
AA&E Interagency Coordination Group Meeting Summary

The Arms, Ammunition, and Explosives (AA&E) Interagency Coordination Group (ICG) met on Tuesday, June 3, 2008, at LMI’s headquarters in McLean, Virginia.  Action items from the meeting and an attendee list can be found at the end of this summary.

OVERVIEW
Mr. Fred Schutz, Office of the Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Transportation Policy) (OUSD [TP]), opened the meeting with welcoming remarks.  Mr. Schutz reiterated the primary objectives of the meeting which include:
· review status of the DoD AA&E Implementation Plan,
· review roles, responsibilities, and expectations,
· synchronize efforts,
· identify and discuss any new issues,
· discuss Sub-Group efforts,

· obtain ICG feedback.
In terms of progress, Mr. Schutz reported that eight of the fourteen total AIPs have been completed (1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 10, and 12).   He noted, however, that some of the completed AIPs have “follow-on tasks”; therefore, some of the completed AIPs will be treated as on-going until the follow-on tasks are completed.  AIP 9 will continue to remain open for new initiatives.
Mr. Schutz reported that the following key products were delivered since the December 2007 meeting:
· Improving the Intransit Safety and Security of AA&E while in FMS Distribution Channels (May 2008)

· REPSHIP, TRANSPORTATION CLOSEOUT, and TRANSPORTATION DISCREPANCY REPORTING:  Integrating, Standardizing and Automating Processes for AA&E Shipments (March 2008)
He also reported the following progress from the Defense Ammunition Center (DAC) since the last meeting:
· Conducted a survey to assess the AA&E training curriculum

· Identified potential members of the HAZMAT Community of Practice for DAC’s Knowledge Management Portal
Other updates since the last meeting include continued work on the DTTS Trailer Tracking CONOPS and business rules, the LMI support contract was extended through spring 2009, and the ICG Transportation Sub-Group continues to meet to address and coordinate key AA&E issues.
Mr. Schutz also discussed other coordination efforts in the area of AA&E safety and security.   Mr. Schutz noted that he plans to continue attending Transportation Security Administration (TSA) Government Coordinating Council (GCC) and Modal GCC meetings and will provide DoD input to transportation security documents.  
Mr. Schutz reviewed the following open actions from the last meeting.

· Action Item:  Navy requested that OUSD (I) provide the ICG with the policy which requires the Services to provide AA&E loss reports to OUSD (I).  

· Update:  CDR Spangler, Navy, requested that it be noted that Navy provides AA&E loss reports for all major losses, not all losses.  A policy is still needed for loss reporting so that all services can comply accordingly.
· Action Item:  OUSD (I), Defense Security Service (DSS), and the Defense Contract Management Agency (DCMA) planned to meet to address many of the findings within the AA&E Contractor Security assessment
· Update:  Mr. Michael Earhart, USD (I), reported that OUSD (I) is working to hire additional staff in the next few weeks.  OUSD (I) plans to meet with DCMA and DSS in the next coming weeks to discuss the report’s findings.  Mr. Loviska, DCMA, reported that a contractor submitted a request for a waiver to OUSD (I) about the movement of AA&E from one facility to another over a short distance (less than a mile), but crosses a public road, thus Transportation Protection Services (TPS) are required. The contractor is waiting on a response.  Mr. Loviska asked that OUSD (I) provide and answer to the contractor.  
· Action Item:  OUSD (TP) and OUSD (I) to meet with JS-J4 to discuss what steps, if any, should be taken to determine if each COCOM’s security criteria are in compliance with 5100.76-M
· Update:  This item is still open.

Mr. Schutz reported that OSD TP will continue to monitor progress, keep the AA&E community informed, and post AIP status updates and products/assessments to OSD (TP) Website (www.acq.osd.mil/log/tp).  However, once the Knowledge Management portal is available, minutes and actions will be posted to the portal.  ICG meetings will continue bi-annually.  
AIP Status Updates and Presentations

Following the opening remarks, AIP status updates and presentations were provided by many of the attendees.  Hard copy briefings were provided to all meeting attendees.  (If you would like an electronic copy of all or any of the briefings please contact Jared Andrews at jandrews@lmi.org.)  

The following is a summary of the AIP status updates and presentations in the order in which they were presented. 
AIP 2 - Performance of Threat/Vulnerability/Risk Assessments
Mr. Earhart reported that OUSD (I) is currently updating DoD 5100.76M - Physical Security of Sensitive Conventional Arms, Ammunition and Explosives and is also working to establish minimum access control standards at the base and installation level.  They also plan to address some open issues with Foreign Military Sales (FMS).  The Services will have a chance to review and comment on DoD 5100.76M by mid-summer. 
Mr. Earhart also reported that he has been working with the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) to determine if they have performed any threat and vulnerability assessments that may lend themselves to the secure transport of AA&E.  He noted that the COCOMs have also performed threat and vulnerability assessments; however, the assessments have not been consolidated and shared with the Transportation community. OUSD (I) will work towards consolidating and sharing the reports.  Mr. Juan Figueroa, Department of Homeland Security (DHS), offered to work with OUSD (I) to share threat information as well. 
Installation Access Controls 
Mr. Earhart reported that his office has been working to develop minimum standards for comprehensive access control, screening requirements, and procedures for DoD owned or controlled spaces.  OUSD (I) is working to establish the vetting requirements, which is a significant obstacle.  DSS processes investigations for clearances, but they are not the adjudicators.  Each Service, National Security Agency (NSA), etc. has adjudicating bodies.  All organizations use Joint Personnel Adjudication System (JPAS), but JPAS is not designed to interface with other systems.  OUSD (I) is working to resolve this issue. Contractor vetting cannot be outsourced; it must be completed by United States Government (USG) personnel.  OUSD (I) is also working with the DHS on verification standards and with the State Department on vetting processes for overseas personnel.  Gaps identified in the recent FMS report published by LMI for OSD (TP) highlighted some of the vetting issues.  
MAJ Eric Fagerheim, SDDC, reported that SDDC is assessing the Transportation Worker Identification Credential (TWIC) and Common Access Card (CAC) for base entry.  Mr. Earhart stated that while the CAC, TWIC, and Personal Identity Verification (PIV), authenticate, identify, and provide verification that an individual is not a threat, the base/installation commander still has responsibility to determine need to access.  As such, OUSD (I) is working to understand the architecture of the various automated systems that are in place at DoD’s installations to see if it is possible to send advance information to the receiving facility that proves the driver needs access to the facility.  At the minimum, an authoritative vetting database is needed to determine an individual’s identity and verify the identity against the National Counterterrorism Center.   
Mr. Figueroa, DHS, suggested that a TWIC representative from TSA or the Coast Guard be invited to brief at the next ICG meeting.
AIP 6 – Foreign Military Sales AA&E Assessment

Foreign Military Sales AA&E Assessment

Mr. Ken Stombaugh, LMI, provided a brief overview of a recent LMI assessment that looked at the safety and security of AA&E movement through Foreign Military Sales (FMS) distribution channels.  The study focused on the transport of AA&E while in the custody of the foreign nation and/or their agents (i.e. moving outside the Defense Transportation System).   While the title of the goods sold through the FMS program passes to the purchasing country at origin, the purchasing country is still required to follow DoD’s transportation security requirements after they take custody of the shipment.  
Below is brief overview of a few of the assessment’s key recommendations that LMI proposed DoD implement.  Refer to the Improving the Intransit Safety and Security of Arms, Ammunition, and Explosives while in Foreign Military Sales Distribution Channels report published in May 2008 for a complete list of findings and recommendations.  
· Recommendation 1: Defense Security Cooperation Agency (DSCA) should incorporate the necessary provisions from DoD 5100.76-M and the DTR into DoD 5105.38-M, Security Assistance Management Manual (SAMM), so that implementing agencies and purchasing countries only need to reference and be familiar with a single policy covering transportation safety and security.

· Recommendation 2: DSCA should finalize the requirement that transportation plans be developed for all sensitive AA&E shipments. A detailed transportation plan for all sensitive AA&E shipments should enhance their security. The plans would give DoD the opportunity to assess whether 
security measures are in place and agreed to before transferring custody to the purchasing country. Detailed guidance for writing, submitting, reviewing, and approving transportation plans should also be provided in the SAMM.

· Recommendation 3: DoD should consider requiring purchasing countries to vet and approve all commercial carriers that transport unclassified AA&E.  
· Recommendation 5: DSCA should require overseas Security Assistance Offices (SAOs) to perform random and periodic inspections for shipments moving under the direct control of the purchasing country. DoD should develop a standard checklist for the SAOs to use while performing these inspections.

· Recommendation 6: DSCA should consider establishing an internal cell to monitor the movement of sensitive AA&E from origin to destination. This role would be similar to the role the Defense Transportation Tracking System Program Management Office (DTTS PMO) plays in monitoring sensitive AA&E shipments within the continental United States (CONUS) on behalf of the military departments. The new cell could leverage the new Enhanced Freight Tracking System (EFTS) as its primary tool for monitoring sensitive AA&E shipments throughout the FMS transportation process, any intransit visibility (ITV) events that occur during the transportation process (e.g., consolidations, port offloading, and custody transfers), and when the AA&E shipment reaches its final destination and is receipted in DSCA’s Security Cooperation Information Portal (SCIP). The DSCA cell would be responsible for notifying the military departments of any exceptions or incidents that may occur while the shipment is in transit for their appropriate action.
· Recommendation 7: DSCA’s Defense Institute of Security Assistance Management (DISAM) should update its curriculum to cover transportation safety and security in more detail. SAO and purchasing-country personnel should be required to complete the course and receive certification in the safety and security of sensitive AA&E items. Follow-on instruction should be available on-line for continued professional development of personnel from SAOs and other organizations.  
A discussion followed regarding the training of foreign militaries in the US and the need to move AA&E to the training locations.  Letters of offer and acceptance (LOAs) and transportation plans (TPs) should be required for these missions as well.  Although this scenario is outside the scope of FMS, DoD should have oversight of these activities.  
Mr. Schutz recommended that OSD TP, LMI, and DSCA meet to determine how to pursue the recommendations in the report.  
Following the FMS presentation an unrelated discussion ensued regarding Security Risk Categories (SRCs).  Mr. Earhart, USD (I), mentioned that the categories for some AA&E items may be changing.  For example, grip stocks for missiles are currently SRC 3, but will be changed to SRC 1.   Mr. Mario Harley, US Navy, asked what other changes are expected because changing security categories has a significant impact on the cost to store and transport AA&E.  Mr. Harley said that because the grip stock and missiles are currently not allowed to be transported together the threat is minimized.  Mr. Earhart responded that the grip stock, minus the missile, is still very sensitive and should be transported under SRC 1 security requirements.  Mr. Earhart said that the Services will have the chance to comment on the changes.  
AIP 7 and 12 - Carrier Screening
MAJ Fagerheim provided a brief update on carrier personnel screening.  CACs for some drivers are currently on hold. The long term plan is to have interoperability with the TWIC database.  Once interoperability is achieved, an AA&E driver may be able to access a DoD installation with either a CAC or TWIC.  USTRANSCOM J5/4 is working with OUSD (I) and DHS to test interoperability between CAC and TWIC.  This may take place at either Charleston, SC or Jacksonville, FL.  The plan is not yet finalized, but testing will be completed to verify the technology, processes, and procedures. 

Mr. Schutz provided an update on AIPs 7 and 12.  Mr. Schutz reported that USTRANSCOM, SDDC, and OUSD (TP) formed a working group to review and improve the AA&E carrier screening process.  Mr. Schutz noted that the workgroup was formed following an incident in 2004 where a known smuggler transported an AA&E shipment from Bosnia to Iraq.  Since that incident, the workgroup has taken a number of key actions to enhance the screening process.   Some of the key actions include:

· Excluded Parties List System (EPLS) screening added to SDDC’s Carrier Registration Program – Feb 07
· EPLS follow-up screening added to TRANSS contract annual carrier review process – Mar 07
· EPLS screening added to new Consolidated Rules Tender – Mar 07
· Added EPLS screening requirement to draft Part II DTR –  Mar 07
· Added EPLS screening requirement to One-Time-Only Request for Proposals (RFP) – May 07
· DoD Inspector General (IG) determined that the case involving the smuggler was contracted by the Joint Contract Command - Iraq & Afghanistan (JCC – I&A) – Sept 07
· JS J4 asked COCOMs for feedback on their current screening process –   Sept 07
Mr. Schutz also reviewed a number of future potential actions that will enhance the carrier screening process.  They include:  

· COCOMs without approved AA&E carrier lists will establish them

· All approved AA&E carrier lists will be accessible via a central website

· SDDC plans to add an EPLS subcontractor screening requirement to the Universal Services Contract (USC) USC 06 

· OSD (TP) will work with other federal agencies to ensure consistent screening throughout the federal government

· DFARS case will be created to require contractors and all tier subcontractors to use only approved AA&E carriers
· OGC to provide legal opinion on establishing a worldwide pre-approval process

· USTRANSCOM considering other less workload intensive alternatives

Mr. Schutz highlighted the last two actions since they are new since the last ICG meeting.  

Mr. Oliver Bell, USMC, asked if SDDC is endorsing any of the commercial systems that are being used to vet carriers.  SDDC has considered them.  Mr. Earhart stated that OUSD (I) has evaluated many commercial systems and found that they have limitations.  Policy provides the guidance, and if a vendor system can meet the guidance, it can be used by U.S. Government.  MAJ Fagerheim added that currently, no vendor systems have been endorsed.  
AIP 9 -Distribution Enhancements
Trailer Tracking Update
Mr. Clay Carter, SDDC, provided an update on the SDDC/DTTS trailer tracking initiative.  SDDC continues to evaluate Trailer Tracking Service (TTS) as an accessorial service in SDDC’s Unified Pub MFTRP1C.  Eventually, SDDC may eliminate the Security Escort Vehicle (SEV) accessorial service and replace it with TTS.  In order to help drive carrier investment in the new trailer tracking technologies, SDDC would allow Transportation Officers (TOs) to choose either SEV or TTS for Security Risk Category 1 (SRC 1) shipments.  Since TTS is expected to cost considerably less than SEV, TOs will most likely order TTS over SEV when booking the shipment.  AA&E carriers who do not offer TTS would stand to lose business to AA&E carriers who do offer TTS.  As such, this strategy may help push AA&E carriers to invest in the trailer tracking technologies.
Since the last ICG, SDDC has worked closely with the Services to establish the objective of TTS.  SDDC and the Services have developed the following reasons why trailers should be monitored: 

· To enhance intransit safety and security of AA&E

· Current capability – monitoring the tractor gives us ability to communicate with the driver as well as good visibility but not absolute visibility – still chance for error

· Leverage emerging trailer monitoring technology

· Tractor and trailer monitoring adds automated redundancy

Progress since the last ICG includes continued work through the DoD Business Rules Working Group (OSD, Services, USTRANSCOM, DLA, JMC, and SDDC) to refine the TTS concept of operations, trailer tracking business rules, and cost analysis to estimate expected costs.  The business rules have been vetted with NDTA, carriers, and vendors.  The trailer tracking service will not be mandatory and will initially be used for AA&E shipments in van trailers only, for all SRCs.  DTTS II will be modified to support the technology. 
Mr. Carter outlined the next steps, which include the following:

· Work with munitions carriers and vendors to coordinate and finalize the CONOPS/business rules

· Incorporate provisions in the SDDC Rules Publication

· Modify DTTS II to support the trailer tracking capability

· Assess capabilities of other sensors, such as an attitude sensor 

· Assess impact of eliminating tractor tracking (over time)

· Obtain COCC approval – July 2008

· SDDC notice – August 2008

· Carriers/vendors prep time:  August 2008 – January 2009

· Commence trailer tracking:  January 2009

Mr. Figueroa, DHS, asked how many shipments DTTS tracks.  MAJ Fagerheim responded that 66,000 shipments were monitored last year in CONUS.  DHS is considering how this capability could be leveraged for tracking on a larger scale for DHS purposes.  

Mr. Figueroa also asked if the transceivers are ruggedized or covert.  Mr. Harley, US Navy responded that they are located on the top of the trailer and are relatively covert.  

Security Terminology Reconciliation Review

Mr. Ken Stombaugh, LMI, reviewed LMI’s new tasking to review the security terminology.  He summarized the issue that multiple terms are used to designate the sensitivity and level of security service to secure AA&E while in the distribution process.  He described the objective of the task, which is to achieve commonality of the terminology across the different affected logistics disciplines.
Mr. Stombaugh provided a review of the task and the intended approach.  LMI will be working with key organizations and stakeholders to conduct the assessment.  The result will be to recommend changes to policy, terminology, systems and processes, if necessary, and to develop a report with findings/recommendations. The report will be completed by October 31, 2008.  
A discussion followed that SRC and Category definitions are mentioned throughout many policies.  Making changes may have significant consequences.  Mr. Kim Morrison, SDDC, mentioned that the Defense Transportation Regulation (DTR) defines SRC and CIIC codes, and what TPS is required for each.  Mr. Mike Hanson, US Air Force, stated that this effort is needed as there is too much ambiguity in the regulations.  
Mr. Stombaugh asked for points of contact that should be involved in the task.  CDR Spangler, OPNAV, suggested that LMI work with MSG Stan Stewart and N411.  

Mr. Schutz mentioned that the ICG will be updated on this task at the next meeting as well as on the AA&E retrograde assessment, which has also been assigned to LMI.  
Update on Reengineered REPSHIP Process

Mr. Jared Andrews, LMI, provided the group with an update on the fielding of a Concept of Operations (CONOPS) that LMI developed for OUSD (TP) in March 2008.  The CONOPS detailed a method for integrating and automating the Report of Shipment (REPSHIP)
, transportation closure
, and Transportation Discrepancy Reporting (TDR)
 processes for AA&E shipments.  Mr. Andrews reported that OUSD (TP) tasked LMI to develop the CONOPS because DoD shippers and receivers sometimes fail to execute these critical processes because they are manually intensive (e.g. faxes, phone calls, emails). 
Mr. Andrews reported that the CONOPS relied heavily on the use of Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) messages and their ability to allow disparate information systems to communicate with each other.  The CONOPS requires all DoD automated shipper systems to implement a standard Advance Ship Notice (ASN), specifically the X12 EDI 856A ASN.  Prior to the actual movement, the shipper system will generate the 856A ASN and send it to the receiver, USTRANSCOM’s Global Transportation Network (GTN), and SDDC’s Intelligent Road/Rail Information System (IRRIS).  After the shipment arrives at the receiving activity and is “in-checked” the receiving activity’s automated shipper system will generate an X12 EDI 315N Nodal Status message and send it to both GTN and IRRIS.  After GTN and IRRIS receive the 315N Nodal Status message the shipment will be “closed out”.  

Mr. Andrews noted that USTRANSCOM’s Corporate Data Office (CDO) issued an email on  May 16, 2008 directing all DoD shipper systems to implement a capability for generating the 856A and 315N messages. The email directed the managers for each shipper system to provide estimated dates of when they can complete implementation using external funding, if it becomes available, and using internal funding.  Mr. Andrews noted that some shipper systems, such as Air Force’s Cargo Movement Operations System (CMOS), have already begun implementing the EDI messages but some have not (e.g. JMC’s Munitions Transportation Management System).  

The CONOPS also relied heavily on the use of EDI messages to support the TDR process. SDDC currently owns the TDR process and has developed a web based system that allows shippers and receivers to file the TDRs electronically.  The system is called the Discrepancy Identification System (DIS).  Mr. Andrews noted that the CONOPS recommended that the shipper systems be enhanced to allow shipment data to be exported electronically into DIS.  This would reduce the time it takes to file TDRs because the shipment information would be pre-lodged in DIS.  Mr. Andrews noted that SDDC has agreed to modify DIS to accept the electronic messages from the various DoD shipper systems but has not provided a date of when the necessary DIS enhancements will be completed.  

Mr. Schutz stated that he was encouraged that USTRANSCOM, SDDC, and the Services are taking the necessary steps to implement the CONOPS.  
AIP 5 and 14 – Emergency Response and AA&E Metrics
Emergency Response
Ms. Rita Woolwine, USNORTHCOM, provided an update on the emergency response Executive Agent (EA) change proposal. During the Dec 2007 ICG meeting, Army proposed that USNORTHCOM assume EA for DoD response to transportation mishaps based on a report written by LMI regarding the subject.  Ms Woolwine stated that USNORTHCOM non-concurred with Army’s proposal. Ms.Woolwine referenced the LMI report DOD Emergency Response to CONUS Transportation Mishaps Involving Military Munitions dated April 2006.  She stated that USNORTHCOM disagreed with the recommendation in the report that USNORTHCOM’s Army Service Component Command (ASCC) be responsible for managing the emergency response process for AA&E transportation incidents.  Currently, the Department of Army’s Service Watch Cell (ASWC) is responsible for contacting explosive ordnance disposal (EOD) support and requesting they respond to an incident.  The LMI report pointed out that if a shipment requires explosive ordnance disposal (EOD) support near an Air Force base, the ASWC does not have the authority to task the Air Force to respond.  The LMI report noted that USNORTHCOM might have more control to direct the Services to respond once their ASCC is established. Ms Woolwine pointed out that USNORTHCOM’s ASCC is ARNORTH which does not own/control any forces on a day-to-day basis.  USNORTHCOM has no control over installations.  She stated that if there is an issue with Air Force units responding, it needs to be addressed with Air Force – changing EA will not solve the problem. Mr. Mario Harley, US Navy, stated that Navy stands ready to support any request by the ASWC to respond to an incident.  
At this point USNORTHCOM is not willing to take over the ASWC function or the EA role for transportation incidents. Ms Woolwine will staff at the GO/FO level and provide an official response at the next ICG meeting.    
The AA&E Transportation Subgroup was also assigned an action to address the EOD notification concern identified in the LMI report that the ASWC does not have the authority to direct other Service EOD teams who may be closer to the accident site. Secondly, the issue of being able to measure the effectiveness and efficiency of the formal EOD notification process was discussed and the subgroup will examine how best to capture that metric.    
Distribution and Notification Metrics

Ms. Maggie Batchelor, USTRANSCOM, provided an overview of some metrics that DTTS currently captures as well as a number of new metrics that the ICG Transportation Subgroup would like DTTS and SDDC to capture in the future.  Some of the metrics that the ICG Transportation Subgroup would like DTTS and SDDC to begin capturing include:

· Carrier missed RDDs

· DTTS panic button usage compliance (will monitor frequency of carriers calling or texting DTTS to alert them of an incident vice initiating a panic button alert)

· Carrier terminal compliance (security requirement failures and shipments exceeding authorized stay limits)

· TRANSS inspection findings

· Carrier failure to initiate a DTTS “offload” or “arrival” message

· Carrier departs a terminal without initiating DTTS (Carrier NIS)

· Carrier performance exception reports

Mr. Clay Carter, SDDC, mentioned that SDDC already captures some of the metrics for which USTRANSCOM and the Subgroup are looking.  Ms. Batchelor asked Mr. Carter to send her the metrics that they are capturing.   

Dr. Josephine Covino, DoD Explosives Safety Board (DDESB), reported that DDESB also requires some metrics. MAJ Fagerheim and Mr. Kim Morrison, SDDC, will work with Dr. Covino and provide the metrics that DDESB is requesting.   

Ms. Batchelor also stated that the Military Services would receive the draft Business Rules governing these metrics by 16 June 2008. 

AIP 10 - AA&E Research, Development, Test & Evaluation

Mr. Robert Rossi, Army Armament Research, Development and Engineering Center (ARDEC), presented AIP 10.  He reviewed the tasking and the key organizations that are involved in AA&E Research, Development, Testing, and Evaluation (RDT&E).  Mr. Rossi reported that ARDEC has established and chartered a working group comprised of members from Army (lead agent), Navy, USMC, Air Force, USTRANSCOM and OSD-DDR&E.  

The working group recently contracted with SAIC to develop an on-line collaborative portal so that the various RDT&E organizations can coordinate their various AA&E-related research efforts with each other.  Mr. Rossi provided an overview of some of the portal’s planned features.  ARDEC is awaiting delivery of the portal from SAIC.  They expect it to be completed in July or August 2008.  
The next steps include populating the database and marketing the portal’s capabilities.  ARDEC is looking for funding sources for database management and maintenance.  
Mr. Schutz asked that ARDEC provide a demonstration of the portal at the next ICG meeting.   Mr. Rossi agreed. 
AIP 11 and 13 – Knowledge Management and Training

Knowledge Management (AIP 11)

Mr. Bill Scott, Defense Ammunition Center (DAC), provided an AIP 11 update.  He presented a list of efforts that are underway by DAC’s team.  An in-progress review (IPR) was held in April, and the team was tasked to take all the efforts and illustrate how they are interrelated.  A concept map was developed to show these relationships.  Developing the taxonomy is a challenge in developing the portals.  Mr. Scott presented how a new technology called a hyperbolic browser works and allows users to develop their own taxonomy.  The browser allows individuals to build their own knowledge repositories.  Mr. Scott also presented what the portal and HAZMAT Community of Practice (CoP) may look like.  
The next steps include determining where the HAZMAT portal will be hosted, putting together a marketing plan, and standing it up this summer.  DAC is very close to completion of the portal.  
Mr. Scott then briefed an issue surrounding the changes to the Ammo-62 HAZMAT certification course.  The new course includes both classroom and on-line distance learning, but the DTR requires that students complete an 80 hour HAZMAT certification course.  SDDC checked with the Services, and the Services did not agree that a change to the DTR was necessary.  DAC wants to be sure they are compliant with the regulation.  The course is changing from one course to four courses and some parts will be on-line.  A pilot will be held at two installations (Ft. Lewis and Ft. Carson) in the August/September 2008 timeframe.  
DAC, SDDC, and the Services will research if the 80 hour requirement in the DTR is still needed.  The team will come to closure on the interpretation of the language to allow DAC to move forward with the new training by  August 1, 2008.  

Training (AIP 13)

Mr. Bill Tanner, LMI, provided an overview of task that LMI recently completed for DAC.  The task objectives were to:

· Assess student satisfaction with the training courses

· Determine if the training meets the needs of DoD AA&E personnel

· Assess the effect the training has on a participant’s performance on the job

· Compare the satisfaction of students taking in-classroom courses and distance learning courses
LMI approached the task by surveying students that completed the Ammo-37, Ammo-43-DL, Ammo-51-DL, Ammo-62, and Ammo-67-DL courses between April and October 2007.  LMI collaborated with DAC and SI International in developing a web-based survey fore each course.  The survey was issued from February 11 to March 21, 2008.  LMI delivered the Defense Ammunition Center Training Satisfaction Survey report, dated April 2008.
The key findings of the report are as follows:
· Majority of students take the courses to satisfy a job requirement or based on a supervisor’s recommendation.  ~25% take the courses on their own initiative.

· Students are highly satisfied with DAC training courses

· The in-classroom exercises are beneficial to students

· Students are satisfied with the mode of instruction (in-class vs. DL)

· Some students still face barriers to completing DL courses, primarily time to complete the course while continuing to work full time, and available technical resources

The recommendations of the report include:
· Offer training modules, to enable students to focus on the most relevant aspects of their specific jobs

· Develop more examples and exercises, particularly for distance learning courses

· Direct students to resources they can use while back on their job

· Provide a POC for each course that students (particularly distance learning students) may contact

The third recommendation, direct students to resources they can use while back on their job, lends itself to the need for the knowledge management portal that DAC is developing. 
AA&E ICG Transportation Subgroup Update

Mr. Leo Gonano, Army, provided an AA&E ICG Transportation Subgroup update.  
Since the last ICG, the subgroup transferred the chairperson responsibility from Navy to Army, reviewed and provided a number of revisions to the proposed changes to the DTR (Chap 205), proposed a number of revisions to the Chap 205 TPS decision tables, and unified the Services position on SEV use during FPCON “Charlie.”

Ongoing initiatives include:

· Adoption of trailer tracking technology
· Identification of munitions carrier performance metrics
· Military Services visibility of AA&E TDRs
· Enhanced control of AA&E shipments parking in the public domain
· DTTS II website introduction
· Automated web-based TPS decision tool
Mr. Gonano asked the group where the automated web-based TPS decision tool should be hosted.  An action was taken to pursue hosting with JMC.  
DHS / TSA Initiatives

Mr. Juan Figueroa, DHS, provided an update on DHS/TSA initiatives.  He mentioned that DHS also has a forum similar to the ICG within DHS.  DHS’ forum is the Government Coordinating Council (GCC).  Many of the same topics that were discussed here are discussed at the GCC.  DHS needs to get more private sector involvement in the GCC since the private sector owns 85% of the infrastructure.  DHS will be working with OUSD (I) on the threat analysis issue.  
Mr. Phil Forjan, TSA, was not able to attend the meeting; Mr. Figueroa asked that ICG members contact him directly if there are questions about the centralized truck tracking center capability discussed at the last ICG.  
Mr. Schutz mentioned that Department of Transportation (DOT) is also a member of the ICG; hopefully a new representative will be able to attend the next meeting.  
Meeting Conclusion

Mr. Schutz concluded the meeting with a review of the action items captured during the course of the meeting.  He also urged the group to bring up new issues and initiatives that may be of interest to the ICG membership for future ICG meetings -- even though they may be outside the scope of the original 14 Implementation Plan AIPs.  Mr. Schutz also reported that the next AA&E ICG meeting will be held at LMI in the early to mid-December 2008 timeframe.    

In conclusion, Mr. Schutz thanked all the participants for their work and participation. 
Action Items

The working group generated the following list of action items:
· AIP 2 - Performance of Threat/Vulnerability/Risk Assessments: Mr. Figueroa, DHS, suggested that a TWIC representative from TSA or the Coast Guard be invited to brief at the next ICG meeting.

· OUSD (I) Update: (Open from December 2007 ICG.) CDR Spangler asked Ms. Rivera to provide the AA&E ICG with the policy that requires the Services to report AA&E losses to OUSD (I).  Ms. Rivera agreed.  

· AIP 6 - Contractor Assessment: (Open from December 2007 ICG.) Ms. Rivera reported that OUSD (I), DSS, and DCMA will coordinate to develop a plan over the next six months to address many of the findings within the contractor security assessment.  She added that OUSD (I) has developed new language within 5100.76M to address contractor security.  She agreed to forward the updated copy of 5100.76M to Mr. Schutz.  For procedural requirements, Ms. Rivera also asked Mr. Schutz to develop a memo requesting that DCMA and DSS address these issues.  Mr. Schutz agreed.  
· AIP 6 - FMS Assessment: Mr. Schutz recommended that OSD TP, LMI, and DSCA meet to determine how to pursue the recommendations in the document.  
· AIP 5 & 14 - Emergency Response Metrics: USNORTHCOM will provide a written response describing USNORTHCOM’s position on the LMI report recommendation.

· AIP 5 & 14 - Distribution and Notification Metrics: Ms. Batchelor asked Mr. Carter to send her the metrics that they are capturing.
· AIP 5 & 14 - Distribution and Notification Metrics: Dr. Josephine Covino, DoD Explosives Safety Board (DDESB), reported that DDESB also requires some metrics. MAJ Fagerheim and Mr. Kim Morrison, SDDC, will work with Dr. Covino and provide the metrics that DDESB is requesting.

· AIP 5 & 14 - Distribution and Notification Metrics: The AA&E Transportation Subgroup was also assigned an action to address the EOD notification concern identified in the LMI report that the ASWC does not have the authority to direct other Service EOD teams who may be closer to the accident site. Secondly, the issue of being able to measure the effectiveness and efficiency of the formal EOD notification process was discussed and the subgroup will examine how best to capture that metric.    

· AIP 10 – AA&E Research, Development, Test and Evaluation: Mr. Schutz asked that ARDEC provide a demonstration of the portal at the next ICG meeting. 

· AIP II and 13 – Knowledge Mangement and Training: DAC, SDDC, and the Services will research if the 80 hour requirement in the DTR is still needed.  The team will come to closure on the interpretation of the language to allow DAC to move forward with the new training by August 1, 2008.

· AA&E ICG Transportation Subgroup: Mr. Gonano asked the group where the automated web-based TPS decision tree should be hosted.  An action was taken to pursue hosting with JMC.   

Attendees

The table below provides the list of attendees.  If you would like the phone number and email address of any the attendees please contact Jared Andrews at jandrews@lmi.org.  
Attendees
	Name
	Organization

	Mr. Jared Andrews
	LMI

	Mr. Kevin Ashley
	Army G-4

	Ms. Maggie Batchelor
	USTRANSCOM

	Mr. Oliver Bell
	USMC

	Mr. Roderick Callewaert
	OSD-TP

	Mr. Clay Carter
	DTTS

	Dr. Josephine Covino
	DDESB

	Mr. Michael Earhart
	OUSD (I)

	MAJ Erik Fagerheim
	SDDC

	Mr. Juan Figueroa 
	DHS

	Mr. Leo Gonano
	Army

	Mr. Michael Hanson
	Air Force

	Mr. Mario Harley
	Navy

	Mr. Robert Loviska
	DCMA

	Mr. Brion Midland
	DSCA

	Mr. Kim Morrison
	SDDC

	LCDR James Muniz
	USTRANSCOM

	Mr. Scott Petrowski
	OUSD (I)

	Mr. James Risner
	Army (O/EDCA)

	Mr. Robert Rossi
	Army ARDEC

	Mr. Bill Scott
	Army/DAC

	Mr. Daniel Schultz
	DHS

	Mr. Fred Schutz
	OSD-TP

	CDR Greg Spangler
	OPNAV

	Mr. Ken Stombaugh
	LMI

	Mr. Bill Tanner
	LMI

	Ms. Rita Woolwine
	USNORTHCOM








� A REPSHIP is an Advance Ship Notice (ASN) that is generated by the shipper and sent to the receiver to let them know a sensitive shipment is inbound to their facility.  


� Transportation closure is the process whereby a receiver reports back to the shipper and/or an oversight and monitoring agency, such as DTTS, that they received the sensitive shipment. 


� A Transportation Discrepancy Report (TDR) is generated by the receiving activity when the quantity received does not match what was reported to have been shipped.  Receivers also file TDRs when shipments arrive damaged.  
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