBERS UNABLE TO ATTEND:

Mr. Dale G. Adams, Aerojet

Mr. Richard W. Bregard, Northrop Grumman

Mr. Michael A. Dauth, NDIA

Mr. Mark DeYoung, ATK

Mr. Joseph C. Homko, BT Fuze Products

BG Paul S. Izzo, PEO Ammo

Mr. Gregory A. Kwinski, AFSC

Mr. Mark A. McCormick (ATK), NDIA

Mr. Gary J. Motsek, AMC

BG James W. Rafferty, JMC

Welcome and Opening Remarks

BG William R. Holmes, USA (Ret.), ICAP Co-Chair (Industry)

President and CEO, Day & Zimmermann Munitions and Defense

BG(R) Holmes opened the meeting by welcoming everyone and reporting that BG Paul Izzo (Co-Chair, PEO Ammo) and BG James Rafferty (Acting Co-Chair, U.S. Army Joint Munitions Command) were unable to attend due to unexpected schedule changes.  Mr. Kevin Fahey, Deputy PEO Ammo, filled in for BG Izzo.  Mr. Robert Crawford, G3 Deputy for Operations at JMC, sat in for BG Rafferty.

BG(R) Holmes recognized the National Defense Industrial Association (NDIA) and MG(R) Barry Bates for their continued support in sponsoring the ICAP.  Brief introductions were then made around the room by everyone in attendance.  BG(R) Holmes thanked John Catanio (Battelle/PEO Ammo support) for providing audio-visual support.

Mr. Robert C. Crawford, G3 Deputy for Operations, JMC

Mr. Crawford noted that BG Rafferty wished he could be here today but got caught up in the Change of Command at Rock Island last Friday (June 11) when BG Jerry Johnson (Director of Plans, Operations, and Readiness, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff, G-4) assumed command of the U.S. Army Field Support Command (AFSC) from MG McManus, who is retiring.  Mr. Crawford said he was looking forward to today's discussion on the purpose, direction, and viability of the ICAP and was also interested in any comments and discussion on the highly-visible Critical Characteristics Clause.  Mr. Crawford said he was delighted to be present and welcomed all participants.

Mr. Kevin M. Fahey, Deputy PEO Ammunition

Mr. Fahey expressed BG Izzo's regrets for not being able to attend.  BG Izzo was recently (on May 28) appointed Commanding General of Picatinny Arsenal and, as such, is attending the Army’s school for Installation Commanders this week.

Mr. Fahey spoke to BG Izzo yesterday and one of the things they talked about was some of the initiatives being worked across PEO Ammo, e.g., systems contracting, in-stride modernization, and industrial base strategy.  BG Izzo suggested that perhaps the ICAP might select one of those overarching things that the PEO is trying to do and then next time have each Sector Lead coordinate within that sector and provide feedback as follows for the selected initiative:

· What you think about the initiative?

· What do you think is good about it?

· What do you think is bad about it?

· What are the roadblocks and bumps in the road that we need to be aware of as we go forward and try to implement?

I ask that you think about what would be the best topic to have on the agenda for the next meeting.  This would provide the Sector Leads an opportunity to coordinate with the companies within their sector and provide some all-encompassing and beneficial feedback for moving forward.

ACTION – Bill Holmes/Matt Zimmerman:  Select a PEO Initiative for industry feedback.

ACTION – Sector Leads:  Canvass sector area and provide feedback and discuss at next meeting.

ICAP – Purpose, Relevancy, and Path Forward

BG William R. Holmes, USA (Ret.), ICAP Co-Chair (Industry)

The first topic on the agenda was to talk about the ICAP and its future.  Specific discussion topics (Chart 2) included ICAP relevancy, role and direction, membership, structure, meeting content, and reworking the charter.  The purpose of the briefing charts was to engender discussion.

Relevancy (Chart 3).  BG(R) Holmes recapped the purpose and the history of the ICAP, which was established in 1981 by the National Defense Industrial Association (formerly the American Defense Preparedness Association) and the Commanding General at Rock Island to provide a structured forum for industry and government to identify, discuss, and validate issues within the ammunition community (both government and private sector) and offer solutions that are acceptable as well as beneficial to the ammunition community as a whole.

The ICAP continues to be sponsored by NDIA, which is represented on the committee by MG(R) Barry Bates, Vice President of Operations; Michael Dauth, Director of Operations; and Mark McCormick (ATK), Chairman of the Munitions Technology Division.  The ICAP operates under the guidance and leadership of MG(R) Bates and his NDIA team.

The ICAP has been a body that many believe has played an important part in the munitions world.  In the past, the ICAP was principally a tool for the Commanding General at Rock Island.  However, the way the munitions management structure has changed recently (the shift of life-cycle management for munitions to PEO Ammunition), it appears to be time to rethink the ICAP's structure and direction.  In addition, the other Services are becoming an increasing factor.  While the Army still retains an active role as Single Manager for Conventional Ammunition (SMCA), more and more munitions are procured outside the Single Manager structure by the other Services.  Does that mean we should make the other Services more representative on the ICAP?  Or is that something that is beyond the scope of this body?  Those were some thoughts about relevancy.

Role and Direction (Chart 4).  Historically, the role of the ICAP has been to review and discuss munitions policies and report (through the Sector Leads) on the health of the various sectors.  Oftentimes, it has been an effective platform for resolving issues (reference cotton linters, delinquencies, those sorts of things) or other critical actions that have surfaced like the Business Case Analysis the ICAP participated in a couple of years ago concerning the industrial base – things the ICAP has played a positive role in helping bring to resolution.  The ICAP has also been a resource for the Single Manager, i.e., a body the Single Manager can come to and obtain insight from industry about the impact on the policies being used.

There has been some talk about other possible direction beyond this historical role, such as whether the ICAP should become a consensus-building group where things would be discussed with the objective toward arriving at a unified conclusion of ideas.  Others have said that perhaps the ICAP should become more of an activist group in leading a case for munitions issues in Washington.  Some think, in light of the Services becoming an increasing factor, that there should be inter-Service representation on the Committee.  And, finally, others are of the opinion that the ICAP should consider expanding its scope beyond what has historically been the conventional ammunition arena to include missiles and more emphasis on precision weapons.  Those are some thoughts that have been put forward concerning other possible direction for the ICAP.

Mr. Fahey commented that he does not believe the basic purpose of the ICAP has changed at all, but that from a government (JMC, PEO Ammo, ARDEC, Ammunition Enterprise) perspective, it is the goal of this group to continue to assess and maintain an industrial base that can respond to our needs today and into the future and that we should focus on what is needed to do that.  He agrees that we may want to (and probably should) expand the scope some day, but the question becomes how to do that without losing focus.  He also believes any action we take should remain consistent with our overall Congressional agenda.

Mr. Harris commented that he knows of no other meeting where you have all of this horsepower (ARDEC, PEO Ammo, JMC, and contractors).  The task is how to work on those things that are relevant and, if we work on the relevant issues, then relevancy of the ICAP is real.  As a result of this group, a lot of good has been accomplished.  What will make a difference is where we can select those issues on which to focus.  We need to look at tangible things that are important to this industry.  We have enough of our own problems and issues to deal with without bringing in the other Services without a transition plan for doing that.  We need to identify the right people at the right places and pull them together if we want to transition the ICAP and if we want to become a community that includes missiles.

There was general agreement on the historical role of the ICAP.  After considerable discussion (pro and con), however, there appeared to be a need for some change in direction, particularly in the areas of inter-Service representation and expanded scope (missiles; precision weapons).

An ICAP subgroup was identified to take a deeper look at this and report out at the next meeting with a plan for what needs to be done and how to accomplish it.  Subgroup members are:  Chair – Robert Harris; Industry members – Dean Bartles and Joel Gregory; and Government members – COL Jeff Gwilliam and Matt Zimmerman.

Whether or not to pull in the other Services was discussed at length and it was decided that we would utilize the PM-Joint Services (COL Gwilliam) as the conduit to the other Services until the subgroup comes up with a plan for how to include them.

Membership (Chart 5) and Structure (Chart 6).  What is proposed on these charts is to look at industry members versus government participants.  The fact that we differentiate between industry and government does a couple of things.  First, it avoids the legal issues (reference dissolution of the ARMS Public-Private Task Force).  Second, bearing in mind that the sector representatives and the government participants will probably change as a result of the subgroup's pending review and analysis, the mix of industry and government representatives tends to define the working scope of the Committee and leads one to conclude that this is a deliberative, independent body.

Meeting Content (Chart 7).  This chart reflects what meetings should consist of as a minimum.  An agenda needs to be published, the government will provide briefings on relevant issues and topics, industry sector representatives will provide reports pertinent to their area, and actions will be assigned and tracked.

Some possible topics (Chart 8).   This chart identifies possible topics to be discussed, e.g., delivery schedule attainment, SMCA relevancy, Critical Characteristics Clause (briefed today), PEO/Procurement interface, partnering with industry, industry role in strategic planning, and conflict resolution procedures.  These are topics proposed by various sector representatives that they would like to see on an agenda.

Mr. Zimmerman interjected that BG Izzo would like everyone to be proactive (come to the table with solutions) and, at the conclusion of each meeting, capture the topics that were addressed so they can be resolved soon after the conclusion of the meeting or by the following meeting at the latest.

Path Forward (Chart 9).  The general consensus is that the charter needs to be revised.  A proposed strawman (compiled from members' comments) was handed out as two versions.  One is the original version showing the changes that were made to it.  The other is a clean version incorporating the edits as shown on the marked-up version.  Most of the proposed changes to the charter came from the sector representatives and the majority were incorporated into the revised version, which accomplishes the things talked about today in that it identifies the membership and participants and focuses on the topics of interest and that sort of thing.  Since the existing charter is in need of administrative type revisions, it was recommended that as an interim step we take under advisement adopting this revised charter now – with the idea that it will be revised again pending outcome of the subgroup review.

ACTION – All:  Comments on the draft charter are to be submitted to Bill Holmes and/or Elaine for incorporation and forwarding to MG(R) Bates for signature, realizing that the charter will likely change pending results of the subgroup review.

Critical Characteristics Clause

Mr. Robert J. Dellicker, AMSRD-AAR-QEM-D

RDECOM-ARDEC, Quality Engineering & System Assurance

Chief, Small Caliber and Medium Caliber Ammunition Branch

Next on the agenda was an informational briefing on the Critical Characteristics Clause, a Six Sigma improvement project under the jurisdiction of PEO Ammo.  Mr. Dellicker is the leader of the Six Sigma team that has been working issues related to the Critical Characteristics Clause for the past 18 months.  Team members (Chart 2) consist of representatives from JMC, ARDEC, the Marine Corps, and DCMA.  Mr. Fahey sponsored the project for PEO Ammo.

The intent is three-fold and does not involve shifting the risk to industry.  First is to stop getting defects into the field.  Second is to preclude production shutdown and be out of manufacturing for two or three months while we figure out what to do.  Third is to reduce or eliminate suspending the stockpile when we find a critical in the field.

Background (Chart 3).  The current Critical Characteristics Clause was brought about to refocus some of the efforts of the contractors (and the government) primarily on the importance of product safety features, but also on critical characteristics.  We wanted to focus that effort as the No. 1 thing to do to fix quality in ammunition.  The clause was implemented in June 2001 for JMC contracts and existed as Statements of Work (SOWs) for much longer within ARDEC procurements.  There has been no firm guidance within the government concerning how to evaluate documents required by the clause/SOWs and, consequently, there has been confusion because documents are not evaluated the same.

Why revise the current clause? (Chart 4) and Significant Differences (Chart 6).  The intent is to have one standard critical characteristics clause to be used by the entire ammunition enterprise.  Everyone will know what it says.  The Critical Characteristics Control Plan (CCCP), which is in the current JMC clause, is not a deliverable in that clause.  The biggest change to that is to make it a deliverable.  Another reason for revising the clause is to strengthen it in the area of process improvement.  Finally, it will bring light to the importance of reducing and eliminating escapes to the field.  Overall facility escape rate is a requirement, a separate line in the contract.  The default is "1 in 1 million items delivered", which comes out of MIL-STD-882, Standard Practice for System Safety.

Status of new clause (Chart 7).  The Government team met the week of March 8, 2004, at Picatinny Arsenal to discuss comments received from industry.  Revisions were subsequently made to both the clause and the Guide.  Then, on April 28-29, a government/industry team met at Rock Island to go over the changes in detail.  Several significant changes were agreed upon.  The language resulting from that April 28-29 meeting and the agreements reached were deemed appropriate by that panel at that time.  There have been no significant changes since then.

Features of the clause (Charts 8-9).  A major recurring criticism of the clause was its length, which has now been reduced considerably to three-and-one-third pages.  As previously stated, the clause retains the major features of the JMC clause and the ARDEC SOW inputs.  The clause also:

· Transitions to a single level definition of a critical (versus Critical I and II).

· Integrates nonconformance, error rates, and escape rates from MIL-A-48078 (Standard Quality Assurance Provisions for Ammunition) at item level.

· Allows alternative rates (IPT determined) versus "1 in 1 million".

· Includes contractor-identified Critical Item Characteristics List (CICL) requirements.

· Retains nonconformance procedures.

· Addresses voluntary independent Critical Plan of Action (CPOA).  There was a great deal of criticism on this.  Many from industry debate whether or not it is actually "voluntary".  Making it voluntary allows the contractor to decide whether or not to submit a CPOA on a specific characteristic.  If a CPOA is submitted, there is guidance in the Guide as to what should be included.

· Requires process improvements associated with the CPOA.

· Addresses escapes which force process shutdown/evaluation.  After a specific point in a process that has been defined, an escape is when you do not expect anything beyond that point, and then find something.  If you have a CPOA, and know you are making defects and have convinced us you know what causes the defects and how to catch them, and you have a robust process to keep track of that – then, if you find them, just tally them, let us know, and report them periodically.

· Places responsibility for escapes back to the original prime with whom the government has a contract.

Features of the Guide (Chart 10).  The Guide (now roughly 50 pages) provides a vehicle for uniform development and interpretation of clause deliverables.  It also offers examples and provides additional explanation and definition of many clause features.  The Guide is not meant to provide additional requirements.

Industry feedback – changes that were incorporated (Charts 11-14).  There was a great deal of industry feedback.  Changes that were made included:

· Reducing the minimum confidence level for calculating AAIE (Automated Acceptance Inspection Equipment) proveout from 95% to 90%.

· Defining methods for minimizing AAIE proveout numbers, e.g., defect rate reduction, variables measurements, and use of multiple defect standards.

· Allowing for multiplication (prior to summing) of related characteristics which are not single point criticals.  This must be fully supported by fault tree analysis.  If, not in a fuze, but if two criticals have to be present in order to have a critical event, you will be allowed to multiply your rates of those two together to actually lower your risk.  (This does not apply for S&As, for which you have to have the redundant systems in order to meet the required standards.)

· Completed a wide variety of clarification changes encompassing:

· Visual and mechanical inspections.

· Defined frequencies associated with submittals and approvals, updates, calculations, notifications, and occurrences.

· Role of GFM in several scenarios.  If one of your items is GFM, we are not using that in the tally of your escapes because that is someone from the outside affecting you, and that is unfair penalty on you.

· Reliability for measurements (which is how we go into addressing variables inspection).

· Defined "production process" to preclude misidentification of criticals short of completed processing.

· Defined timeframes for government actions with regard to disposition and restart of operations.

· Defined overall objectives and minimum improvements needed for follow-on CPOAs.

· Provided leeway for CPOA to cover a characteristic on a family of items.

· Corrected examples.

· Allowed the CCCP and CPOA to be tied to other documents and procedures by reference.

· Introduced the use of supplier's risk in setting nonconformance rate thresholds.  The formulas for doing that are in the Guide.

Industry feedback – changes that were not incorporated (Charts 15-17).  There were a number of changes requested that were not made.  Some leeway was left for others.

· No exception for GFE; this is a valid reason for a CPOA submittal.

· No alternate provision for submittal of plans considered proprietary.

· No exception for contractor-furnished material (CFM).  Producers should know their subcontractors and understand what they are receiving from them.

· No rollover of previously approved CPOAs.

· No routine extension, beyond one year, for an approved CPOA on multi-year procurements.  (Some CPOAs may be approved for longer periods of time at the PM's discretion.)

· No exceptions for GOCO or government-owned equipment.

· Unable to create a boilerplate CCCP or CPOA due to variety of commodities.  Basically what will be looked for in the CCCP is something that speaks to how your process anticipates changes in material, environment, and operators.  That is covered in the Guide.

· Did not move definitions back to the clause.  Made a conscious decision to pull the definitions out of the clause and put them in the Guide, primarily to make the clause shorter.  The Guide is referenced in the clause.

· Did not create different classes of criticals for small arms versus tank ammo.

· Did not waive all nonconformance requirements for processes with a CPOA.

· Did not limit investigative reports to the customer to only those non-conformances which escaped the facility.

· Did not delete paragraphs on Right of Refusal and Responsibility for Escapes.  The Right of Refusal in the FAR does not cover nonconforming material that is suspect; it only covers when you have a defect you can refuse that defect.  Responsibility for Escapes is not covered well in the Warranty Clause, so we left a modified version of that.

Although the implementation side is still undecided (that was not a part of the task of this team), there will likely be cost impacts associated with implementation.  Whether or not to go back to existing contracts will be decided by the PMs.  The objective of the team was to start making this clause available to be used for FY05 procurements, but that may not be reasonable.  That remains to be worked out.

Before the new policy goes into any contract, another critical aspect of implementation is Technical Data Package (TDP) updates.  If the definitions of any criticals are changed, that will then have to go through the configuration control process.  We now have a disciplined, defined process that everybody (the Army and the other Services) understands.  There are a lot of old TDPs that need to be updated integral with the defining of the process.  On the items we have today, it should be the PM's prerogative based on the risk assessment of where we are.  Then, as we go forward, it should be included as part of the overall process.  The biggest issue would be not having enough engineers to do every TDP next year.  Then it becomes "what we are buying the most of" and "worst case".  All implementation issues will be decided in concert with the PMs.

In summary, the clause is completed and a little editing remains to be done on the Guide.  The latest version of both, along with the proposed definitions, can be found on the Web at http://qa.pica.army.mil/QAW/qaw_p/safety_policy.htm.  Some details remain to be worked with the PEO and PMs on specific systems and how to go forward as a whole.  Once that is accomplished and the remainder of the editing is completed on the Guide, all documents will be staffed (collectively as a package) for formal approval.

ACTION – Mr. Dellicker:  Notify ICAP members (via Elaine) when package is approved.

UID/RFID – Unique Identification/Radio Frequency Identification

Ms. Robin A. Gullifer, SFAE-AMO

Associate PEO Ammunition, Program Management

There are two related policies that have been issued by the Department of Defense (DoD).  One is Unique Identification (UID) and the other is Radio Frequency Identification (RFID).  These policies are related; they are not independent.  Their application to ammunition is evolving.  UID was briefed first, followed by RFID.

Unique Identification (UID)

Unique Identification (UID) is defined as the set of data for tangible assets that is globally unique and unambiguous, ensures data integrity and data quality throughout the life cycle, and supports multi-faceted business applications and users.  

The DoD vision for item marking is two-fold:

1. To implement a policy establishing a strategic imperative for uniquely identifying tangible items relying to the maximum extent practical on international standards and commercial item markings and while not imposing unique government data requirements.

2. Uniquely identified tangible items will facilitate item tracking in DoD business systems and provide reliable and accurate data for management, financial, accountability, and asset management purposes.

UID is a DoD requirement on all solicitations issued on or after October 1, 2004, for all property items delivered to the government if:

1. The acquisition cost is $5,000 or more;

2. It is either a serially-managed, mission-essential or controlled-inventory piece of equipment or a reparable item, or a consumable item or material where permanent identification is required;

3. It is a component of a delivered item, if the program manager has determined that unique identification is required; or

4. A UID or a DoD-recognized UID equivalent is available.

The UID policy and changes to the DFARS create the following additional requirements for suppliers to DoD:

· At a minimum, use a 2D Data Matrix ECC 200 to carry the UID data elements (either instead of or in addition to the currently used barcode).

· The contractor shall deliver all items under a contract line, sub-line, or exhibit line item.

· The contractor is required to submit upon shipment notification, via Wide Area Workflow (WAWF), UID database data in addition to the data in the data matrix symbol.

Facts about Data Matrix Technology (Chart 5).  Data matrix is a two-dimensional barcode which can store from 1 to 2000 characters.  The symbol can be square or rectangular and can range from 0.001 inch per side up to 14 inches per side.  Data matrix supplements the first and second generation barcodes used to track packages by expanding automated data collection into the manufacturing, operations, repair and overhaul environments.  The data matrix can be applied in three ways (embedded directly to the item surface, through a plate affixed to the item surface, or by attaching a label) as long as it remains permanent throughout the life cycle of the item and is not damaged or destroyed in use.  Benefits of using 2D data matrix technology versus a standard barcode include:

· Can contain 100 times the data as the same space in a barcode.

· Can be read omni-directionally.

· Can be damaged but still return accurate data.

· Can be scaled up or down to fit within available marking space.

Data matrix symbols require a 2D scanner; they cannot be read using an ordinary linear barcode laser scanner.  The data matrix will contain data represented in a uniquely identified code assigned to an individual item.  The code can represent an already existing commercial item marking or can be constructed using DoD-acceptable identification requirements.  Policymakers believe it is an improvement over the barcode technology.

What items require UID?  The unique identification of items is driven by an integrated set of logistics, acquisition, and financial requirements to track and identify item information.  This flowchart (Chart 7) contains a decision tree defining the business rules for determining what items should be uniquely identified.  The DoD program office issuing the solicitation is responsible for identifying items for UID.  As illustrated, all items with a unit acquisition cost of $5,000 or more require a UID.  If the unit acquisition cost is under $5,000, the DoD program office must first decide whether or not the end item is equipment, reparable, material or consumable.  If the item is equipment or a reparable and determined to be serially managed, mission essential, or controlled inventory, then the item will require a UID.  If the item is a material that does not change form or if it is a consumable item, then the requiring activity determines if a UID is required.  The threshold is "each", although there is consensus among industry for DoD to better define what “item” is.

Technology is available that would allow etching to identify something such as a chip on a board, especially since that would be an item that would be repaired or replaced.

Additional information and a DoD Unique Identification Guide is available at http://www.acq.osd.mil/uid.  A DFARS (Defense Federal Acquisition Regulations Supplement) interim rule entitled "Unique Item Identification and Valuation" was released in October 2003 (subsequently revised and reissued in December 2003), as was the latest version of MIL-STD-130, which specifies identification marking of U.S. military property.

Radio Frequency Identification (RFID)

The second policy is Radio Frequency Identification (RFID), a family of technologies that enables hands-off processing of materiel transactions.  DoD's RFID policy (dated October 2, 2003) provides revised business rules for the use of high data capacity active RFID and an initial set of business rules for the implementation of passive RFID and the use of Electronic Product Code (EPC) compliant tags within the DoD supply chain.  These business rules require suppliers to put passive RFID tags on the cases and pallets of materiel shipped to the DoD as well as on the packaging of all items requiring a Unique Identification (UID).  RFID is a medium to carry UID.  This is a nested process – putting RFID tags on cases in the warehouse pallets where individual packages contain UID.  RFID facilitates UID.  For example:

RFID tag (pallet level)

RFID tag (case level)

RFID tag (item package level)

UID data matrix (item level)

Active RFID is operational and implementation is continuing.  Implementation of Passive RFID within DoD is under way now for all new solicitations issued after October 1, 2004, for delivery on or after January 1, 2005.  PEO Ammo is working with JOCG (Joint Ordnance Commanders Group) subgroups for a common approach to RFID and UID across ammunition.  The policy is being discussed at the OSD level as to maturity of technology and concern about compatibility between ammunition and passive RFID technology.

DoD activities are required to establish an initial capability to read passive RFID tags and use the data at key sites by January 1, 2005.  The Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) has committed to making the strategic distribution centers capable of reading passive RFID tags attached to shipments received from suppliers and applying passive RFID tags on shipments to DoD activities and units by that date.

RFID:  Which Products? (Slide 15).  The intent is to RFID all products at the package level.  Are we meeting the intent with 2D barcode?  It facilitates inventory control.  Who pays for 2D barcode now?  It is a part of the LAP (Load/Assemble/Pack), part of the cost of the item.  MIL-STD-129 (Military Marking for Shipment and Storage) identifies location for marking.  TDPs will need to be changed to identify where the tag will go, what type of adhesive to use, what has to be done, and requirements of that nature.

The RFID is applied at the manufacturer's supply point – similar to the way we apply 2D barcodes.  We are meeting the intent of the RFID policy by using 2D barcodes.  Can we get DOD to buy off that this works?  The problem is you go out into the field and you have RF readers out there but still require 2D barcode readers – which necessitates multiple readers in the field.  We are working with JOCG subgroups to ensure that what we do in the Army is not different from the other Services.  There has to be a linkage, and it will probably be RFID, but the policy still has some hurdles to go through.

For the government-owned facilities, COL(R) Palaschak commented that there are budget lines for each of the Services for RFID applications.  For contractors though, one of the questions the MIBTF has been asking is:  How is all of that going to get paid for?  Contractors need to facilitate and prototype now in order to be ready for next year’s implementation, and there will be cost associated with that.  He commented further that the Norfolk terminal has been successfully applying this as a prototype for the past six months.  Commercial entities are also applying it.  Wal-Mart (who is requiring their top 100 suppliers to have RFID implemented by January 2005) has placed the demand on one of our commercial ammo producers that RF tags will be applied to what they provide to Wal-Mart.  COL(P) Palaschak believes this policy will be implemented, without leeway, and everyone should start prototyping this at their facilities and see how it operates.

The DoD Policy Letter and additional information relative to RFID requirements is available at http://www.dodait.com.  A final version of the RFID Policy is scheduled for publication in July 2004, along with a final DFAR rule governing the application of RFID to the case/pallet/item packaging for material purchased by DoD.  This policy and associated business rules will continue to be refined as active RFID capability is implemented and passive RFID capability continues to be piloted.

A "2004 DoD RFID Summit for Industry" was held on April 6-8 in Washington, DC.  MG(R) Bates commented that the last message he saw indicated that they were looking to have another Industry Day, but cautioned that it is DoD policy and they are not down to the "100-foot level" of what to do and how to do it.  Some of that will be accomplished via Service implementation procedures placed on the PMs and the PEOs.  What goes in the contract?  What requires you to ID things?  It will have to be specified via contract and not just generically identified in the policy.  Each of the Services has been tasked to provide their RFID implementation procedures and it appears that they will be directed to comply.

ACTION – Ms. Gullifer:  Establish a date for another Industry Day update (possibly during August) as soon as a timeline is available for implementation versus delivery and notify ICAP members (via Elaine).

6/16/04 – Subsequent Update from MG(R) Bates.  Much remains to be "discovered", in a relatively short timeframe, to achieve DoD's mandated implementation timelines.  NDIA is co-developing a UID/RFID Workshop series with the cooperation of appropriate offices within DoD, Defense Acquisition University, the military services, and selected industry groups.  Well along into developing the structure of the workshop, they are now engaged in developing the content.  Plans are to export the workshop to various locales/centers of defense industry.  July has been targeted for a 'pilot' workshop (tentatively planned for the Huntsville, Alabama area), followed by five or six additional iterations to be conducted by the end of the year.

Planning for Surge

Mr. Matthew T. Zimmerman

Associate PEO Ammunition, Industrial Base

The purpose of this topic is to solicit the ICAP's assistance in helping PEO Ammo identify innovative ways to help respond more quickly to requirements, particularly in the surge scenario.

Discussion (Chart 1).  What should be done to facilitate planning for and developing the acquisition strategy for surge buys?  What can be done so we can be better prepared even though we understand there are constraints?  We need to be creative in what we can do to be more responsive.

Surge Definition (Chart 2).  AR 700-90, Army Industrial Base Process, defines surge as the ability of the industrial base to rapidly meet accelerated production requirements of selected items with existing facilities and equipment in the peacetime environment (no declared national emergency).  Only existing peacetime program priorities will be available to obtain materials, components, and other industrial resources necessary to support accelerated production requirements.

In general, our primary focus is on the ability to turn around in six months or less and deliver more product.  This could either be for new contracts or accelerating deliveries under existing contracts.  The bottom line is we need a logical way to portray the surge we are planning, how we plan to get there, and how much it will cost.  The key to strategic planning in the industrial base is that you must have that core competency and capability to ramp up and have an idea of what it will take to do that.  There may be a way to come up with a legitimate surge – the obvious one in ammunition being mobilization training.

Examples were provided (using batteries, tires, and protective vests) that are driving this across the board.  Inventory on tires is one thing, but inventory on tires for Humvees is quite another.  Also, no one ever anticipated the fact that every troop and every Humvee would have a radio set that requires a certain type of battery.  Multiple suppliers had to be brought on board to help build the shortfall for protective vests which, in turn, increased surge demands for small caliber ammo.

Single Point Failure Definition (Chart 3).  A single point failure is any raw material, piece part, component, assembly, end item or system where there is only one qualified source, producer, manufacturer or assembler and where the non-availability of that item can put mission readiness, acquisition and logistics support at risk.

Expediting Acquisitions (Chart 4).  General initiatives to increase surge responsiveness include systems contracting, multi-year contracting (base plus options); Section 806 streamlining (increased quantities and extending timeframes); and IDIQ (Indefinite Delivery/Indefinite Quantity) contracts.  Some "accelerating for surge" categories and/or items include:


Medium Caliber

· 30mm M789 urgent release and contract award

· 40mm:  ~25 component contracts reduced to ~5

· Grouping 20mm, 25mm, and 30mm into family buys


Artillery and Mortars

· RAPTOR (Rapid Ammunition Planning Tool and Optimization Routine)

· Proactive stockpile and training requirements analysis


Close Combat Systems



Accelerated acquisitions/urgent releases for:

· Non-lethal capability sets

· Tasers

· C-4 demolition block

· M67 Hand Grenade

· Shoulder-launched systems

ACTION:  Sector Leads will canvass their sector area and provide (to Mr. Zimmerman) responses to the following questions which were posed by Mr. Bolton (Assistant Secretary of the Army for Acquisition, Logistics and Technology) at a recent Industrial Base Review:

· What can be done to improve responsiveness to surge demands?

· What can be done to collapse timelines from months to weeks?

· What rules, regulations, and statutes need to be changed to ensure a responsive industrial base?

In addition, a list of 212 end items, components, or materials is being prepared and Mr. Zimmerman will release that list to ICAP Sector Leads who, in turn, will take a reality check within their sector to see if anything needs to be added.  This ties in to the disaster recovery plan for key vulnerable spots within the industrial base to respond to requirements.  Industry input is needed to help focus that effort.  Mr. Zimmerman will present findings at the next ICAP meeting.

Reports from Sector Leads

Most of the comments had to do with the Critical Characteristics Clause and with UID/RFID concerns, both of which were briefed and discussed in detail today.

Mr. Stoller, reporting for the Demilitarization sector, voiced some concerns with the draft RFP that is out for the second IDIQ.  Concerns had to do with plans for a single contractor (winner take all) award, lack of specificity with respect to quantities, timing as to when the final RFP comes out and no slippage in the response deadline from industry, and the potential for repeat criticism from GAO related to workload for the GOCOs.  Mr. Stoller was speaking mainly for the three small businesses in his sector that are interested in this work.
Dr. Dean Bartles (Large Caliber sector) commented on a new turn in steel pricing related to limits on how much can be bought.  This clearly will have an impact (from a price perspective as well as a delivery perspective) although how broad a spectrum is not yet known.  A comment was made that more money will not fix that because there are production capability problems.

Frequency of meetings

Discussion resulted in a consensus that the ICAP would meet three times per year in connection with the following events:

1. Munitions Executive Summit (February)

2. NDIA’s Firepower Symposium (June near Picatinny, NJ)

3. Association of the United States Army Annual Meeting (October).  

This year’s meeting is scheduled for October 25-27, 2004 at the Washington Convention Center, Washington, DC.

In addition, if a major issue arises that needs to be addressed, the Chairman may call a special meeting.

Action Items

Existing action items were reviewed and updated as required and new action items were recapped.  Numbers have been assigned and all are presented in table format in the separate Action Item Status Report.  Please keep Elaine advised regarding status of any assigned actions.

Closing Remarks

Mr. Crawford reported that BG Rafferty will continue to serve as Acting Commander at JMC until BG Radin returns in December.  Mr. Crawford thanked everyone for the work that was done ahead of time and closed by saying how much he appreciated the great dialogue throughout today’s meeting.  The presentations were outstanding and the ensuing discussions were informational for all.  Those same thoughts were echoed by Mr. Harris, Mr. Fahey, and MG(R) Bates.  BG(R) Holmes closed by thanking everyone for their attendance and participation.








Respectfully submitted,
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ELAINE KENNEDY
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