8/23/00 Packaging Pilot IPT held at Ft. Belvoir in 202 room 6.

Attendees:  Air Force, OSD(OGC), DCMC, DLA, Honeywell, GE, OSD(AR).  Also, thru VTC, GE and Honeywell sites.

Actions:

1. Craig (AR) to distribute GE & Honeywell monthly update charts to all members.  

2. Craig (AR) to distribute Innovation Reports as they come in.

3. Honeywell and GE to generate Innovation Reports and provide in electronic format.

4. GE to share new specs with cognizant DCMA by providing copy of the specification.

5. Honeywell to share new specs with cognizant DCMA by generating (abbreviated) innovation report.

6. DCAA is pending GE “consideration audit report.”

7. Craig (AR) Innovation reports/lessons learned and best practices to be put on AR web site.

8. Craig (AR) to revise AR home page to host and share Packaging Pilot Program data.  To share best practices. 

9. Mike Werneke to draft up ‘straw man’ based upon today’s discussion regarding a roadmap from the Pilot to implementation.  Due 20 September.  Craig to distribute for comments.  

10. Components to research the commercial pack versus milpack split.  We need to assess to what extent are we taking advantage of existing instruction and to determine the population of impact for the Pilot.  (Frank Magnifico worked this 4 years ago.)  Need data by end of September to Craig.

11. Frank Guerrero and Joe Maloney reverify phone numbers and names on second company expansion pilot listing.  Many have already moved and numbers have changed.  Need both company and DCM POC.  (By 12 September.)

12. Col Long to review original Pilot authorizing letters and determine whether existing language will cover new Pilot participants or will new letters have to be drafted and signed out by PDUSD. 

Of note:

1. Experiences gained by companies participating in the Pilot can often be applied against the broader company.

2. Must ensure that, where appropriate, initiatives credited to packaging are due to the pilot.  

3. Important to note that companies may still elect to use milpack even though they are in the pilot.  Pilot is performance based.  Sometimes milpack may be the best way to proceed.

4. If expand the Pilot and need to conduct site visits, IPT members will have travel funding issues. 

5. Because of company internal synergies with commercial packaging and military packaging, benefits of Pilot implementation will accrue to government contracts but also to commercial side.  In fact, more may accrue to commercial business due to standardization and volume of commercial.

Discussion:

1. Problem with Honeywell VTC hook up.  Audio only.  GE fine.  Could be Verizon issues.  Honeywell set up VTC backbone.   

2. Participants would like level of comfort with a road map regarding how to graduate from the pilot.  Participants do not want to go back to business as usual.  Pilot gives them the flexibility to innovate.

3. Important to be aware that if the Pilot is not approved for some kind of permanent basis, the contractor savings we are now seeing would have to be “re-incurred.”  Savings would go away without the Pilot authority.

4. Discussion focused on implementation from Pilot.  (Global SPI type implementation.)

Proposed phased implementation:

Declare performance for GE and Honeywell satisfactory (if we are satisfied with results).

Establish template for new participants.

Make any regulatory, statutory, instruction changes as necessary.

Allow retrospective or prospective consideration determination for new participants.

Revise MIL-STD-2073 to more emphasize commercial pack.  Perhaps even identify items, by FSC, that would be commercial unless justified otherwise.  This would force more use of commercial pack.  Today, it is suspected that people may go with what they are familiar, e.g. milpack, rather than utilizing commercial pack even though commercial pack is authorized.

Company participation would be by cage code (TIN number would be better).

Offer all companies the opportunity to participate in the Pilot.  Company decision.  If they participate, they receive warranty requirement.  If they do not, they are subject to MIL-STD-2073.  Company choice.  Some will choose to not participate.  

Companies that choose to participate would participate in the Pilot for a period of time.  12, 24, 36, 42 months were suggested.  Company/segment performance would be monitored during the Pilot period where the companies would have the discretion to package as appropriate.

SPI/Block change/MOA is first step of participation. 

Companies perform to the Pilot requirements. 

Given good performance, companies would be declared as successfully completing the pilot after the end of the performance period.  They would be certified to commercial pack.  Companies would have permanent choice of commercial pack in lieu of milpack.  

Option would be to prequalify companies similar to ISO and/or MIL Q.  Companies would be accepted as certified commercial pack for a probationary period.  If they performed poorly after a predetermined period of time, commercial pack status would be revoked.  

5. Honeywell, with 6 sigma program and Pilot, synergistically yields broad company process improvements.  

6. Both Honeywell and GE are seeing better communication as a by product of the Pilot.

7. Honeywell site expansion was not pursued after conducting sites visits.  One site could not seean adequate ROI.  Other site expressed concerns about contractor warranty liability associated with commercial pack. 

8. All members of the IPT agreed that it is important to conduct preliminary site visits with prospective Pilot participants because of the need to inspect their packaging systems already in place, but more importantly, to let the companies understand the inherent burden upon them required if they participate.  For example: Monthly reporting; Innovation sharing; New spec sharing; Quarterly status meeting.  Companies need to want to join the Pilot for the right reasons.  Some may feel they are forced into or may feel that it is necessary to participate in the pilot in order to be awarded contracts.

9. Packaging Oversight Group plans quarterly meetings and is briefed about the status of the Pilot. 

10. Raytheon and United Technology segments are interested in becoming Pilots. Requirement to brief PPCG, SPI EC and Mr. Oliver pending as part of IPR.  

11. Sites say people are taking more pride in their work and are bubbling up new packaging innovations.  Onsite DCMA voices positive results with the initiative.

12. Honeywell and GE should note that it is important to report material changes so that they may be considered for general adoption.

13. Consideration should be given for the amount and type of solid waste that is generated when evaluating material changes.  Plastic disposal is a particular concern for ships at sea.

Honeywell:

Honeywell seeing significant productivity gains.  Cycle time decreasing  (18% improvement).  Packaging costs decreasing.  Several packaging innovations pending.  New Korvu process.  New tape.  New foam types.  The few RODs were due to errors independent of pilot practices.  

GE:

One time cycle time increase was due to plant down time. Generally cycle time decreasing.  Generally, packaging costs decreasing.  GE seeing significant productivity gains.  Several packaging innovations have been shared.  Standardized box sizes.  New foam in place procedures.  The few RODs were due to errors independent of pilot practices. 

Next Meeting:

25 October 2000

Questions and Answers:

Discussion Questions and Answers (from discussion) for the Packaging Pilot IPT on 23 August 2000

1.· Lesson learned write-up format.

The Innovation Report Form captures the essence of communicating the learning that was accomplished through an event that had a favorable outcome.  The bottom of the form is the block labeled “Lessons Learned.”  This form can be used to capture lessons learned and best practices.

2. ·DCMA COR Packaging audit/review responsibilities under the SPI Packaging Program.


Under the auspices of the pilot program, each COR is responsible for ensuring that the Pilot Program participants are following their own prescribed procedures.

3.· Development of notice to Service Chiefs that their Integrated Material Managers should absorb depot/installation costs to repack to NICP requirements (e.g., CONUS to OCONUS) commercially packed SPI IPT materiel, if necessary, for reshipments.


The Services have different philosophies about where the funding responsibilities should be placed and those decisions are the Services call.  Repack is expensive and the expenses associated with repackaging an item can be billed back to the Services.  IMMs are expected to make the determination as to the suitability of commercial packaging in collaboration with the contractor, in the context of the best available information when orders are placed and when items are delivered to the government.  Any additional costs of packaging should be planned by the item manager.  The Services will have to sort the unplanned from the unforeseeable and judge how to deal with it.  If one knows that something is going to need to be reshipped, specify that requirement, up front.  The buying activity is supposed to buy (and specify pack) to intended use. 

4.· Are changes to joint service regulation, AR 700-15, Packaging of Materiel, to reflect SPI IPT changes to, contractors best commercial practices packaging, required?  If not now required, at what point will wording changes be required? Should changes be made now to latest draft revision?


AR-700-15 directs military packaging for internal practices and does not address the Pilots commercial requirements.  The Pilot is directed to Government contractors.  Ultimately, it would make sense to make internal direction consistent with our external requirements, but any changes now would be premature. 

5.· What is the direction Acquisition Reform Office has given to all contractors involved and not involved in the present SPI IPT Pilot Program? (E.g., can pack to their best commercial packaging practices.)


AR has encouraged contractor participation in the Pilot as we have sought to expand the pilot to other sectors.  Further, AR has also clarified to industry that packaging SPIs can still be pursued outside the Packaging Pilot.  Under the pilot, the block change language provides contractor direction.  Contractors are required to follow prescribed practices if they are not in the pilot.

6.  Discussion on the impact, if any, senior DoD Management Acquisition reform directions have had on Program Managers procurement practices (e.g., procurement of weapon systems call for commercial packaging of materiel vice military packaging to save initial fielding dollars).


Part o f the Pilot is to assess the benefits that can accrue to the Department under the Pilot Program terms and conditions.  Program participants are estimating impacts on a facility/segment basis, crossing many contracts.  Capturing individual program impacts would require substantial commitment of time and resources and would potentially, if specifically quantified, make PMs the target of budget managers.

7.  Report from services and DLA on supply discrepancy reports (SDRs). Total of last six months packaging and shipping SDRs, and the number of SDRs against Pilot Program participant shipments.


SDRs, compared with the volume that we actually pack and ship is extremely small.  As you know, this information can be difficult to collect.  Contractors would be a better source of this information, rather than the Components.  Numbers would be as important as the reasons for the SDRs. No baseline has been established for SDRs.  For the Pilot, this information is being reported by the Pilot Program participants.  

