Minutes

Meeting:  
Military Planning Field Working Group

Date: 

17-19 May 99

Location:
Las Vegas, NV

Members 

Present




Absent




Vacant

Jay Hart, Navy, Chair


Greg Kuester, Army, Vice Chair
Army

Richard Truluck, COE

Roger Blevins, AF


Marine Corps

Dennis Diamonti, AF


Jane Goldberg, AF


Marine Corps

Robert Henderson, Navy






COE

Larry Lisle, Army







COE

Brian Vanbockern, Navy






DLA

Lynn Philips, Marine Corps

Bryan Perdue, Facilitator

Objective:
This was the annual joint meeting of the Field Working Groups and FTAG to review project submissions and to make recommendations for the Tri-Service Center’s FY00 workplan.

Summary:






Monday:


A joint meeting of the FWG’s and the FTAG was convened at 1300 hrs.  Presentations were made by the FTAG Chair (Randy Lierly), Tri-service director (Harold Smith) and the Executive Working Group Chair (Deke Smith).  These outlined the objectives for the meeting and provided some background on what had been happening at the Center and the current state of the Strategic Plan.

The Field Working Groups then went into breakout sessions.  The Mil Planning group introduced the new members that were present and discussed the status of existing projects that the FWG was working on.

Tuesday:

Each FWG was requested to poll it’s members for a possible new name for the Center.  The groups recommendations were provided to the FTAG.


The FWG developed it’s “Top Ten” list of projects for the center’s work plan as shown below with those projects underlined that the Military Planning FWG is interested in “Championing” for FY00.  As part of this review the FWG reviewed the proposed cost and ROI in the project submissions and revised the estimated costs and ROI based on a consistent approach.  (It should be noted for future reference that during the presentation to the FTAG and EWG, that the FWG are not working on Return On Investment, that is done by the Center.  The FWGs are providing Cost/Benefit ratios.)










Est

ROI

1.
00.033  Airfield Obstructions
$80K

32.6

2.
00.024  Ordnance & UXO Entity Sets
$85K

28.2

3.
00.027  Arial Photography Management
$80K

  9.6

4.
00.004/035  Spatial Data Retrieval System      
$100K

50.2

5.
00.030  3D Visualization Guide
$50K

  8.0

6.
00.026  USGS Data
$70K

12.1

7.
00.003  Interface for SDP, IDG….
$60K

64.6

8.
00.044  GIS Application Clearinghouse
$55K+

  7.5

9.
00.009  Family Housing GIS
$100K

24.0

10.
00.034  TSSDS Web Class
$30K

11.6

During the afternoon of this meeting the group viewed a briefing on a software program for Airfield Obstructions by 3DAAP (Bob Ori).  This is related to the groups number 1 priority project.  This demo/brief was presented in the open meeting for all of the other Field Working Groups.  This day was wrapped up by putting together the briefing that was to be made to the FTAG and EWG the next day.  

During this day the new Chair and Vice Chair for the Military Planning FWG were selected.  

Larry Lisle, Army   


Chair (FY99-00)

Lynn Philips, Marine Corps

Vice Chair (FY99-00)

At the end of this day the Members of the FWG departed and the Facilitator and Chair remained to make the presentation the next day.



Wednesday

At 0800 all the FWG’s presented the Goals, Objectives, Top 10 and FWG champion projects to members of the FTAG.  In the afternoon the FWG Chairs presented the brief to the EWG.  

Topics Issues Discussed During the Meetings
1.  Project proposals should have a “jointness” statement

2.  Replacement members to the FWG were requested (1 Army, 2 COE, 2 Marine Corps and 1 DLA).  The FTAG has this for action.

3.  Discussions concerning the three championed projects was held.  Once it has been determined which projects will be funded the FWG will need to develop the execution plans for the projects.  The timing and method to accomplish this will be determined at a later date.

4. “Continuation” projects should have a status report for previously funded portions of the project prior to review and unless there are problems…. continued funding.

5.  Return on Investment….  During the meetings this issue came up several times.  During the Military Planning brief to the EWG it was pointed out that the FWGs were not doing ROI but Cost Benefit Ratios.  The sense of the group is that a standard method is needed for the review/development of these ratios.  Some members of the FTAG and Center personnel are reluctant to “spoon feed” this to the FWGs.  Some FWGs did not consider a project if it did not have an ROI in the project write-up.  Some considered them, but did not look at the cost or ROI for a “reality check”.  In the MilPlanning FWG we reviewed and revised as needed estimated cost and ROI.  The recommendation to the FTAG and EWG was that a standard approach to the FWG review to ROI was needed otherwise don’t waste the time.
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