A publication of the U.S. Army Installation Management Agency
Volume XVI, No. 4 July/August 2004

In this issue:

Facilities Engineering

U.S. Army Installation Management Agency



July/August 2004
\Wol. XVI, No. 4

U.S. Army Installation
Management Agency

2511 Jefferson Davis Highway
Arlington, Virginia 22202-3926

Public Works Digest is an unofficial
publication of the U.S. Army Installa-
tion Management Agency, under AR
360-1, The Army Public Affairs Pro-
gram. Method of reproduction: photo-
offset; press run: 1,500; estimated
readership: 40,000. Editorial views and
opinions expressed are not necessarily
those of the Department of the Army.

Address mail to:

U.S. Army Installation Management
Agency

2511 Jefferson Davis Highway

Arlington, VA 22202-3926

Attn: Editor, Public Works Digest

Telephone: (703) 428-7465 DSN 328

FAX: (703) 428-7384

e-mail: alex.k.stakhiv@usace.army.mil

Donald G. LaRocque
Public Works Program Manager,
Installation Management Agency

Alexandra K. Stakhiv
Managing Editor
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Layout:

Armen Kanayan
Corporate Visions, Inc.
Washington, DC

On the cover:

Remodeling jobs range from sprucing
up a kitchen to total gutting, like
this barracks at Fort Bragg.

@ Printed on recycled paper.

3 Letter from the Editor

Installation Management

4-5  Southwest Region Planning Charrette Program—partnerships that really work by Lee Conley
6-7  Aquick look-The Army Installation Design Standards (IDS) by Larry Black, Gary W. Burns, and Lawrence Baxter
8-9  Army develops Family Housing standards by Jonathan Winkler
9  Access Board to publish ADA and ABA Accessibility Guidelines
9 New Army Standard for Company Operation Facilities by John Scharl
10 Facilities Policy Division regulation update by Philip R. Columbus
10-11 Technology Standards Group update by Philip R. Columbus
11 Accessibility standards for disabled individuals by Larry H. Black
12 NETCALL #29: IMA to civilianize all DPW positions
12 Bulletin guides solid waste estimates for renovation by Stephen Cosper
13-14  1AT is the "reach-back" hub for USACE by Carl L. Burgamy, Jr.
14-15 SPIRIT Validation Team reports its findings by John A. Scharl
16 USACE supports Army's Force Protection efforts on installations by John Grigg and Wade Doss
17 Installation Status Report (ISR)- 2005 Infrastructure update by Linda Smith
17  New Army standard/standard design for consolidated Fire/Police/Safety facilities
18-19  "Recycling" Army recycling policies by William F. Eng
19 IMA announces Fire & Emergency Services Award winners

Installation Successes

20-21 Fort Stewart sets the modularity standard by Anna Chafin
22-23 Installations make most of early receipt of SRM funds
24 Historic post buildings get facelift by Spe. Susan Redwine
24-25  lowa Army Ammunition Plant initiates recycling program for fly ash
25 Fort Lee gets a new Regional JOC by Bradford W. Hill
26  Fort Lewis sports new deployment facility by Andrea Takash
pre3)
NEW TECNNOIOGY .e.vcvieeiiitit et b bbb r et r e r e :...j

27  New device monitors metal content in stack emissions at Tooele by Dana Finney
28-29 Fort Hood upgrades paint spray booth with mobile zone system by Dana Finney
29  Wide-area assessment of UXO sites using an airborne multi-sensor approach by Jerry L. Hodgson
30 Byproduct of novel waste treatment system promotes plant growth by Ryan Bushy and Dick Gebhart
31 New options for managing solvent-contaminated wipes on horizon by Beverly VanCleef
32-33  Heat - a valuable alternative to chemical wood treatment by A. Lynn Hoch
AULOMEATION ..ttt ettt b et b e bbbt e s e b e s bt s b e e b e e s b e b e e b e e b e e bt e b e b e e b e e beebeebe e e et et .Q
34-35 The Army Installation Design Standards (IDS) web portal: an informative and collaborative web tool
available to all by Larry H. Black, Gary W. Burns, Josh Park, and Mason S. Chang
35 HOST offers lead hazard management information and instructional programs for garrison managers
by Graham Parker
36 HQRADDS is changing! by David Purcell
37 OACSIM's Enterprise Architecture to evaluate information technology investments by Alladore Csontos
ENBIOY o
38  New utility policies for RCI by William F. Eng
38-39 Installations looking at energy security by Jim Paton
39 Have we learned enough to get it right? by Derya Smith
40  249th Engineer Battalion Soldiers and IMA provide emergency backup power to Hawaii

wastewater treatment plant by SFC Christopher P. Wholley, and Major Paul B. Olsen

Professional Development & Training
41  Get ready for the 2004 Combined Services Recycling Workshop in Phoenix, Arizona by William F. Eng
41 Meet me in St. Louis
42  Energy awareness seminars provide opportunity to conserve energy, save money by David Williams
42 Economic Analysis Workshops

Who's Who at IMA
43 William (Bill) Sugg - Public Works Division, Installation Management Agency

Public Works Digest « July/August 2004



LETTER FROM THE EDITOR

ver the last 15 years, many of you have grown accustomed to having the Public Works Digest delivered to your homes or offices.

Starting with this issue, we will no longer be mailing the Digest to everyone on our distribution list. With our ever-shrinking

and ever-tightening budget, we can no longer afford to do that. Therefore, we are cutting the number of hard copies printed in

half from 3,000 to 1,500. Those will be mailed to our original target audience, the installation DPWs, as well as to the Assis-
tant Secretary of the Army (Installations & Environment), Installation Management Agency (IMA) Regions, MACOM Engineer
offices, and IMA, ACSIM and HQUSACE headquarters. Those of you who do not fall into any of these groups can still access the lat-
est Digest and archival copies from the IMA homepage at: http://www.ima.army.mil/news.asp.

This is the second year that the July/August Digest is dedicated to facilities engineering issues. It is jam-packed with important infor-
mation about the new units of action, new guidelines, new standards, new technology and new ideas for construction.

Highlights of the Installation Management section include an article on the Southwest Region Planning Charrette Program-- the first
major initiative by USACE to create virtual project delivery teams to address all aspects of a planned project. Other articles take a clos-
er look at the new standards developed by ACSIM for Family Housing, Army Design, Accessibility for Disabled Individuals,
Fire/Police/Safety facilities and Company Operation facilities. USACE's force protection efforts on installations and how its Infrastruc-
ture Assessment Team provides reach-back support are also covered in depth, while NETCALL #29 outlines IMA's plan to civilianize
all DPW positions.

More and more installations are submitting articles about their successes in all areas. In this issue, Fort Stewart shares how it is setting
the modularity standard for other installations in supporting its reorganization of the 3rd Infantry Division from brigades to units of
action. The early receipt of SRM funding from IMA prompted installations from IMA's Southeast Region and Southwest Region to
write brief vignettes about how they spent that money. Ve have also reproduced LTG James B. Peake's letter of appreciation for
IMA's funding support of barracks renovations on Fort Sam Houston. In addition, read about how the lowa Army Ammunition
Plant has initiated an off-site recycling program for fly ash (coal combustion residue) at no cost to extend the life of their landfill, and
how Fort Lee has acquired a new regional job order contract, which consolidates procurement resources and shares the unit price book,
personnel and subcontractors with Forts Story, Eustis and Monroe.

In conjunction with the standards articles, it's important to read about the Army IDS web portal in the Automation section. Also,
please note that HQRADDS is changing, and that the OACSIM's Enterprise Architecture will be evaluating information technology
investments. A few of the issues covered in the Energy section include new RCI utility policies and how installations can develop and
implement energy security plans.

Most of the articles in the New Technology section were originally submitted for the environmental issue (May/June) but were pulled
due to lack of space. Topics include a device for monitoring metal content, upgrading paint spray booths, a new waste reduction system,
using airborne remote sensing, managing solvent-contaminated wipes, and controlling pests in wood products with heat.

The Training and Professional Development section provides vital information on the DPW Whrldwide Training Workshop, Econom-
ic Analysis Workshops, Combined Services Recycling Workshop and energy awareness seminars. The Who's Who at IMA section intro-
duces William (Bill) Sugg, the jack-of-all-trades in the Public Works Division.

The next issue of the Public Works Digest will cover energy management and water conservation on our Army installations. The call
for articles will end on 27 August 2004. We look forward to hearing from you about the many innovative things you are doing to stay
in tune with the demands for energy resource preservation.

Allerandra K. Stakhiv

Alexandra K. Stakhiv, Editor, Public Works Digest
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Southwest Region Planning Charrette

Program-partnerships that really work

by Lee Conley

ver the course of the last few years,

infrastructure planners have relied

more and more heavily on charrettes

as they attempt to anticipate the
Army's needs. In the era of transformation
and modularity, accelerating the planning
process is vital. The very nature of our DD
Form 1391 planning charrettes is fast-
paced, demanding and inclusive, touching
on all aspects of the planning process. The
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
has enhanced the process by developing a
region planning charrette program to
address all aspects of a planned project
quickly and efficiently.

"Charrette," a French word meaning
"cart," originated in the 19th century
beaux-arts system of French architectural
instruction. The term grew to describe stu-
dent last minute efforts to meet the dead-
line as a small wooden cart was pulled
through the instruction hall to collect their
drawings. Today, the spirit and culture of
the charrette is essentially the same: peo-
ple sharing their creativity and expertise to
form solutions to problems.

At the core of the Army planning
charrette process is the tailored, inter-disci-
plinary design team. Each member of the
team, comprised of installation-, Corps-,
and command-level persons, brings unique
abilities to bear during the charrette
process. Through the sharing of talents,
the charrette takes shape. Thus, the plan-
ning charrette serves as a rallying point for
everyone who has an interest in the project,
bringing focus to team members and Army
leadership expectations.

The main objective of planning char-
rettes is a complete and accurate DD Form
1391 that describes a functional facility
with the least impact to the environment
and the greatest benefit to the Army. The
planning charrette is different from a
design charrette, which may occur several
months or years later during the design
phase of a project’s life cycle. Planning
charrettes encompass all areas of master
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planning, environment, fire, safety, and
force protection, seeking to reduce the
likelihood of error and ambiguity for the
design team.

In anticipation of the changing Army
environment, the USACE Divisions sup-
porting the Southwest Region Office
(SWRO), Installation Management Agency
(IMA); the South Pacific Division and the
Southwestern Division, are approaching
planning charrette execution in a combined
fashion by regionalizing and consolidating
project lists, resources, and cost estimates.
This regionalized approach to planning
charrette execution in the Southwest
Region creates a process that is fully col-
laborative, applying a uniform approach to
deliver a consistent product to the Army.
The intent is to gain efficiencies, stream-
line the process and create a consistent,
high-quality DD Form 1391 by using
cross-functional teams to build on
strengths and capitalize on available
resources.

The annual planning charrette pro-
gram is inherently time critical, involving
intensive prior planning. The USACE
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southwest region's process responds by
aggressively tackling problem definition,
problem solving and the management of
information in general. The regional plan-
ning charrette program goals and expecta-
tions are:

» Expeditiously execute the southwest
region's annual charrette program and
DD Form 1391 validation as outlined in
the Army's Future Years Defense Plan.
These services are provided at the
request of the installation, SWRO or
HQ IMA.

< Deliver thorough regionally consistent,
well thought out, technically accurate,
and articulate DD Form 1391s, with all
tabs and signatures, to the Southwest
Region and the installations.

< Provide high-quality, defensible results in
a timely and cost-effective manner.

» Ensure charrette product consistency and
quality throughout the Region for both
USACE and Architect/Engineer (A/E)
deliverables.

>
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(continued from previous page)

 Establish and sustain a charrette training
program that provides newcomers an ori-
entation to the charrette process, mindset
and culture.

The Southwest Region Planning
Charrette Program Management Plan
(PgMP) provides the framework for pro-
gram execution. Policies, best management
practices, funding flow, current year execu-
tion schedule, integrating and incorporat-
ing lessons learned are outlined in the
PgMP.

In the Southwest Region Charrette
Program, a single program manager (PgM)
oversees all aspects of planning charrette
execution. Regional charrette teams fall

project requirements; it is not uncommon
for some of the disciplines and team duties
to be combined.

Typically, the team leader coordinates
and finalizes all charrette team members,
installation staff/IMA region participants
and charrette/DD Form 1391 require-
ments in advance of an on-site meeting.
Team members respond to the regional
charrette team leader. In addition, the team
leader coordinates with local district proj-
ect managers.

The final planning charrette product is
finished by the team 30 to 45 days follow-
ing the on-site meeting. The entire plan-
ning charrette process takes from 7 to 13
weeks depending on variables such as proj-
ect complexity, site location, and resource
availability.
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under the authority of the PgM and are
formed to execute individual project plan-
ning charrettes. The PgM receives guid-
ance from and is supported by a host of
entities: SWRO, installations, a regional
charrette program team, technical
resources and HQUSACE. The regional
charrette teams are assembled from
resources throughout the South Pacific
Division and the Southwestern Division
USACE, as well as throughout USACE in
general. Team members from 5 to 10 disci-
plines are task-organized according to the

Ultimately, the Southwest Region's
planning charrette deliverable has the fol-
lowing basic elements:

1. Complete DD Form 1391 (in accor-
dance with the most recent Engineering
Construction Bulletin (ECB) 2003-8, this
includes all tabs and signatures as well as
a charrette validation form).

2. Technical write-up of the designer's
intent.

3. Standard floor plan (or a schematic floor
plan when a standard floor plan is not
available, rendering as requested).

4. Site plan depicting all primary facilities.

5. Sustainable Design (SPiRiT) checklist
showing the sustainable design alterna-
tives considered and the anticipated
SPIRIT score.

A vital aspect to instilling and perpetu-
ating the "charrette culture" is training.
Currently, this purpose is being served pri-
marily by on-the-job training; however, the
Region Charrette Program Management
Team is in the process of creating a more
formalized training program. The pro-
posed curriculum would cover the DD
Form 1391 process, cost estimating ration-
ale, rules of thumb for charrette project
planning and execution, and components
of the charrette product. Our goal is to
create, in effect, a formalized certification
process to highlight, recognize and qualify
charrette team members and charrette
team leaders.

The Southwest Region Planning
Charrette Program is the culmination of
efforts by all stakeholders and represents
the USACE's first major initiative to create
virtual project delivery teams with respect
to charrette program execution. The plan-
ning charrette serves to illustrate USACE's
commitment to thoroughness, complete-
ness, and responsiveness when developing a
full DD Form 1391 on behalf of an Army
installation.

PQOCs are Ana Ortega, Southwest Region Plan-
ning Charrette Program Manager, USACE, Frank
Chui, South Pacific Division, USACE; and Randy
Holman, USACE Liaison to the Southwest Region
Office, IMA.

Lee Conley works in the Southwestern Division,
USACE, (214) 767-3498. B
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A quick look-The Army Installation
Design Standards (IDS)

by Larry Black, Gary W. Burns, and Lawrence Baxter

Why Army Installation
Design Standards?

The U.S. Army is the world's most
professional military force capable of
deploying at a moments notice ... with
overwhelming force, enhanced deterrence,
and sustainable presence. The Army main-
tains its worldwide military dominance
through highly-trained, professional Sol-
diers, modernization of equipment, combat
capability, and quality installations. Installa-
tion excellence - reflected in well planned,
designed, constructed, and maintained
infrastructure - ensures we can care for
Soldiers and their families, provide quality
training, maintain our mission essential
equipment, and assists in enabling us to
project power anywhere in the world on
short notice.

The Army Installation Design Stan-
dards, or IDS, were developed to provide
standardization of the various architectural,
engineering, and landscape elements inher-
ent across all Army installations. The IDS
defines the mandatory standards for our
facilities and provides requirements for
cost-effective resource investment such as
Sustainable Design criteria. The IDS pro-
vides the Army program of total installa-
tion planning to specific requirements that
instills a sense of community, order, tradi-
tion and pride across all of our posts,
camps, and stations.

The IDS provide a common set of
facility standards to provide for the effec-
tive and proper use of our land and infra-
structure. They help build installations all
can be proud of and support good steward-
ship of our resources.

Excellence in installation development
and management depends upon the best
management practices, common standards,
and consistent criteria with active participa-
tion from all stakeholders.

The IDS homepage at
http://www.mantech-mec.com/army_ids/
provides a web portal with access to the

interactive 1DS and, in addition, provides a
place to download the IDS in either an MS
Word ® or PDF format.

The IDS contains two parts. Part 1 is
the Army Standards while Part 2 is a model
for the development of the installation spe-
cific Installation Design Guide (IDG) by
which the standards established in Part 1
are implemented Army-wide on an installa-
tion by installation and facility by facility
basis.

Part 1 Army Standards includes a
Table of Contents, an Executive Summary,
and seven chapters, in which are estab-
lished the standards for the various aspects
of installation and facility design. At the
end of Part 1 is an index specific to Part 1.
There is a separate index for each part of
the IDS. This gives the users of the Model
IDG the opportunity to have a ready built
index for use with the model. The MS
Word ® search tool can also be used to
find topics directly from the IDS text.

Chapter 1: Introduction

Chapter 1 defines the Purpose,
Authority and Applicability of the stan-
dards, which are defined in the six chapters
that follow. Responsibility is also delineated
beginning with the Garrison Commander
and ending with the final approving
authority, the Army Facilities Standardiza-
tion Committee (AFSC). A procedure is
given for submitting a Request for Waiver
(of a standard for a particular installation's
IDG) or Change (of some part of a stan-
dard in the IDS).

Chapter 2: Site Planning Standards

Chapter 2, Site Planning Standards,
defines the process of arranging an external
physical environment in complete detail to
form the built environment. Addressed are
such design components as Accessibility,
Environmental, Natural Conditions
including topography and climate, and
Manmade Conditions. Listed at the end of
the chapter, as is listed at the end of all
chapters in Part 1, are those documents

which are incorporated into the IDS under
the heading "Army Standards" as well as
additional listings under the heading "Ref-
erences" which provide additional guidance
specific to the relative chapter.

Chapter 3: Building Design Standards

Chapter 3, Building Design, provides
the Army standards for facility planning,
design, construction, operation, mainte-
nance, sustainment, repair, and moderniza-
tion. The standards apply to all facilities for
physical security, design, structural charac-
ter, accessibility, seismic, interior design,
furnishings, sustainability, historic preser-
vation, mechanical, electrical, and commu-
nication systems. The standards for
building entrances, plazas, courtyards, serv-
ice areas, and lighting are established.
Eight pages are devoted to Interior Design
Standards. Chapter 3 provides all of the
Army Facilities Standardization Committee
(AFSC) approved standards for facility
types by real property category code. Only
the AFSC has authority to approve the
standards, make changes, and authorize
waivers.

Chapter 4: Circulation Design Standards

Chapter 4, Circulation Design, pro-
vides the Army standards for both vehicu-
lar and pedestrian traffic. Vehicular
circulation includes standards for a road-
way hierarchy, setbacks for buildings, inter-
sections, parking, and integration with the
other elements of the environment includ-
ing landscaping, service areas and drop-off
area. Standards are defined for Walkways,
Running Trails, and Bikeways. The chapter
ends with 12 references listed under Army
Standards and 5 under References.

Chapter 5: Landscaping Design Standards

Chapter 5, Landscaping Design Stan-
dards, include the selection, placement, and
maintenance of plant material to improve
the physical and psychological well being
of the people on the installation. Standards
are established for tree protection and

>
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(continued from previous page)

preservation. Force Protection considera-
tions are given as they relate to landscap-
ing. The Standards and References at the
end of the chapter list 5 standards and 3
references.

Chapter 6: Site Elements Design Standards

Chapter 6, Site Elements Design
Standards, include site furnishings, exterior
signage, exterior lighting and utilities. Site
Furnishings include seating, miscellaneous
structures such as bus and pic-
nic shelters, walls and fences,

responsibilities, and sustainable design
development.

 Section 2, "The Installation Design
Guide Process and Implementation,"
states, "the IDG provides direction for
achieving a sense of community, order,
tradition, and pride on our installations."
The Design Guide Process is then
described in terms of setting goals, con-
ducting visual surveys, establishing visual
zones and themes, assessing assets and
liabilities, making recommendations with

L}

and trash receptacles. The Stan-
dards for Exterior Signage and
Lighting give detailed criteria
including charts for light levels
as well as lamp type and usage.
The chapter concludes with 17
listings under Standards and
References.

Chapter 7: Force Protection
Design Standards

Chapter 7, Force Protec-
tion Design, provides the stan-

m'lﬂ’ I8 Ceremeais

dards in a comprehensive S e e e e 8
fashion, the subject having been Cemniaas D mi i
selectively discussed in the five PRl I e i
preceding chapters. The stan- .

dard for certain site elements

such as fencing, lighting and
landscaping are looked at solely

for the purpose of Force Pro-

tection. Eleven documents are listed in
Standards and References.

About Part 2 Army Installation
Design Guide Model

Chapter 8: Installation Design Guide
(IDG) Model

Part 2 of the IDS consists solely of the
IDG Model, which is set out in its entirety
as Chapter 8. The model IDG contains 12
sections as discussed below. Sections 2
through 6 are particular to the develop-
ment of an installation specific IDG.

= Section 1, "Introduction™ provides the
IDG purpose, goal, objectives, audience,
organization, when to use, maintaining,

cost estimates for improvement projects,
prioritizing funding, and creating an
implementation plan. The "design stan-
dards" to be covered in Sections 7
through 12 are then listed followed by
"Using the Design Guide" and "Imple-
mentation.” Supporting checklists are in
the appendix for: Design Team IDG,;
Project Requirements; Interior Design
review.

« Section 3, "Design Guide Analysis Crite-
ria" addresses Design Principles and
Visual Elements, for the installation.
Both of these will be further expanded on
in the sections on Site Planning and
Building Design.

e Section 4, "Installation Profile," describes
the process by which the "setting” may

be defined as well as determining existing
and proposed land uses.

e Section 5, "Visual Themes and Zones"
describes the process by which an instal-
lation should be subdivided into defined
""zones" segregated by use or activities. In
such areas, "visual themes" will be estab-
lished so as to create a "sense of place.”
The various criteria will result in a "visu-
al zone analysis."”

< Section 6, "Improvement Projects™ con-
sists of projects generated from the rec-

ommendations presented in the
' visual zone analysis accomplished
in Section 5. The Garrison Com-
mander chairs the Real Property

Planning Board (RPPB) to estab-

lish improvement projects to meet

the IDS priorities for each visual
zone and an installation priority.

The IMA Region Directors will

approve each installation's IDG

and Priorization of Project lists.
eSections 7-12: The remaining

Sections 7 through 12 parallel the

Chapters in Part 1, "Site Plan-

ning," "Building Design," "Circu-

lation," "Landscape," "Site

Elements" and "Force Protection."”

Within these sections, the installa-

tions insert their installation specif-

ic information relevant to the topic
under discussion.

The Appendices

Following Part 2 is a set of 17 Appen-
dices, which relate selectively to both Parts
land 2.

POC is Larry Black, (703) 602-4591, e-mail:
larry.black@hqda.army.mil

Larry Black is a Program Manager/Architect in the
Facilities Policy Division, OACSIM; Gary W. Burns
is the ManTech Corporation, Army Installation
Design Standards Program Manager; and Baxter
Lawrence is a Senior Staff Specialist for Facilities
Planning with ManTech Corporation supporting
the Installation Design Standards program.
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Army develops Family Housing standards

by Jonathan Winkler

rmy Chief of Staff General Peter

Schoomaker announced that "Installa-

tions as Flagships" would be one of

the Army's 16 immediate focus areas.
This past February, Geoffrey Prosch, the
Acting Assistant Secretary of the Army for
Installations and Environment said, "We
have pledged to rid the Army of Camp
Swampy -- substandard installations.” To
do this, it is crucial that the Army can iden-
tify what "the standard’ is, so that we can
readily identify what work a facility or
installation needs to make it no longer
‘substandard.'

The Office of the Assistant Chief of
Staff for Installation Management
(ACSIM) this year completed the transition
towards improved installation business
practices, cutting out layers of bureaucracy
to manage its $15 billion budget through
one organization, the Installation Manage-
ment Agency (IMA). The changes are not
merely enhancements or band-aid fixes,
but represent new and fresh approaches to
make installations more efficient and effec-
tive worldwide as we improve facilities
where Soldiers work and live.

Installation Design Standards (IDS)
have been developed that provide Army
level minimum required standards. This
gives installations the framework for build-
ing or renovating Army Family Housing
(AFH) to standard (as

With the IMA focused on installation
facilities, commanders can focus on train-
ing and war fighting. The bottom line is
that Soldiers, and their families, should live
in housing conditions comparable to those
they have pledged to defend.

Until recently, the size standard for
family housing was based on an allowable
maximum number of net square feet
(NSF). This was the LAW (title 10, sec
2826). The budgetary process and proce-
dures led to consistent shortfalls in project
and sustainment funding (because mainte-
nance funds are often regarded as discre-
tionary accounts). These same accounts
have also had to operate with large fluctua-
tions in annual funding of overall opera-
tions accounts (do more with less), which
during lean periods leads to piecemeal and
inefficient band-aid repairs. For family
housing, the late 1980s saw a focus on
whole house renovations, and in 1992, the
Army fully adopted the Whole Neighbor-
hood Revitalization (WNR) program with
the publication of TN 210-50-01, the
"AFH Planning Guide."

Major General Larry Lust, the
ACSIM, said in 2003, "I believe that there
should be certain Army Standards that
define what each facility type must
include...," that we are not building facili-
ties only to meet the preferences of today's

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION Jice Frandsrds &y Grade i Croas Souwere Feel

local commanders, and "we must build
Army facilities as our legacy to the com-
manders and Soldiers of the future. This is
why Army Standards for facilities are so
important.”

Looking to the future, size limitations
are now replaced with program bench-
marks, measured in gross square feet (and
meters) instead of net. As an example, a
construction requirement for a staff ser-
geant with three children now equates to a
project construction budget of 1950 GSF x
$ 71/GSF (which is an average for the
USA that is also adjusted up or down
depending on the year and construction
costs at that location) = $138,000 to build
the unit.

Benchmarks are not intended to
require construction to exactly same-sized
finished units. Project team members are
encouraged to weigh available local
options, methods and materials, and make
decisions that allow projects to meet or
exceed minimum required standards while
providing the best end product possible
within program authorization.

The Army standard for family housing
construction is found in the Unified Facility
Criteria (UFC) 4-711-01A, Family Hous-
ing, (commonly known as the T1-801-02).
It provides the detailed criteria to support
acquisition of Army Family Housing ~ »

well as all other aspects
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Access Board
to publish
ADA and ABA
Accessibility
Guidelines

n July 23, 2004, the U.S. Access

Board published long-awaited

guidelines for facilities covered by

the Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA) and the Architectural Barriers Act
(ABA). The new guidelines feature
updated provisions and various revisions
that will improve access in new construc-
tion and alterations while facilitating
compliance. They replace the Board's
ADA Accessibility Guidelines (ADAAG),
which were first published in 1991, and
earlier guidelines issued under the ABA
for federally funded facilities.

The Department of Defense and
Army will incorporate the new accessi-
bility guidelines into the Instillation
Design Standards (IDS).

POC is Larry Black, (703) 602-4591,
e-mail: Larry.Black@hqda.army.mil.

(continued from previous page)

using One-Step Turnkey methods. A
joint-services UFC is being developed as
the requirements document to address
criteria common to the DoD services.
UFC 4-711-01A will then be revised to
supplement the joint-service UFC. Army
standards go through an Army Facilities
Standards (2-star) Committee (AFSC)
before USACE signs off on implementa-
tion for the Army.

The Sustainable Project Rating Tool
(SPIRIT) is a parallel standard which
family housing also must follow. A tri-
services family housing group recently
consolidated these requirements into an
automated form for installation design
teams to utilize in completing the
required assessments.

New Army Standard for Company
Operation Facilities

by John Scharl

The new Army Standard for Company
Operation Facilities (COF) was approved
by the Army’s Facilities' Standardization
Committee (AFSC) in May 2004. These
standards are effective starting with FY 06
MCA projects and must be applied to all
construction of new COFs on all Army
installations. The AFSC must approve any
planned changes from the COF Army
standards.

In comparison to previous designs, the
new COFs will provide the following
improvements:

(1) Battalion centric design that consoli-
dates COFs for an entire battalion in a
single building.

(2) Modular, flexible design that is easy to
reconfigure in response to inevitable
changes in force structure, equipment,
and doctrine.

(3) Enlarged areas for storage, training,
equipment maintenance, and deploy-
ment.

(4) Locating COFs, where possible, within
a consolidated operations and equipment
maintenance complex with direct access
to the unit motor pool or other corre-
sponding work areas.

The way ahead for Army Family
Housing Standards includes enhancing the
Army Facilities Standardization process by
establishing a means to better evaluate
AFH Facilities Standards and recommend
updates for AFSC approval. The family
housing community gathers annually for a
Professional Housing Managers confer-
ence, normally in January, which is being
considered as a forum for this. Facility
standards will focus on project investments
such as Construction Standards, Best busi-
ness practices (prudent landlord approach)
and Continued information exchange with
industry, RCI and tri-services.

Since October 2003, RCI and AFH
have been co-located in Crystal City, Vir-
ginia, and the ISR standards have been
consolidated into a single booklet for both.

The Army Standards will be incorpo-
rated into the COF Standard Designs,
which should be approved later this sum-
mer. The COF Army Standards have been
included the Army Installation Design
Standards (IDS) and are available on the
IDS web-page.

PQCs for the COF Facilities Design Team are:
Co-chairs for the Facilities Design Team (FDT) for
COFs are LTC Peter Nelson, DAMO-RQ, 703-692-
7906, peter.nelson@hqda.army.mil; and Suzanne
Harrison, DAIM-FDH, 703-601-2498,
suzanne.harrison@hqda.army.mil. The FDT POC
at the USACE Center of Standardization for COFs
is Thomas Brockbank, CESAS-EN, 912-652-5212,
thomas.r.brockbank@sas02.usace.army.mil. The
OACSIM POC for this action is George Mino,
DAIM-FDH, 703-601-2487,
george.mino@hqda.army.mil.

John Scharl is the Facility Design Group Coordi-
nator, Facilities Policy Division, OACSIM.

The Army meets with the other DoD
services housing standards proponents
several times a year, and the joint-services
comparable standards are coming very
close together. The Army is also working
with the other services to publish a joint
UFC for family housing.

POCs are Jonathan Winkler, (703) 601- 0716,
e-mail: jonathan.winkler@hqda.army.mil;
Richard Hentz, (703) 601- 0717, e-mail:
richard.hentz@hqda.army.mil; and Ralph
Hibler, (703) 601- 0718, e-mail:
ralph.hibler@hqda.army.mil

Jonathan Winkler works for the Army Housing
Division, OACSIM.
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Facilities Policy Division regulation update

by Philip R. Columbus

DPW Regulation Consolidation and Incorporation of Installation Management Agency (IMA)
Organization and Operations (O&O) Instructions

n January 2004, the Acting Secretary
of the Army directed that all Army
documents and directives be updated
to reflect the transformation of the
Army. The Assistant Chief of Staff for
Installation Management (ACSIM) was
assigned the task of coordinating the
overall Army effort, and he directed a
comprehensive review of all our major
policy documents. The ACSIM also
instructed Office of the Assistant Chief of
Staff for Installation Management (OAC-
SIM) regulation proponents to utilize the
Rapid Action Revision provisions of AR
25-30, The Army Publishing Program,
wherever possible. The changes are to be
completed by 30 September 2004.

The ACSIM's primary thrust is to
eliminate the reliance on the Organiza-
tion and Operations documents of the
Installation Management Agency (IMA)
and pare the regulations down to policy
documents.

The directive to perform the Rapid
Action Revision of our policy documents
occurred while the Facilities Policy Divi-
sion of OACSIM was in the midst of a

major regulation revision and consolidation
project. Our goal with this long-term proj-
ect is to update all OACSIM regulations
and consolidate them into one document.
The revised and web-enabled document
will be hyper-linked to internal references
such as DA pamphlets, non-DPW regula-
tions and external sources on the internet.
In this way, references to public law, other
agency documents, and private sources
would be available to DPW personnel via
one source electronic document.

To accomplish our task, we adjusted
our plans and priorities. Four regulations
within the Division's proponency were
already undergoing complete revision. AR
415-15, Army Military Construction Pro-
gram Development and Execution, and AR
415-19, Nonappropriated-Funded Con-
struction Project Development and
Approval, were being rewritten and consol-
idated with publication slated for Septem-
ber 2004. AR 210-50, Housing
Management, and AR 210-12, Establish-
ment Of Rental Rates For Quarters Fur-
nished Federal Employees, were also being
consolidated and revised with a publication

date in late August 2004. As the projected
publication dates fell within the ACSIM
guidance, we decided to continue these
projects.

The goal is to use the Rapid Action
Revision process if possible and submit
revised regulations to the Army Publishing
Directorate by 15 September 2004. OAC-
SIM proponents are conducting reviews of
the revised regulations.

Army Regulations currently under
review are AR 420-18, Facilities Engineer-
ing Materials, Equipment & Relocatable
Buildings, AR 420-10, Management of
Installation Directorates of Public Works,
AR 420-49, Utilities Systems, AR 420-70,
Buildings and Structures, AR 420-72, Sur-
face Areas, Bridges, Railroad Tracks and
Associated Appurtenances, and AR 420-90,
Fire and Emergency Services. Updated
regulations which can be modified using
Rapid Action Revision will be published
following their submission to the Army
Publishing Directorate.

POC is Philip R. Columbus, (703) 604-2470,
e-mail: Philip.Columbus@hqda.army.mil.

Technology Standards Group update

by Philip R. Columbus

he Technology Standards Group (TSG)

supporting the Installation Design Stan-

dards is moving forward with several

programs. Based upon guidance from
the Assistant Secretary of the Army for
Installations and Environment (ASA(I&E)),
the TSG is initiating a research and devel-
opment prioritization process, which will
supplement the technologies submitted to
the TSG. These studies will help determine
the Army's applied technology facilities
research priorities.

The TSG is working with HQ IMA
to assemble a team of installation, region,
and headquarters representatives to deter-
mine a multi-year technology investment
plan for Army facilities. Team members
will prepare recommendations for the
Army Facilities Standardization Committee
(AFSC) regarding what research technolo-

gies should be funded and how they
should be implemented. One option is to
institutionalize some via the IDS for incor-
poration over time.

Development of the Installation
Design Standards - Technology web pages
continues. Our current plans call for a
rollout of the TSG pages in the fall of the
year, which will enable the TSG to con-
duct and record technical evaluations
online. Technologies and system compo-
nents currently recommended as good
ideas by the TSG include:

Avrtificial mulch - Should be utilized
where pest infestation or drainage issues
might preclude natural mulch.

No water/low water urinals - Highly
recommended technology for installations
to use when economically viable. Current
systems provide significant water savings.

Used successfully by government agencies
at Fort Huachuca, Fort McPherson, and
the Ohio National Guard and commercial
sites such as the Rose Bowl, Pro Player
Stadium, University of North Carolina,
Disneyland, and Phoenix Airport.

Porous pavements - Suggested for use
when designers wish to minimize intrusive-
ness of drainage systems or where standing
water in paved areas has been a problem.
Designers must be aware of the potential
for increased construction cost due to
extensive drainage systems required under
the paved area. Such systems can be justi-
fied to meet operational or aesthetic
requirements.

Composite flooring - High foot traffic
areas for which carpeting is not permitted
but which require a level of attractiveness
can benefit from the latest commercial »
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Accessibility standards for disabled individuals

by Larry H. Black

The Standards

The Army accessibility standards for
disabled individuals are web linked from the
Installation Design Standards (IDS) home
page, for site planning, buildings, and circu-
lation, http://www.mantech-
mec.com/army_ids/. The Uniform Federal
Accessibility Standards (UFAS) established
by public law requires any DoD building or
facility to provide accessibility for individu-
als with disabilities.

A military exclusion is provided by
UFAS (4.1.4 [2]), for buildings used only by
able-bodied military personnel. In particular,
the following facilities need not be designed
to be accessible: unaccompanied personnel
housing, closed military dining facilities,
vehicle and aircraft maintenance facilities.
Nevertheless, UFAS requires, when feasible
and appropriate, DoD to incorporate acces-
sibility measures into the design since the
facility use may change over time.

All other structures or facilities must
meet both the UFAS standards and the
Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility
Guidelines (ADAAG), with the most strin-
gent standards applied in the event of con-
flicting guidelines (see AR 420-70, Buildings
and Structures, Chapter 2, Para 2.8).

Existing structures will be modified to
provide accessibility whenever repairs are
made to that part of the facility or renova-
tion/modernization to the whole facility,
especially community facilities that are
most likely to be used by families, veterans,
or visitors.

Site Planning
Accessibility Standards

Avoid site barriers through the use of
curb cuts, ramps, handrails, and grade-level
entrances. Provide designated accessible
parking spaces in all non-organizational
vehicle parking lots and drop-off zones for
persons with mobility impairments. If park-
ing spaces are provided for employees or
visitors, or both, then accessible spaces shall

Larry H. Black

be provided in conformance with the
required minimum number of accessible
spaces shown in the table. Additional
spaces should be provided if a parking
study verifies requirements. Provisions will
be made for preferred parking for carpools
or vanpools. See the UFAS, paragraph
4.1.1(5)(a).

Design decisions to meet security and
antiterrorism requirements and resolve
conflicts will require coordination among
the Individuals with Disabilities Commit-
tee chaired by the Garrison Commander
who has the task to provide accessibility,
design disciplines, and appropriate func-
tional areas to include land planners, land-
scape architects, architects, intelligence
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personnel, security personnel, Force Pro-
tection Officer, facility users, and engineers.
The designers must work to balance force
protection requirements and still meet the
congressional law requirements and Army
standards in UFAS and ADAAG.

Accessibility Complaints

Any individual can file an accessibility
complaint to the United States Access
Board and the Army is required to deter-
mine if the complaint is valid. If the com-
plaint is found to be valid, then the
installation is required to establish a plan to
provide accessibility for approval by Facili-
ties Policy Division, OACSIM, and the
Access Board. Installations will then imple-
ment the plan to mitigate the complaint
following an approved time schedule and
report progress monthly to the Facility
Policy Division until completed.

Accessibility Resources
and Points of Contact

< Installation Design Standards (IDS),
http://www.mantech-
mec.com/army_ids/.

e United States Access Board POC for the
Army is Jeff Sargent (202) 272-0045.
Their web site is www.access-board.gov.

« Resolution of facility issues to provide
accessibility — Larry Black, AlA, Facili-
ties Policy Division, OACSIM, (703)
602-4591, larry.black@hgda.army.mil

* HQ Installation Management Agency
(IMA) support — Bob McKeever,
MPRI Operations Division (703) 602-
4227 robert.mckeever@hgda.army.mil

< Resolution of employment issues to pro-
vide accessibility — Ms. Erni Moya,
Director for Individuals with Disabilities,
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Army
for Manpower and Reserve Affairs, (703)
607-1977. Erni.Moya@hqda.army.mil.

POC is Larry H. Black, (703) 602-4591,
e-mail: larry.black@hqda.army.mil

(continued from previous page)

grade composite flooring systems. Life-
cycle cost analysis may show that the
newest systems can be more cost effective
than other traditional flooring and pro-
vide a highly-attractive floor covering.

The TSG is awaiting a decision by the
Institute of Traffic Engineers on their stan-
dards committee regarding LED traffic
signals. Once the ITE has concluded their
work, the TSG will evaluate the industry
standard for adoption in the IDS.

POC is Philip R. Columbus, ( 703) 604-2470,
e-mail: Philip.Columbus@hqda.army.mil.

Philip R. Columbus is a general engineer in the
Facilities Policy Division, OACSIM.
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NETCALL #29: IMA to civilianize all DPW positions

Below is the text of NETCALL #29 recently sent to garrison commanders by IMA Director MG Anders Aadland...

Military officer billets for Directors of
Public Works (DPW) at IMA garrisons
have been deleted in the Total Army
Analysis (TAA-09) process. The Army no
longer supports military DPW authoriza-
tions; IMA must civilianize these positions
in a timely and efficient manner in order to
ensure continued DPW operations.

Based on criteria associated with
installation support of a joint, expedi-
tionary Army (e.g, power projection, mobi-
lization support, modularity) and the
criteria for the Directorate of Public
Works in the Standard Garrison Organiza-
tion (SGO), standard position descriptions
have been developed at the GS-0801-15,
14 and 13 levels. These position descrip-
tions are to be implemented to recruit
civilian replacements of departing military
DPWs as required to ensure a seamless
transition from military to civilian DPWs.

You must recruit and select your civilian
DPW before your military incumbent
departs in order to provide sufficient over-
lap to ensure mission success and effective
continuity. These recruiting actions, driven
by the DA-directed military-to-civilian
conversions, are not subject to the IMA
hiring freeze announced in

NETCALL #27.

We also must ensure DPW positions
are aligned to the IMA SGO configuration.
For garrisons with mixed functions, such as
engineering (DPW) and logistics (DOL)
combined under a single directorate, the
standard position descriptions (PD) are not
applicable; these instances will be worked
on a case-by-case basis. Deputy DPW
positions are only authorized under excep-
tional circumstances meeting criteria estab-
lished in AR 570-4 (para 3-3h); any
garrison commander wishing to establish

or retain a deputy DPW position will for-
ward his/her request, with justification,
through the region director to IMA HQ
for approval.

Unless above exceptions apply, all civi-
lan DPWs will be recruited using the stan-
dard PDs for the grade established in the
IMA DPW grade matrix. Alternative or
locally modified PDs and/or classifications
require HQ IMA approval. Donald
LaRocque, HQ IMA Director of Public
Works, (703) 602-5486, e-mail:
Donald.larocque@hqgda.army.mil, is the
agency's principal subject matter expert in
this action; if you have any issues with the
DPW civilian grades in the matrix, contact
Don. If you have any questions about the
standard PDs, contact Agnes Davis at (703)
602-5099/DSN 332-5099 or e-mail:
Agnes.Davis@hqda.army.mil.

Bulletin guides solid waste estimates

by Stephen Cosper

Now available for download on the
web is Public Works Technical Bulletin
(PWTB) 200-1-24, "Quantifying Waste
Generated from Building Remodeling."”
This bulletin contains guidance to help
DPWs estimate the volume of solid waste
that will be produced in different types of
remodeling projects so that they can plan
ahead for recycling or disposal.

The U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) reports that remodeling
projects typically produce more waste than
construction projects with the same floor
area. This is because renovation usually
involves the two steps of removing, and
then installing, building components, with
both activities producing waste. EPA
found that remodeling waste comprises 44
percent of the total construction/demoli-
tion (CD) waste stream overall.

Unlike demolition waste, which is easy
to quantify by simply weighing, wastes
from renovation projects are difficult to
estimate. "Renovation" is hard to define

and it's tough to make comparisons
because these projects vary dramatically in
scope. Remodeling can include everything
from interior cosmetic changes to re-roof-
ing to a complete "gut" of the building.

The PWTB presents a process for
estimating this waste based on three Army
renovation projects that represent typical
projects Army-wide. The detailed calcula-
tions of waste materials to be produced
allow project managers to plan the work
with a focus on recycling. For example, if
you know that a given project will generate
so many tons of scrap steel, you can plan to
have a recycling container onsite to receive
it at the proper time.

PWTB 200-1-24 can be downloaded
from the TECHINFO website at:
http://www.hnd.usace.army.mil/techinfo/C
PW/PWTB/pwtb200-1-24.pdf. For more
information about this bulletin or solid
waste issues in general, please contact
Stephen Cosper at CERL, 217-398-5569,
s-cosper@cecer.army.mil.

for renovation

Stephen Cosper is a researcher in the Environ-
mental Processes Branch at the U.S. Army Engi-
neer Research and Development Center's
Construction Engineering Research Laboratory in
Champaign, Ill.

Remodeling jobs range from sprucing up a
kitchen to total gutting, like this barracks at
Fort Bragg.
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IAT Is the "reach-back' hub for USACE

by Carl L. Burgamy, Jr.

he door to the U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers' Infrastructure Assessment

Team (IAT) workroom looks much like

the hundreds of other doors in the
Federal Building in downtown Mobile,
Alabama. The only hint that this door
might be for something special is the com-
bination safe lock and the sign prohibiting
cell phones and other wireless devices.

Inside, the 15- by 15-foot room is
filled with a variety of computers, a TV
monitor, and a video camera. The walls are
covered with acoustical tiles, and in the
corner, a computer is attached to a black
router box with lights blinking day and
night. But it's not the equipment within
the room that makes it so special; it's the
high-tech links to the world and "reach
back™ activities going on inside.

The computers are connected to the
SIPRNET (classified internet), and the
server and router are a 24-hour SIPRNET
website for the USACE Infrastructure
Assessment Team (IAT). Along with the
classified phone, cell phones, blackberries
and the video teleconferencing (VTC)
equipment, the IAT can communicate clas-
sified and unclassified issues, worldwide,
utilizing the most sophisticated technolo-
gies available to USACE, 24 hours a day.

What is the IAT? The IAT is
USACE's coordination element for "reach-
back" support under the Field Force Engi-
neering (FFE) concept. Under this
concept, the USACE liaison
officer(LNO)/planner,

USACE Labs
& Cxs

RINT - Hase Developimismt Toeam
IAT = Infrastructure Assessmend Team
X - Center ol Expertise

USACE Forward Engineer Support Team,
or military unit engineer can "reach back"
to the CONUS engineer base for expertise
through TeleEngineering, SIPRNET e-
mail and other means of communications
to conduct real time analysis and solve
problems as they are identified.

The IAT operates as an independent
team, interfacing directly with the
requestor and coordinating with the most
appropriate reach back source, USACE
lab, USACE center of expertise (CX),
mandatory center of expertise (MCX),
experts in Corps districts, or pre-estab-
lished base development teams (BDT) for
technical engineering support/assistance.
Potentially, all 35,000 USACE employees,
experts at other government agencies, aca-
demia, and private industry are available
for reach back support.

Since March 2003, the IAT has oper-
ated 7 days per week and been "on-call" 24
hours per day to provide the required
reach-back support to the Central Com-
mand Area of Responsibility. This has been
mainly in Irag and Afghanistan.

There are 10 Corps districts with des-
ignated BDTs specially trained to provide
the required technical responses. These
BDTs stretch from Alaska to New Eng-
land, and they have identified a dedicated,
specially trained workforce and obtained
similar SIPR communication equipment
like the IAT to provide the required sup-
port. Current active BD TS are Alaska Dis-
trict (POA), Seattle District (NWS), Tulsa
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District (SWT) Ft. Worth District (SWF)
Little Rock District (SWL), Louisville Dis-
trict (LRL), New England District (NAE),
Baltimore District (NAB) Honolulu Dis-
trict (POH) and Mobile District (SAM).

Beyond the BDTs, the Corps labs of
the Engineer Research Development Cen-
ter (ERDC), CXs (such as the Huntsville's
Ordnance and Explosives Center) as well as
other government agencies are providing
valuable specialized support either directly
to the IAT or supplementing BDT staff.

To date, the IAT has worked more
than 500 Requests for Information (RFIs)
for reach-back support, most with very
short suspenses. In fact, the typical time for
most RFIs is about three days. The short-
est RFI handled by the IAT had a suspense
of one hour.

The type of RFIs received and
processed by the IAT has varied from a full
range of technical support and research to
unique and specialized requests. For exam-
ple, we have:
< Provided quick repair guidance to fix war

damaged bridges.

< Provided site layouts for tent cities.

» Provided designs for entry control points
(ECPs) to military facilities.

* Provided preliminary floor plan designs
to convert warehouses to barracks.

< Provided quick fix force protection meas-
ures around buildings and military facili-
ties.

e Coordinated with the St. Louis District
on locating as-built drawings for facili-
ties. built in the 1950s and Iraqi facilities
built by European engineering firms.

» Helped locate sites for landfills and base
camps.

* Provided preliminary design for a postal
distribution facility and food service facil-
ities.

« Researched design requirements for bor-
der crossing, locating under ground tun-
nels and provided flood prediction data.

« Talked "face to face" with deployed engi-
neers via TeleEngineering.

>
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SPIRIT Validation Team reports its findings

by John A. Scharl

ustainable Design and Development

(SDD) became Army Policy in the year

2000 and in June 2001, the Sustainable

Project Rating Tool (SPIRiT) was
mandated as the method for evaluating sus-
tainability for all Army projects starting
with the FY 02 MCA program.

In June 2003, Dr. Mario Fiori, former
Assistant Secretary of Army for Installa-
tions and Environment, asked the Assistant
Chief of Staff for Installation Management
(ACSIM), "How does the Army know
when a project is SPiRIT Gold? What is
the process used to assess, score and vali-
date MILCON projects for sustainability?"”

To demonstrate that the Army has a
credible way to validate SDD and the
SPIRIT scoring process, the ACSIM
formed an evaluation team with represen-
tatives from the ACSIM, the Installation
Management Agency (IMA) and the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers. The team's task
was to validate the application of the SPIR-
i'T self-assessment process used by Military
Construction Project Delivery Teams
(PDT), identify observations, and provide
recommendations to enhance the Army's
SDD/SPIRIT process.

Six projects were selected from the
FY 2002 MCA program based on their
DD 1391s and estimated Beneficial

(continued from previous page)

e Communicated with Iragi power plant
operators utilizing pen and pencil
sketches to describe engineering details
live during Video Tele-Conference
(VTC).

 Provided assistance to military units in
restarting power generation plants in
Irag.

= Been extra hands and minds for the
Forward Engineers, providing them
with a staff of experts with skills not
found in military units.

How does the IAT meet the short
suspense on over 500 RFIs? Through the
expert assistance of our BDTs and reach-

5

John A. Scharl

Occupancy Dates closest to the end of
calendar year 2003.
The following projects were evaluated:
1. Communication Facility at Fort Gordon.
2. Barracks at Fort Lewis.
3. Barracks Complex at Fort Richardson..
4. Library and Education Center at Fort
Polk.
5. Child Development Center at Fort
Meade.
6. Physical Fitness Center at Fort Meade.

Since the SPIRIT policy was issued
after many FY 2002 projects were defined
and their Program Amounts (PA) were

back partners. RFIs come to the IAT via
SIPRNET, NIPRNET (Non Classified
Internet), phone call, or IAT Web Site. The
IAT evaluates the request and confirms it
falls within the guidelines of FFE, identifies
the most appropriate resource to work each
RFI (District, CX BDT, etc.), or whether to
process by the IAT staff.

The IAT staff processes RFIs which
relate to the 1AT's Geographic Information
System (GIS), very short suspense items,
and general research assistance. If not, then
the BDT on-call is notified and the RFI is
sent to the BDT. The on-call BDT is rotat-
ed weekly, with each on-call BDT team pre-
pared for 24-hour on-call status. The BDT
team works with the deployed requestor to
provide the requested data, information,
design assistance, etc. within the required

already established, opportunities to maxi-
mize the sustainability of these projects
were, in some cases, limited. Under the cir-
cumstances, the project teams did an exem-
plary job of implementing the Army's
SDD/SPIRIT policy. (Note: In 2003, the
Assistant Secretary of Army raised the min-
imum sustainable goal level for MILCON
projects from Bronze to Gold. Starting in
FY 2006, for all MILCON projects designs
initiated after March 2003 and for all
future MILCON projects, the minimum
SPIRIT rating is Gold. This policy applies
to vertical construction and projects
planned or designed under the Residential
Communities Initiative.)

Team Findings. The team concluded
that given an opportunity to apply SPiRiT
and set sustainable goals at the inception of
the project’s planning and scope phase,
PDTSs can achieve the SPIRIT Silver level
for all projects and low Gold for most proj-
ects at no increased cost.

Having the installation/garrison com-
mander's commitment and DPW staff's
participation is key to the success of any
policy, especially one such as SDD, which
encompasses the life cycle of Army instal-
lations and their facilities. However, the
observed levels of SDD commitment,
awareness and participation at >

timeframe. This usually involves working
nights and weekends and, quite often,
extended hours. The IAT requests esti-
mates and reviews the estimate of work,
processes funding, archives all final deliv-
erables and coordinates responses back to
the deployed requestor. The result of the
archived RFI, along with guidance docu-
ments and reference data, is posted on
the IAT website for future use and refer-
ence. The IAT website is available to all
with SIPRNET access.

POC is Warren Neiden, (251) 694- 4031,
e-mail: warren.e.neiden@sam.usace.army.mil

Carl L. Burgamy, Jr. is the IAT Master Planner.
PWD
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SPIRIT SCORES AND RATINGS LEwis RICHARDSON PoLk GorDON  MEeADE  CARROLL
Project Delivery Teams
Self-Assessment Scores 31/Bronze 25/Bronze 50/Silver 68/Gold  40/Silver 32/Bronze
Validation Team's Scores 43/Silver 26/Bronze 55/Gold 70/Gold  38/Silver 28/Bronze

installations/DPWs, appears to be inconsis-
tent at best.

Therefore, Installation Master Planners and
Energy Managers need to be actively
engaged in the SPIRIT assessments as early
as possible in the project concept/definition

phase. Master planning and energy manage-

ment decisions can significantly affect the
final scoring of the project.

The current approach for programming

MILCON projects is primarily based on
"first costs" with little or no real considera-
tion of life-cycle savings in terms of energy,

operations, maintenance, and the productivi-

ty of building occupants. This continues to
be one of the greatest barriers to achieving
true sustainability in Army facility projects.
Present policies also limit project costs
shown on the DD 1391 by prohibiting a
separate line item for sustainability. Projects
must stay within the DoD approved unit
cost construction factors, which do not con-
sider sustainable features.

Unfortunately, these construction pro-

gramming and approval practices are signifi-

cant inhibitors for installations’ PDTs. If life
cycle cost effective measures are considered
at all, it is only when the project costs
remain below the project PA. Consequently,
continued application of current MILCON
program policies and practices may impact
achievement of higher SPIiRIT Gold and
Platinum ratings.
The project teams were, in most cases,
very conservative in setting their SPIRIT
project goals and awarding points when
scoring the projects. The one exception was
the Fort Gordon ‘Communications Facility'
project. Their project team met the holistic
championing "spirit" of the Army's
SDD/SPIRIT policy by applying these ele-
ments of sustainable design:
= Established an Integrated Project Team
early in project's conceptual phase that
included the key representatives from the
Installation (DPW and building user).

* Applied and sustained a holistic plan,
design and construction approach

throughout the project.

 Trained the Project Team on SDD/SPiR-
iT.

 Set Sustainable Goal(s) and conducted
SPIRIT assessment early in the plan and
concept development phase of the project.

e Updated SPIRIT score and rating
through all phases of the project.

* Documented project's SPIRIT assess-
ment/scoring rationale.

With the exception of the Fort Meade
and Camp Carroll projects, the team's
evaluation validated higher SPIRIT scores
than any of the Project Design Teams. The
altered scores resulted from differences in
interpretation of the SPIRIT criteria
requirements.

The Validation Team made the fol-
lowing recommendations:

« Establish a Process Evaluation Team to
address SDD/SPIRIT Cost and Resource
Issues.

* Change MILCON project program and
approval process to consistently apply life
cycle cost analysis so that it supports
including sustainable practices and tech-
nologies in project designs.

< Require that each project presented to
the Project Review Board include specific
SDD features, SPIiRIT score/rating, and
Ccosts.

« Incorporate SDD practices and features
(SPIRIT criteria) in the Army's Facilities
Standardization process, and conduct
annual SDD/SPIRIT Reviews with IMA
Regions, DPWs and USACE Design
Districts/Project Managers.

e The Installation Management Agency
(IMA) should issue SDD/SPIRIT guid-
ance to Garrison Commanders that
encourages DPW staff's participation in
the project charrette planning and SPiR-
i'T scoring process.

e Establish SDD/SPIRIT Points of Con-
tacts at each IMA Region and Installation.

e Publish reinforcing SDD/SPIRIT guid-
ance to IMA Regions and Garrisons.

e The Army Corps of Engineers should
update the SPIRIT criteria to reflect the
lessons-learned and any changes to
other similar rating systems identified
since the inception of SPIRIT policy.

« Provide technical guidance for typical
sustainable practices and technologies,
presenting implementation costs and
benefits for easy use by project teams.

The Army continues to progress
toward its goal of integrating SDD princi-
ples and practices into facility plan, design
and construction process. By applying the
Validation Team's recommendations, proj-
ect teams can achieve Silver and low Gold
SPIRIT ratings without additional project
costs. At the same time, the Department
of Defense should clarify the objectives
and strategies for incorporating SDD in
to the MILCON program and execution
process. Some examples of these objec-
tives include, how to capture and consider
project costs for sustainable features and
the corresponding life cycle cost savings.

SPIRIT will continue to be the Army's
tool for measuring our project's sustainabil-
ity. However, in the interim, the Army will
continue to work towards a transition to
the U.S. Green Building Council's Rating
System - Leadership in Energy and Envi-
ronmental Design (LEED).

Currently, the Army Audit Agency
(AAA) is scheduled to evaluate the SPIRIT
ratings of FY 2003 MCA projects and
identify the cost implications of SDD.
The Army is also considering having AAA
validate SPiRIT project ratings on an
annual basis.

The team’s final report will be avail-
able on the ACSIM FD's SDD web page
at http://www.hqda.army.mil/acsimweb/
fd/linksSDD.htm.

POC is John A. Scharl, (703) 601-0700,
e-mail: john.scharl@hqda.army.mil

John A. Scharl is a general engineer in the Facili-
ties and Housing Directorate/Policy Division,
OACSIM.
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USACE supports Army's Force Protection efforts

on installations

by John Grigg and Wade Doss

Protecting the Army's Soldiers, civil-
ians and their families where they live,
work and train has always been a high pri-
ority. The Corps of Engineers is directly
involved in implementing Force Protection
measures at Army installations across the
world by managing and executing the
Access Control Point Equipment Program
(ACPEP).

Birthed directly after and in response
to the events of September 11th, the
ACPEP has evolved into a $300M pro-
gram. The program supplies electronic and
physical security equipment for vehicle and
pedestrian gates (now called access control
points, or ACPs) at 350 installations world-
wide. The Corps' Huntsville Center was
selected by HQDA to centrally manage the
program with the geographic Corps Dis-
tricts executing the work at their respective
installations.

The objective of the ACPEP is to
improve gate security and personnel safety,
and reduce traffic congestion, while main-
taining vehicular access control according
to the current Department of the Army
(DA) Standards for ACPs. The ACPEP
consists of three phases: 1) purchase and
delivery of mobile equipment, 2) conduct
of site surveys of all Army installation
ACPs and 3) purchase and installation of
fixed ACP equipment at all Army installa-
tions.

Phase 1 includes hand-held explosive
detectors, desktop explosive detectors, X-
ray machines, portable vehicle barriers,
portable light sets, and under-vehicle
search mirrors. To date, over 4100 pieces
of equipment have been purchased at a cost
of more than $79M. Most of that equip-
ment has been delivered or is on its way to
installations worldwide.

One of the most useful items has been
the VaporTracer2® hand-held explosive
detector. Units deployed to Iraq use the
device to detect minute trace elements
found in explosives. Several attacks have
been thwarted due to the capture of insur-
gents by Soldiers using the VT2.

2

The VT2 is a hand-held explosive detector.

Phase 2 includes on-site surveys dur-
ing which a USACE District team, along
with installation engineering and security
personnel, identify improvements needed
to meet the new DA ACP Standards. The
teams make short and long term recom-
mendations for improving the installation's
force protection posture at the ACPs. To
date, over 220 site surveys have been com-
pleted.

Based on the Phase 2 recommenda-
tions, Phase 3 provides the procurement
and installation of permanent, fixed equip-
ment. Typical ACP equipment includes
closed circuit TV (CCTV) systems, intru-
sion detection systems, crash beam barri-
ers, pop-up bollards, traffic control arms,
and ballistic-rated guard booths. The
Corps' Baltimore District awarded the first
ACP installed equipment contracts recently
for eight Army installations in the Wash-
ington, DC area. The Fort Worth District

The ground-retractable automobile carrier
(GRAB) at Fort Hood.

also recently awarded a multi-million dol-
lar contract modification to install the
ground-retractable automobile barrier
(GRAB) system at Fort Hood, Texas. The
GRAB system is an example of how new
technology is assisting in AT/FP efforts.

A real success story of the ACPEP is
how this virtual team from around the
world collaborates on such an extensive
and widespread project.

The ACPEP Team consists of over
100 personnel from HQDA, IMA,
MACOMs, USACE and private industry.
Two of the Corps' technical Centers of
Expertise (CXs) provide the security engi-
neering support. Both the Electronic Secu-
rity Center in Huntsville and the
Protective Design Center in Omaha review
all recommendations made by the Survey
Teams to ensure compliance with current
Army regulations and policy. The Installa-
tion Support Center of Expertise (ISCX) in
Huntsville centrally manages the program
and reports program status to HQDA.

The ISCX uses Engineering Knowl-
edge OnLine (EKO), a mature web portal
protected by AKO passwords, as a manage-
ment, information and reporting tool. The
EKO portal site has an accessible database
of 350 Army, Army Reserve and Army
National Guard installations, and a project
tracking system (STATREP) that is com-
patible with IFS.

The ACPEP Team is dedicated to
implementing Army-wide standards for
ACPs and shares lessons learned through
regular progress reviews and EKO. If you
would like to know more about the pro-
gram, please contact John Grigg, Program
Manager, 502-645-1401, or Wade Doss,
Deputy Program Manager, 256-895-1524.

POC is John Grigg, (502) 645-1401, e-mail:
John,w.grigg@usace.army.mil

John Grigg is the ACPEP Program Manager and
Wade Doss is the ACPEP Deputy Program Man-
ager, Installation Support Directorate, Huntsville
Engineering and Support Center.
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Installation Status Report (ISR)- 2005

Infrastructure update

by Linda Smith

he Army Installation Status Report

(ISR) Program, AR 210-14, establishes

the annual requirement to assess the

condition of installation infrastructure.
This program involves a significant Army-
wide data collection process in which the
"user/tenants" or primary users of facilities
evaluate over 150,000 facilities worldwide
using Army-wide inspection standards.
This annual evaluation contributes to
defining overall infrastructure readiness
and calculates estimated restoration costs
to improve the quality of facilities.

On 1 April 2003, the Army's Assistant
Chief of Staff for Installation Management
(ACSIM) directed a study to update ISR
Infrastructure. His primary concerns were:

« Subjectivity of existing ISR rating stan-
dards

e Use of critical components to calculate
infrastructure ratings and estimated
restoration costs

« Need for training user/tenant facility
raters at installation level

The ACSIM recommended, based on the 1
October 2003 decision brief, that ISR

standards, methodology and processes be
updated for 2005. This update will
include:

< Revision of existing rating standards

booklets to:
= Reduce subjectivity in the standards
for use by user/tenant rater
< Introduce weighting for ISR facility
components and elements within
those components, thus eliminating
critical components.

» Development of cost factors at facility

component level to calculate estimated
restoration costs for individual facilities.

« Expansion of facility ratings to include a

"mission support' rating, in addition to
the "quality’ and 'quantity’ rating. The
"mission support' rating will assess the
manner in which the facility supports the
accomplishment of assigned units. For
example, a top quality vehicle mainte-
nance facility would receive a low mission
support rating if the assigned unit had
vehicles that were too big for the bay
doors.

= Quality ratings developed in alignment

with OSD's policy for Q-ratings.

« Standardized training for facility inspec-
tors at installation level.

 Overall readiness ratings for the nine
facility classes within ISR infrastructure.

A six-person team began executing the
2005 update plan on 1 December 2003. All
required changes will be completed by 31
December 2004, in time for the 2005 data
collection, beginning January 2005.

Testing of the draft standards booklets
are scheduled at four Army installations in
late June and July 2004. Those installations
are: Forts Lee, Bragg, Campbell, and
Meade. Identification of an Army National
Guard and US Army Reserve location for
testing is in progress.

POC is Linda Smith, (703) 604-2442,
e-mail: Linda.smith@hqda.army.mil.

Linda Smith is the ISR Program Manager, Plans &
Operations Division, OACSIM.

New Army standard/standard design for
consolidated Fire/Police/Safety facilities

he Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff
for Installation Management (OAC-
SIM) is co-chairing a new Facilities
Design Team with the Office of the
Director of Army Safety and the Office of
the Provost Marshal General that will
design a consolidated Fire/Police/Safety
(F/P/S) standard to prevent deviations
from Army design and construction stan-

dards. The Army standard/standard design
(AS/SD) for the consolidated F/P/S is
scheduled for completion in the first quar-
ter of FYO06.

Coincidentally, a tri-services group is
nearing completion of a Unified Facilities
Criteria (UFC) for fire stations that will
meet the minimum for Army fire stations.
It is currently scheduled for approval in the

2nd quarter of FY05. We intend to use this
new UFC for fire stations as the fire station
portion (module) for new consolidated
F/P/S facilities.

POC is Bruce Park, (703) 602-5805,
e-mail: bruce.park@us.army.mil
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"Recycling" Army recycling policies

by William F. Eng

rmy installations worldwide disposed

of 74,000,000 pounds more of solid

waste in fiscal year (FY) 2003 than

they did in the year before, which
equates to a four percent increase. Unfor-
tunately, the amount of materials recycled
declined more than 22 percent during the
same period. This is alarming! The trends
are exactly opposite of where we should be
heading.

The Department of Defense is operat-
ing under a Pollution Prevention Measure
of Merit (MoM) for solid waste diversion
dating back to 1998. The MoM mandates
that each of the Military Services and
Defense Agencies achieve an annual diver-
sion rate of 40 percent by FY 2005. In FY
2003, the Army diversion rate was around
37 percent. Installations must take great
strides over the next 15 months to meet
the DoD goal by the end of next fiscal
year!

In the works are two ACSIM initia-
tives to help installations and the Army, as
a whole, to make the 40 percent diversion
rate. The first initiative is to refocus our-
selves to view recycling not as a single,
stand alone program, but an integral part
of a powerful tool in the installation Inte-
grated Solid Waste Management (ISWM)
Plan. These are the highpoints of the first
initiative:
 Practice integrated solid waste manage-

ment - take a holistic view of solid waste
stream.

e Initiate (or reinforce) mandatory recy-
cling programs; establish a cost-effective
Qualified Recycling Program (QRP),
where none Now exists.

e Minimize Construction & Demolition
(C&D) debris going into landfills.

* Reduce packaging/shipping materials
through affirmative procurement prac-
tices.

e Compost green wastes (tree and shrub
trimmings, grass clippings, leaves, and
organic wastes from commissaries, dining
facilities, etc.).

ISWM is nothing new. The concept

appeared in the 1997 update of Army Reg-
ulation 420-49, Utility Services. USACH-
PPM (U.S. Army Center for Health
Promotion and Preventive Medicine) and
USACERL (U.S. Army Construction and
Engineering Research Laboratory) devel-
oped complementary tools for installations
to prepare their own ISWM plans using
either printed templates or a software pro-
gram. Having a plan and actually using it
as a roadmap are two different things.
While the spotlight may be on recy-
cling, the underpinning has to be ISWM.
If your installation already has a plan, you

are to be congratulated. But don't stop
reading, you should pull out that plan and
give it a reality check. How well does it
track with what's actually happening on the
ground? Are most of the troops deployed
and the volumes and type of waste drasti-
cally different? Is the installation bursting
at the seams with National Guard and
Reservists, called up for duty in the Middle
East? Are the assumptions still valid? Is
there something left out that should be

included? What was once not economical
or impractical under "normal” conditions
may be the perfect solution, now.

If your installation doesn't have an
ISWM plan, you should seriously consider
putting one together, either by contract or
DIY. This U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
web site
(http://www.hnd.usace.army.mil/techinfo/C
PW/pwtb.htm) lists some ISWM planning
tools. Another helpful aid prepared by
USACHPPM,"Guide for Developing Inte-
grated Solid waste Management Plans at
Army Installations," Technical Guide 197,

can be downloaded at:

http://chppm-
www.apgea.army.mil/documents/TG/TEC
HGUID/TG197.pdf

Installations that do not have or par-
ticipate in a recycling program will either
have to establish one or make a concerted
effort to become part of someone else’s.
Whether a particular installation elects to
have a basic recycling program, or go a
step further and establish a QRP (Quialified
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IMA announces Fire & Emergency Services

Award winners

The Army's top fire department and fire
fighters for 2003 have been announced by
the Installation Management Agency.
Here are the Army winners:

Fire Department of the Year

Winner: Fort Bragg Fire and Emergency
Services Dept, Fort Bragg, NC

Co-Runners Up:

Fort Carson Fire and Emergency Services
Dept, Fort Carson, CO

Fort Monmouth Fire and Emergency Services
Dept, Fort Monmouth, NJ

Civilian Fire Fighter of the Year Award

Winner: Firefighter Gerald W. Schiedewitz,
Fort Knox F&ES Dept, Fort Knox, KY

(continued from previous page)

Recycling Program) and thereby receive
monetary proceeds from the sales of quali-
fying materials, is a command decision.
The bottom line is that as much solid
waste as economically possible is kept from
going into a landfill, either owned by the
Army, a municipality or a commercial
business, or to an incinerator. Even though
the revenue received from the sales of
recyclable materials may be small and not
enough to cover expenses, the costs avoid-
ed from the reduced amount of landfilled
or incinerated wastes will be a net benefit
to the installation.

The second initiative addresses the
single largest category of solid wastes that
an installation may produce during a given
year, although there may be times when
there are none.What we're talking about is
construction and demolition wastes, also
called C&D debris. Up to 80 percent of
an installation's solid waste could be made
up of C&D wastes, according to the
USACERL. This may not occur year in
and year out, but it's certainly a vast quan-
tity of materials produced when excess

Runner Up: Firefighter/EMT Chae Tae
Pyong, Camp Red Cloud F&ES Dept, Korea

Military Fire Fighter of the Year Award

Winner: SGT Troy V. Elerick, Fort Lewis
F&ES Dept, Fort Lewis, WA

Runner Up: None

Civilian Fire Officer of the Year Award

Winner: Captain Dennis Micheli, Fort Car-
son F&ES Dept, Fort Carson, CO

Runner Up: Captain Thomas Caruso, Fort
Monmouth F&ES Dept, Fort Monmouth, NJ

Military Fire Officer of the Year Award

Winner: SSG Michael D. Anderson,
Montana ANG

buildings are demolished, or one in the
footprint of a new MCA or AFH-C project
has to be removed.

Old, obsolete buildings can be demol-
ished by clawing apart or bulldozering into
a pile of rubble and picking up and hauling
away to a dump site or C&D landfill. On
the other hand, with a little planning
ahead, someone with a bit more time,
patience, and know how can take a build-
ing apart and preserve the integrity and
usefulness of the building materials. What
are the benefits of deconstruction? An
installation could not only keep all this
rubble out of its own landfill or save the
cost of disposal off-post, it could also create
a large stockpile of reusable building mate-
rials (lumber, windows and doors) for sale
or donation for private construction proj-
ects. Crushed concrete and asphalt can be
used on many installation construction
projects as erosion control, subgrade mate-
rials, etc. and save the cost of buying new.

A guide specification already exists:
Unified Facilities Guide Specification
(UFGS) 01572, Construction and Demoli-
tion Waste Management, which can be tai-
lored to suit each installation's needs.
Intended for new construction, this UFGS

Runner Up: None

Fire Fighter Heroism Award (Team
Awards)

Winner: SSG Kelly R. Merz, SGT Derrick
L. Smith, SGT Robert Gonzalez, SPC Shane
D. Brown, SPC Christian L. Miles, and SPC
Robert C. Simmons, 562nd Engineer Detach-
ment, USAG, Fort Leonard Wood, MO

Runner Up: Firefighters Michael Boulerice
and Dennis Kilcullen, Watervliet Arsenal
F&ES Dept, NY

Congratulations to all!

POC is Dale Means, IMA/MPRI, (703)
602-3390, e-mail:
Dale.Means@hqda.army.mil

can be used in O&MA maintenance and
repair projects or minor construction proj-
ects as well. Deconstruction of buildings is
one way to achieve higher diversion rates
for C&D. Technical information on decon-
struction and other means for reducing
C&D wastes are available at the same
Corps of Engineers web site shown above.

Installation C&D management plans
have been required to be prepared and
made part of the ISWMP since August
2001. Under the second initiative, all
future Military Construction, Army (MCA)
projects, Army Family Housing - Con-
struction (AFH-C) projects and Facilities
Reduction Program projects will have to
include planning for the diversion of C&D
waste. This initiative provides added
incentive, since no MCA, AFH-C or FRP
project will be funded without a C&D
waste management plan.

POC is William F. Eng, (703)602-5827, e-mail:
William.eng@us.army.mil

William F. Eng works at HQDA, ACSIM on utility
issues, specifically solid waste, recycling, water
and wastewater.
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HONDUCCESSES

Fort Stewart sets the modularity standard

by Anna Chafin

0 help support the Army Chief of

Staff's reorganization of the 3rd

Infantry Division (ID) from Brigades to

smaller, self-contained "Units of
Action™ that will fight independently on
the battlefield, Fort Stewart's DPW has
been working at a record-setting pace to
lay the groundwork for construction of
$70+ million, temporary facilities for unit
of action 4 (UA-4).

Fort Stewart was chosen as the first
installation to participate in the Army's
reorganization. As a result, the 3rd ID is
reorganizing from three brigades to four
units of action. Soldiers are already arriving
at Fort Stewart to complete the fourth unit
of action, UA-4. By mid summer, all the
Soldiers in UA-4, approximately 3700, will
be at Fort Stewart, and temporary and per-
manent facilities are and will be required
to support the new unit of action.

""Since Fort Stewart is the first in the
Army to get in to the modularity business,
we had to start from scratch and develop a
master plan for construction of temporary
and permanent facilities to accommodate
UA-4," explained COL Michael Biering,
Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield Direc-
torate of Public Works (DPW). "Not only
did we have to develop a plan from the
ground up, but we also had less than five
months to have temporary facilities in
place for UA-4. After receiving a loosely
defined description of UA-4 for the first
time on 4 February 2004, we knew we did-
n't have much time, and we also knew it
was important to perform as effectively and
efficiently as possible. We knew there was
little room for error."

Before construction, DPW personnel
tackled several challenges in planning for
modularity at Fort Stewart. For one, Fort
Stewart addressed mission related planning
questions. To do so, DPW Master Plan-
ning first obtained the make-up and mix of
the new unit of action from the G7. Addi-
tionally, Fort Stewart DPW procured the
battalion and company personnel counts,
which clued planners in to single versus
married ratios, as well as rank breakouts.
Likewise, DPW determined whether units

would be stationed on-post and which ones
would be new to post. Before completing
mission planning, Fort Stewart Master
Planning identified which facilities were in
use by current units, their expansion capa-
bilities, and their condition and proximity
to one another.

The DPW says he and his staff also
addressed site and infrastructure planning
questions like: 1) Are we siting on an
appropriate Land Use Type? 2) Is this
proper long-term use of this land? 3) Is the
site large enough to provide for green
space, PT fields, ample parking, and
growth/expansion (additional battalion)? 4)
Are the transportation networks adequate?
5) Is timber harvesting required? 6) Are the
utility systems adequate?

Specifically, DPW Master Planning
was responsible for selecting a site large
enough to accommodate the requirements
for the temporary facilities, the difference
between the space available and what is
needed, while meeting the needs of the
Fort Stewart Garrison Commander,
Colonel John Kidd, for all facilities to be
within walking distance of each other.
DPW Engineering developed site designs
and established criteria for all facilities
associated with UA-4.

For facilities planning, Fort Stewart
DPW had to ensure sufficient administra-
tion space, maintenance facilities, billets,
dining facilities, training areas, Soldier sup-
port centers, and community support facili-
ties were considered. Temporary facilities
alone will include 20 company operation
facilities, 20 arms vaults, 852 barracks
spaces, 3 battalion headquarters, and 2
motorpools.

Of course, the construction of tempo-
rary and permanent UA-4 facilities cannot
happen without taking funding into consid-
eration. Funding is required at every stage
of UA-4, including preparation and/or exe-
cution of the planning documents, plan-
ning charrette, Environmental Assessment,
and design charrettes.

During the planning stage, Fort Stew-
art Master Planning, with direction from
the Department of Army (DA), the Instal-

lation Management Agency (IMA), and the
Southern Regional Environmental Office
(SREO), examined funding sources like
Other Procurement, Army (OPA); Opera-
tions and Maintenance, Army (OMA);
Unspecified Minor Military Construction,
Army (UMMCA); and Military Construc-
tion, Army (MCA). Most notably, the Sec-
retary of Defense authorized execution of
UA-4 under 10 U.S.C., Emergency Con-
struction, for site preparation and utility
installation. Biering noted that this type of
reprogramming of funds has not been on
record since World War I1.

Fort Stewart DPW also addressed
potential environmental concerns associat-
ed with the UA-4 project site. "Fortunate-
ly, our Environmental Division had prior
knowledge of growth on Fort Stewart and
were able to focus their efforts in this area.
Taking a visionary look months before
UA-4 got off the ground, our Environ-
mental folks anticipated increases at Fort
Stewart and shifted their day-to-day
emphasis to available cantonment growth
space. Before UA-4 construction began,
they were able to complete a cultural
resources survey and determine the area
was free of any concerns, delineate wet-
lands, designate the area as hon-forested in
both our Endangered Species Master Plan
and Integrated Natural Resources Manage-
ment Plan, complete an infrastructure
impact analysis, and conduct a traffic
study," relayed the DPW.

Getting out in front of UA-4 did not
eradicate all environmental obstacles; it
merely lightened the load. DPW Environ-
mental also had to complete an Environ-
mental Assessment. Typically, an
Environmental Assessment takes six to
eight months, but Fort Stewart broke all
records and completed one in 45 days, still
producing a quality document. Biering
attributes the quick turnaround to past
Environmental Assessment experience, as
well as strong community and State rela-
tionships. He was able to justify an emer-
gency in order to get the public review
period reduced from 30 days to 15 days
(per approval from Director of SREO). »
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The entire process took 51 days start
to finish. Before handing things over to the
engineers, Fort Stewart DPW Environ-
mental, with the help of the Savannah Dis-
trict Corps of Engineers (COE),
contracted with multiple loggers to be on
site at one time, and they completed the
clear-cut of 131 acres in 16 days.

Facing a short suspense also threw
Fort Stewart DPW another planning
curve. "We had two sets of rules to go by:
one for temporary facilities and another for
the permanent complex,” explained Bier-
ing. "In terms of temporary facilities plan-
ning, the engineers, master planners, and
environmentalists were scratching their
heads over how quickly the soldiers were
coming, how long it will take to get facili-
ties ordered/procured/constructed, if tem-
porary facilities have to meet design
standards, and what can we install quickly
that can be used both by temporary and
permanent facilities. After tossing around
several scenarios, we decided to site the
temporary facilities on the periphery of the
proposed UA-4 location and leave room
for construction of the permanent facilities
in the interior area.”

Fort Stewart DPW could not just
think short term. The UA-4 master plan
forced thinking about the big picture: the
permanent complex. To help establish a
game plan for the permanent complex,
Fort Stewart DPW involved all organiza-

) [«

tions and directorates on-post. Fort Stew-
art conducted a required planning char-
rette, which lasted 10 days. The process
included everything from meeting with the
Unit responsible for Force Structure and
walking the proposed sites to conducting
in-progress reviews with key 3rd ID and
installation staff and developing alternative
sites.

Currently, Fort Stewart DPW is
beginning to see several months of hard
work come to life. After the Savannah Dis-
trict COE, with the help of Fort Stewart
DPW Engineering, drafted the Request
for Proposals for the solicitation of the
construction contractor based on the scope
of work provided by
DPW Master Plan-
ning, the Savannah .

District COE
solicited for the
contractor, evaluat-

ed the proposals, »

and awarded the : ¥
contract. Inciden- Y
tally, Colonel Bier-
ing strongly feels
that his choice of
the COE as the sin-
gle turnkey project
manager was the —
right one, with cur- e
rent results speak-

ing for themselves.

The UA-4 construction contract was
awarded on 25 May 04 with receipt of
notice to proceed the following day. The
Savannah District COE and DPW Engi-
neering are presently providing oversight
of the construction process, and the area in
and around 6th and 15th streets at Fort
Stewart is bustling with activity directly
associated with construction of the first
phase of UA-4, the temporary facilities.
Construction workers are working on three
separate temporary facilities sites simulta-
neously, round-the-clock, seven days a
week, 24 hours a day. Temporary facilities
are slated for completion by late July to
early August 2004, and construction of the
permanent complex will begin in 2005.

UA-4 has challenged Fort Stewart to
raise the bar and set the modularity stan-
dard relatively high. Luckily, Fort Stewart
DPW has been up to the task. "We are
proud to be the first Army installation to
ride the modularity train," stated Biering.
"We have been working tirelessly since
February, but we realize our efforts will
allow Soldiers at Fort Stewart/HAAF to
better train to be the world-class fighting
force they are."

POC is COL Michael Biering, (912) 767-8356, e-
mail: Michael.Biering@stewart.army.mil.

Anna Chafin is a public relations specialist with
TAD Technical providing support to Fort Stew-
art/HAAF's Directorate of Public Works, Environ-
mental Division. 1l
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Installations make most of early receipt of SRM funds

Fort Knox

The Installation Management
Agency's (IMA's) distribution of SRM
funds to installations early in the fiscal year
was a welcome change at Fort Knox com-
pared to the past paradigm where DPWs
had to endure receiving SRM funds very

late in the fiscal year.

This business prac-
tice change has been
good for the Soldiers,
families, and civilian
workforce here in pro-
viding quality infrastruc-
ture and facility projects,
both quicker and at less
cost than has been typi-
cal of past practice.

DPWs know the
various drawbacks that
ensue with late fiscal
year project funding.
That approach severely
taxed both DPW staff
and installation con-
tracting personnel.
When a year's worth of
processing solicitation
packages had to be done
by 30 September, the
best and least cost prod-
uct was not always
obtained. As limited
staffs had to process
many projects concur-
rently in a short time-
frame, mistakes or
oversights sometimes
resulted in the designs
and contracts.

And all potential
government contractors
fully understand the

The other significant drawback with a
September award is that in Kentucky, the
best construction season is drawing to a
close with the cold weather that late fall
and winter bring. Consequently, the com-
pletion and benefit of many infrastructure
projects are delayed because their start
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area and pothole-filled physical training
running routes have been resurfaced
throughout the 1st Armor Training
Brigade area as the warmer temperatures
of springtime permitted the local asphalt
company to resume production after
their normal winter shutdown. Trainee

i

injuries that threaten
completion of basic train-
ing due to twisted or
sprained ankles caused by
poor running surfaces are
not as likely to occur now.
<Failing boilers have been
ordered and are being
replaced during the non-
heating season without
impact to building occu-
pants. Replacement air
conditioning equipment
was ordered and many
have already been
installed before we begin
the hot summer weather.
<Exterior paint contracts
were put in place last win-
ter and the contractors
were able to start their
work preserving building
exteriors and water towers
from further deterioration
at the first signs of warm,
dry weather.

Redstone Arsenal

Redstone Arsenal was
able to purchase and
install over a million dol-
lars worth of
chillers/cooling towers,
controls and pumps that
were near failing or would
have failed during the

annual budget process. For negotiated pro-
curements, they realize the pressures on
government personnel to finalize negotia-
tions and get the award completed before
the end of the month or risk "losing the
project.” Under those conditions, it is rea-
sonable to believe the project was not
always awarded at the best price.

must be delayed until good weather
resumes the following spring.

As summer begins, we are now reap-
ing the fruits from the seeds planted in the
2nd quarter of FY04, when IMA released
SRM funds to the installations. Many
examples are available:

« Deteriorated streets in the cantonment

upcoming cooling season. Having pro-
grams ready to execute and being able to
execute them early improved the installa-
tion's ability to service infrastructure needs
and customer needs throughout the year,
especially customer year-end requirements.

>
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(continued from previous page)

Fort Sill

About 50% of the facilities on Fort Sill
do not have a working fire alarm system
that automatically alarms the fire depart-
ment should a tragedy strike. To make mat-
ters worse, the system that was installed was
a wire-based system, which they no longer
make. So it was impossible to get any
replacement parts. Our system was very old
and just not working. This meant we had to
change over to an entirely new radio-based
fire alarm system. But the cost was around
$2 million.

Under the old system, we would have
developed it, bid it, and waited until dollars
became available (and $2 million in one slug
was usually difficult to obtain). But under
the early authority, the project was awarded
and is now in the process of being installed
for the safety and welfare of Soldiers. Pro-
ject Number PH00062-1J cost $1,925,000,
awarded by COE, Tulsa District.

Further, our electrical distribution sys-
tem was in a deteriorated mode of opera-
tion. To make matters worse, it was deemed
uneconomical to privatize and had a DOD
waiver to the privatization process. But no
one was coming forth with any funding to
keep the system reliable. Some of the poles
in use were so deteriorated that you could
stick a ruler six inches into the pole before
you hit anything solid. With the strong
winds that this area receives, it was just a
matter of time before we had major outages
to our system. The early SRM funding
allowed us to award this project, order and
start installation of the poles.

Fort Sill is one of only five installations
in the US Army that serve as Basic Trainee
Sites, taking young civilians and turning
them into Soldiers. We house these trainees
in five large 1100-man "starship™ barracks
complexes. Each of these complexes
receives its A/C cooling from a central
HVAC plant with three large A/C chillers
serving the facilities. These chillers were
not only old and failing, but they had
ozone-depleting chemicals, which made
them an environmental hazard.

Under the early SRM authority, we
were able to award the replacement of these
chillers. This early authority enabled indus-
try to make the new chillers (you do not

find these size machines on the shelf; they
must be manufactured for the specific
application), ship them, and install them in
time so that the trainees had A/C service in
May when the weather got hot. Without
this authority, Soldiers would have been
struggling to get any sleep in 100-degree-
plus conditions.

Fort Sill has not spent any substantial
money on its road network in the last
decade. Consequently, many of the road-
ways were in very bad shape. It got so bad
that two roads (Crane Road in front of
212th Bde Hgs and Knob Hill Road - the
main east west passage for all heavy traffic)
could not wait any longer for rebuild. The
early obligation allowed us to get these
awarded, and the work to be accomplished
during the summer months (the best
weather months). This will cause the least
outage and disruption of post population.

Fort Sill awarded $150,000 in new
tree planting that will replace some of the
trees lost in previous storms. If we do not
replace these trees periodically, nature
prairie will return and Fort Sill will not be
the mecca it currently is to many of our
occupants. Trees must be planted NLT
February when sap is down to ensure maxi-
mum survival. The cost was $150,000,
awarded by Fort Sill DPW under TOC
contract.

Fort Bliss

Due to early obligation of our SRM
dollars, with the associated design and
administrative effort, our design engineers
were able to devote more time to the
extremely large task of accommodating the
mobilization of the 116th BCT.

Being able to make an early commit-
ment of SRM funds, we were also able to
receive $300,000 in matching funds from
the Chief of Chaplains for a chapel renova-
tion project.

Finally, Fort Bliss obligated money
early for range upgrades. This proved to be
crucial when it came to supporting the
increased mobilization mission at Fort
Bliss. This certainly enhanced our ability to
take the increased mobilization mission.

Fort Sam Houston

Fort Sam Houston was able to award
six sustainment projects at $2.6 million.
These included a critical repair to the elec-
trical distribution system for an eight-
building barracks complex and critical
repairs to four separate barracks buildings.

Fort Huachuca

Fort Huachuca was able to award sev-
eral critical SRM projects for $5.6 million.
Among those were:

e Pavement repairs at Libby Army Airfield
< Re-pavement of the traffic circle
» Re-pavement of Hatfield street

Early award was critical for these proj-
ects because we were able to begin and
complete work before the beginning of the
summer monsoon season.

Fort Huachuca also completed three
roofing projects for buildings with roofs
that failed. Early award allowed us to com-
plete these jobs before the summer mon-
soon season, thus saving us another year of
potential water damage to these facilities.
Early award enabled us to clean the supply
air plenums in seven facilities on post;
install additional lighting along the PT
route, providing a safer area for Soldiers to
do early morning PT; and clean and repair
one of the water reservoirs on Reservoir
Hill in the Old Post area.

Fort Hood

Early obligation of funds at Fort Hood
meant success in repairing all 34 of the 41D
barracks prior to Soldiers' return in Febru-
ary 04. The availability of the $10 million
dollars allowed the execution of this project
during the 60-day window of opportunity,
correcting numerous deficiencies that had
accumulated over the years as well as
repainting that had been deferred due to
lack of funds. The Soldiers returned to liv-
ing quarters in the best condition possible.
All reports back from the command and
Soldiers were positive and appreciative.

In addition to that project, others are
presently underway for the replacement of
roofs, repairs to motor pools and repairs to
water storage systems. All these projects
had been deferred in the past, and would
have gone unfunded at least to the end of
the FY, if not longer.
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Historic post buildings get facelift

by Spc. Susan Redwine

ort Huachuca has been around in one

form or another since the last quarter

of the 19th century. Established as a

camp during the Indian Wars, the fort
managed to survive and thrive for well over
100 years, and the legacy of this history is
evident in the buildings on post.

"Fort Huachuca has the greatest col-
lection of historic buildings in the state of
Arizona," said Dr. Charlie Slaymaker, the
historic property manager on post. The
historic buildings are the only two-story
structures in adobe in the state and are
important because they are unique
resources to Arizona, he said.

In 1976, Fort Huachuca was registered
as a National Historic Landmark. There
are 86 buildings in the National Historic
Landmark District on post, which include
buildings from Brayton Hall at the end of
Brown Parade Field and the officers' quar-
ters along Grierson Street to those on
Henry Circle, Slaymaker said.

"They're unique," Slaymaker said.
"These are adobe. You have a local tech-
nique for making the structures. There is
nothing else like them. They're fantastic."”

At some point in the life of these
buildings, repairs need to be made and spe-
cial care needs to be taken with the historic
structures. Although they have received
mitigating repairs, the first major effort
that involves adobe repair on a large scale
began recently, said Grace White, chief of
family housing on post.

Because of the buildings" historic
importance, all repairs and improvements
are done in consultation with the Arizona
State Historic Preservation Office, White
said.

Quarters 2 is currently being rehabili-
tated, the scope of which includes replacing
exterior stucco, repairing any bad adobe,
repairing and replacing windows as needed,
inspecting and repairing chimneys, replac-
ing and repainting exterior wood trim and
updating the interior electrical systems,
White said.

The windows are being refurbished to
the specifications as they first were, said Val
Castro, the primary contractor working on
the building.

Castro also noted that getting the
adobe to repair the main structure of the
buildings isn't easy.

"Adobe is such a specialty that you
can't just find them [adobe makers] down-
town," he said. "But we were able to find
several craftsmen."

The craftsman who is making the
adobe for the buildings has done it on a
regular basis for many years and is a sec-
ond-generation adobe maker, Castro said.

The process of making the adobe
bricks involves forming the bricks and then
letting them cure in the sun for several
days before flipping them to cure the other
side, Castro said.

Additionally, Slaymaker was involved

in ensuring that the adobes were made to
the proper specifications for the buildings
on post. The soil used in the adobes is
from Fort Huachuca, just as it would have
been when the post was first being built,
Castro said.

After the adobe repairs are made, the
exterior stucco coating must be replaced.
The stucco that is currently on the build-
ing is cement-based and is not allowing the
adobe to "breathe," Castro said. Therefore,
a lime plaster will be used in the repair.

"It's been a long time since there's
been a significant improvement on the
exterior," White said.

The first two buildings scheduled for
repair are Quarters 1 and 2. Once work on
those is completed, repairs will continue on
to the remaining historic quarters which
are occupied by senior grade officers,
White said.

"There is an obligation both legally
and morally to preserve historic quarters,"
White said.

"We want to make sure the historic
fabrication continues to be preserved,”
Slaymaker said. "The Army is doing a
good job taking care of them."

Spc. Susan Redwine is on the staff of the Fort
Huachuca newspaper Scout.

POC is Dr. Charlie Slaymaker, Fort Huachuca his-
toric property manager, (520) 533-9089.

lowa Army Ammunition Plant initiates
recycling program for fly ash

The lowa Army Ammunition Plant
(IAAAP) initiated an off-site fly ash recy-
cling program on 10 May 2004. A cement
manufacturing facility in Mason City, lowa,
analyzed a sample of the fly ash and found
it to be acceptable for use in the manufac-
ture of cement. The company followed the

test sample with a truckload of 22 tons of
fly ash which proved to be satisfactory for
their use.

The fly ash generated from the coal
fired Main Heating Plant on the installa-
tion is loaded directly from the fly ash hop-
per into a tractor/trailer for transport to

the cement company. They are willing to
accept all future generation of fly ash from
the 1AAAP.

The search for a source to take the fly
ash began as a cost saving measure as the
fly ash landfill was nearing capacity.
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Fort Lee gets a new Regional JOC

by Bradford W. Hill

ob Order Contracting (JOC) is a
favorite instrument at Fort Lee, Vir-
ginia, in executing Sustainment,
Restoration, and Modernization
(SRM) construction projects. On average,
JOC develops and performs construction
on projects ranging from as little as
$10,000.00 to as high as $1 million. These
are normally maintenance and repair, reno-
vation, and small new construction jobs.

JOC is a crucial tool at Fort Lee to
help meet its customers' construction
requirements. It is a fantastic, economical
tool, providing a rapid-fire procurement
process and fast delivery of services as well
as insuring a quality product.

Recently, Fort Lee acquired a new
regional JOC contract involving three
other installations in the Virginia Hampton
Roads area. This is a fixed priced, 10-year
contract covering Fort Eustis, Fort Mon-
roe, Fort Story, and Fort Lee. The contract
is administered by the newly established
Northern Regional Contracting Center
located at Fort Eustis. Centennial Contrac-
tor Enterprises Inc is the prime contractor
for all four installations. In fiscal year 2004,
this contract awarded approximately $20

(continued from previous page)

]

Bradford W. Hill

million in construction projects. With the
recent addition of Fort Lee, that figure is
expected to rise to $25 million.

This contract provides tremendous
benefits such as the consolidation of pro-
curement resources, reduction in costs for
the installations, as no fees are required for
administration of contract, and continuity
of resources between installations. Addi-
tionally, since the same contractor is being
used for all four installations, personnel
and subcontractors can be shifted between
bases to fill in any gaps and provide quality
services to installation customers.

American Ordnance employee, Jerry Burnett, oversees loading 22 tons of fly ash into a semi for
transport to a cement company for recycling. Recycling the fly ash from the lowa Army Ammuni-
tion Plant's coal-fired heating plant saves landfill space.

All installations share the same unit
price book (UPB), RS Means Facilities
Data, used to develop and build costs for
individual projects. The same multiplier/
mark-up coefficient of .79 is added to all
direct costs. The only differences are the
locality factors added to costs that differ
from one area to another. This UPB comes
as a hard copy and is incorporated into cost
estimating software. This is used by both
government and contractor personnel who
negotiate using the same data to develop
accurate and competitive prices. Fort Lee
has transitioned its current estimating soft-
ware (EuroJOC) to incorporate the new
RS Means Data under the new regional
contract.

The flexibility of this new JOC con-
tract allows Fort Lee to operate free of
bureaucratic red tape. With all the added
benefits, it provides an even better eco-
nomical tool.

POC is Bradford W. Hill, (804) 734-5114, e-mail:
hillb@lee.army.mil

Bradford W. Hill is the Chief, Job Order Contract-
ing Branch, Directorate of Engineering & Logis-
tics, Fort Lee, VA.

This recycling program will extend
the life of the on-site fly ash landfill,
which has been in operation since 1985.
At the present rate of fly ash generation,
the remaining fill area would have been
used within 2 to 3 years. The cost of a
new landfill had been estimated at
$2,000,000.

The IAAAP currently generates
about 1,500 tons of fly ash per year or
about 68 truckloads. American Ord-
nance, the IAAAP operating contractor,
located the source willing to accept the
fly ash and is funding its transport to
Mason City.

POC is Darlene Norton, (319) 753-7613,
e-mail: darlene.norton@us.army.mil
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Fort Lewis sports new deployment facility

by Andrea Takash

oldiers deploying at Fort Lewis won't

have to wait in the rain when weighing

their vehicles because a $32 million
deployment facility is complete.

Unlike the old facility, everything is
indoors or under cover.

The mammoth deployment facility
comprises pallet handling, railhead and a
transportation inspection point. The pallet
handling area is a massive covered ware-
house that will house pre-packaged pallets.
The contractor added seven miles of rail to
the railhead.

TIP, the transportation inspection
point, is the stopping point for each vehicle
to be weighed for axel weight and balance,
inspected for leaks and loose material,
washed, and de-fueled if it has more than a
quarter of a tank of gas. If minor problems
are found, there is a maintenance facility
on the grounds.

Both TIP and the pallet handling are
equipped with an infrared heating system
to keep both the Soldiers and equipment
warm when necessary.

"Marv's Yard" is also part of the facili-
ty. It houses larger container supplies that
are be loaded directly on to 44-foot con-
tainers.

The Austin Company,
the main contractor,
impressed everybody with
their customer service and
attention to detail, said Brent
W. Dvorak, Fort Lewis proj-
ect engineer. s

"The construction qual-
ity management umbrella,
used by both the contractor
quality control and the
Corps quality assurance rep-
resentative, was one of the -
keys to success on this proj-

ect," Dvorak explained.
"The contractor had an
excellent quality control sys-
tem that was strictly enforced to achieve
the quality specified."

Soldiers continued to use parts of the
facility even while construction was going
on. But this didn't put a kink in the sched-
ule, according to Joyce Aldrich, Joint
Transportation Directorate chief of plans
and operations.

"Both the Corps and the Austin Com-
pany worked hard to ensure Soldiers could
still redeploy and deploy using the existing
facility," Aldrich said. "I believe The

The pallet rack in the new pallet handling facility
will hold 10,000 pounds.

Austin Company truly helped in the war
effort.”

Frank A. Gonzales, The Austin Com-
pany project manager, said they were glad
to help.

"This was our first project at Fort
Lewis," Gonzales said. "The planning and
coordination made it run smoothly."

Dvorak said the biggest challenge was
ensuring there was no impact to the mis-
sion of Fort Lewis or the designated occu-
pant activity.

"This problem was greatly reduced by
good planning in the request for proposal,
good coordination by the construction
team, and the full cooperation of the Sol-
diers," he said.

Jim Clark, chief, Military Branch,
agreed the project was a success.

"The project provides a 'world-class'
intermodal, transportation point designed
to efficiently process large military units,
their vehicles and supplies from Fort Lewis
to any theater of operation in a matter of
just a few hours," Clark said. "The facility
is a logistician's and Installation Comman-
der's dream transportation facility."

Andrea Takash is a public affairs specialist,
Seattle District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

POC is Andrea Takash, (206) 766-6447, e-mail:
andrea.m.takash@usace.army.mil
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New device monitors metal content
In stack emissions at Tooele

by Dana Finney

multi-metal continuous emission

monitor tested at Tooele Army Depot,

Utah, could greatly lessen the burden

nd cost of complying with the 1990
Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA).
Developed by the Engineer Research and
Development Center (ERDC) in partner-
ship with Cooper Environmental Services,
Beaverton, Oregon, the device uses X-ray
fluorescence to simultaneously check for
up to 19 different hazardous metals as
emissions exit the stack.

The new device is called XCEM, for
X-Ray Fluorescence-Based Multi-Metal
Continuous Emission Monitor. ERDC's
Construction Engineering Research Labo-
ratory (CERL) installed the prototype dur-
ing FY02 on Tooele's conventional
munitions furnace, which is the only one
currently operating in the U.S.

"All demilitarization incinerators, both
conventional and chemical, emit metals as
byproducts of combustion,” said Dr. James
Hay, CERL project manager for the tech-
nology. "It's a difficult process to deter-
mine the metal content using traditional
methods. To comply with increasingly
stringent emission standards, the Army
needed a faster, more accurate way to mon-
itor emissions."

According to Dee Russell in Tooele's
Ammunition Operations Directorate, cur-
rent sampling procedures are not only
cumbersome, but also expensive. "We have
to spend $600,000 every two years to do
trial burns, which take two months to com-
plete. Then all it tells you is what came out
of the stack, which depends on what you
put into the furnace and the different
parameters used, such as temperature and
feed rate," he said, adding that if any facet
of production changes, new burn tests
must be conducted.

The X-ray fluorescence component of
XCEM is the analytical tool while an auto-
mated sampling system provides extractive
batch sampling onto a resin-impregnated
filter tape. When the tape is spent, it can
be removed and analyzed to verify that the

monitor was working
properly. XCEM samples
the emissions every 20
minutes and a computer
interface notifies the fur-
nace operator if the level
of any contaminant is I
approaching limits set by
the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency
(USEPA) National Emis-
sions Standard for Haz-
ardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP). If so, the
operator can immediately invoke measures
to control it, such as slowing the feed rate.
"XCEM is also advantageous because
if there are chemical substances present
that the technical data doesn't show, it will
catch it," said Russell. "We base our burn
tests on drawings provided by the muni-
tions manufacturer, and if there would hap-
pen to be an error about any constituent,
for whatever reason, this will prevent us
. s from inadver-
ﬁf; tently releasing
q something that
could take us
o out of compli-
i ' | ance.”
L '\\_ software that
] provides sen-
XCEM unit at Tocele AD. o, integra-
tion, automation, quality assurance
routines, automatic calibration, and report
generation. According to Hay, another
operators can make adjustments that result
in decreased emissions, better efficiency,
higher production rate, and possibly elimi-
nate the need for controls," he said.
Russell added, "If what's coming out
of the stack is the most important concern,

The mon-
itor is inter-
faced with
| easy-to-use

benefit of continuous monitoring at the
stack is that the combustion process could
be optimized.

"Using the data from the monitor, the

Demil production plant at Tooele where monitor is installed.

why not use this type of monitoring and
control it there. In a multi-million dollar
operation, if we could just increase produc-
tivity by one percent, we would see a huge
savings. It might also allow us to use the
scrubbers less often, which would avoid
producing hazardous wastewater."

XCEM is commercially available,
costing about $200K per unit. According
to Russell, this is about one-half the cost of
other systems Tooele evaluated, with
replacement parts averaging about one-
tenth as costly. "We were looking at prod-
ucts that cost half a million dollars to
purchase, and the parts were outrageous."
Some of the other off-the-shelf monitors
also were difficult to operate and interpret
results.

In addition to demilitarization fur-
naces, XCEM could have application at
any other industrial plant that emits haz-
ardous metals, such as cement manufactur-
ers or coal-fired boilers. A spin-off
technology called XCMM, which continu-
ously monitors mercury levels, was evaluat-
ed in an EPA-sponsored test during
summer 2003. CERL is seeking a demon-
stration site to install XCMM during
FY04.

For more information about these monitors
or any hazardous air pollutant (HAP) issue,
please contact Dr. K. James Hay at CERL,
(217) 373-3485,

e-mail: Kent.J.Hay@erdc.usace.army.mil.

Dana Finney is the public affairs officer at
ERDC/CERL.
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Fort Hood upgrades paint spray booth
with mobile zone system

by Dana Finney

n innovative system that recirculates

exhaust from paint spray booths is

helping Fort Hood, Texas, comply

with air quality standards at a greatly
reduced capital cost over other treatment
options. Developed by the U.S. Army
Engineer Research and Development Cen-
ter (ERDC), the Mobile Zone Spray Booth
Recirculation System also improves worker
safety and comfort through a climate-con-
trolled cab.

Many Department of Defense installa-
tions have spray booths where paints and
coatings containing volatile organic com-
pounds (VOCs) are applied to vehicles, air-
craft, and other equipment. The most
common VOCs are aromatic hydrocarbons
and ketones. These compounds evaporate
and are released as air emissions. With
changing requirements under the Clean
Air Act Amendments of 1990, many DoD
sites could fall into "non-attainment" status
due to their VOC releases.

—— e, T TR M _ —u
A catalytic Recuperative Thermal Oxidizer
removes 95% of the VOCs and HAPs before
discharging the exhaust air.

"Most installations with painting oper-
ations don't have VOC control systems
installed,” said Dr. K. James Hay,
researcher at ERDC's Construction Engi-
neering Research Laboratory (CERL).
"But with air quality regulations becoming
more stringent, many bases will be forced
to take some action to bring their paint
spray facilities into compliance."”

Retrofitting paint spray booths with
equipment to treat the typical 30,000 to
70,000 cubic feet per minute (cfm) air

flows can be very costly - running into mil-
lions of dollars. And while progress is
being made toward finding substitute
chemical agent resistant coatings (CARCs),
high-VOC paints will still be mandated for
use in some applications.

For example, "There are currently no
plans to reformulate aircraft paints," said
Robert Kennedy, Air
Quality Program Manag-
er at Fort Hood's Envi-
ronmental Office. "At
large depot-size facilities
where painting is almost
exclusively for aircraft,
they're still going to have
the VOC problem."

The Mobile Zone
system works by recircu-
lating air in the spray
booth, which concen-
trates the VOCs. As a
result, the amount of
exhaust air released to the
air pollution control system is greatly
reduced - to 2,000 cfm. This allows instal-
lations to save money by sizing their con-
trol systems much smaller. It also reduces
energy use because it avoids conditioning
the large volumes of clean air that conven-
tional booths must supply for worker pro-
tection.

According to Hay, "We tied together
the input, or fresh, air with the output air
in a closed loop so that it travels in a circle.
Filters remove the paint and particulates
from the exhaust, and as the 2,000 cfm is
pulled off, it's replaced with fresh air
through the cab."

To provide a full four degrees of
movement, the system includes a ventilated
cab, which is suspended from tracks above
the booth so that workers can reach any
area easily. The cab meets Occupational
Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)
requirements for air flow to the worker,
and it is air-conditioned for greater com-
fort during warm seasons.

Fort Hood served as the demonstra-
tion site for the system and is now using it
full time. The side-draft, Directorate of
Logistics paint booth that was retrofitted is
Bay 4 of Building 88027, which handles
both vehicles and aircraft. The amount of
VOC-containing air previously exhausted
from the booth was 38,000 cfm. This

The Mobile Zone cab provides a full four-degree of movement,
allowing workers to move around the equipment to be painted.

would have required an air pollution con-
trol system costing $1.5 million. The
Mobile Zone system for the demonstration
cost $400,000, for a savings of 73%. The
cost will vary for each new or modified
paint booth, depending on the type of
operation performed and air flow volume.
Using this new technology required
Fort Hood to modify its standard air per-
mit, which covers 10 large spray booths.
The Mobile Zone spray booth will
improve the paint application process,
increase worker safety and voluntarily
reduce VOC and hazardous air pollutant
(HAP) emissions through the installation
of a catalytic Recuperative Thermal Oxi-
dizer (RTO). The system has a 95%
removal efficiency and as a result of the
emission reductions, Fort Hood could have
set aside credits under the Emission
Reduction Credit Program (ERCP). How-
ever, the decision was made to save these
credits for possible use at a later date.

>
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Wide-area assessment of UXO sites using an airborne
multi-sensor approach

by Jerry L. Hodgson

he U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Omabha District, in partnership with
the Colorado Department of Public
Health and Environment, is currently
executing unexploded ordnance (UXO)
response activities at the Former Lowry
Bombing and Gunnery Range (FLBGR),
Colorado. One component of these efforts
is wide area assessment (WAA) of the site
using airborne remote sensing technolo-
gies. The WAA objective is to reduce the
footprint of the 59,000-acre site to only
those areas with known ordnance contami-
nation. The WAA technology was designed

(continued from previous page)

nder the ERCP, industrial opera-
tions can save and trade (or sell)
emission reduct\ion credits. Credits
are measured in "tons per year" and
range in price from $400 to $35,000 per
ton. They can then use these credits to
offset instances of non-attainment and
thus avoid fines. "Another benefit of the
Mobile Zone system is that it lets you
bank credits because of the extremely low
emissions. With all the construction
going on at Fort Hood, that's potentially

not to detect
individual UXO
or low-density
target areas, but
to detect and
map areas of
large concentra-
tions of UXO
such as bombing
targets.

The devel-
opment, testing
and implementa-
tion of WAA
techniques inte-
grated several
characterization
technologies.
These include:
1) synthetic aper-
ture radar (SAR) for detection of surface
and shallow subsurface targets; 2) hyper-
spectral imagery (HSI) for vegetation-relat-
ed false alarm mitigation; 3) light detection
and ranging (LIDAR) for micro-topogra-
phy analysis, feature identification and data
registration; 4) high-resolution color
orthophotography for definition of ord-
nance related surface features; and 5) enter-
prise GIS technology for data management,
visualization, and web data access.

The first step of WAA generates spa-
tial target distributions quantifying positive
SAR returns from dense ground objects.

going to be very helpful in keeping our
cumulative emissions within permitted lev-
els," Kennedy said.

Fort Hood's painting contractor cur-
rently is not using the mabile cab for
painting aircraft out of concern for bump-
ing into the components and causing dam-
age. However, while the unit's controls
were initially somewhat jerky, Hay said
that recent mechanical improvements
should preclude any such problem. *The
system could be purchased without the cab,
but it really does allow a much more com-

Next, targets are discriminated based on
identification of cultural, vegetation and
topographic features derived from HSI,
LiDAR and color orthophotography. Field
calibrations refine SAR target identification
procedures and verify performance specifi-
cations of SAR to detect dense surface
objects. Target spatial distribution models
are developed to represent the density, size,
and dispersion of debris typical of bombing
targets.

WAA results from the FLBGR are
extremely encouraging and include: 1)
exclusion of 10,000 acres (17%) because
they were previously identified as areas of
concern or surface cleared; 2) definition of
regions of dense vegetative, terrain, or cul-
tural features precluding reliable interpre-
tation of imagery totaled 7,000 acres
(12%); 3) Analysis of 42,000 acres
(71.19%) of FLBGR resulting in 14 areas
of interest, totaling 41 acres (0.07%)
requiring field verification; and 4) defini-
tion of the remaining 41,959 acres
(71.12%) as presumptively clean of bomb-
ing targets.

POC is POC is Jerry L. Hodgson, (402) 221-7709,
e-mail: jerry.l.hodgson@usace.army.mil

Jerry L. Hodgson, P.E., is the project manager for
the Military Munitions Response actions at the For-

mer Lowry Bombing and Gunnery Range, Colorado.
PWD

fortable environment and workers would-
n't need to wear ‘'moon suits'," he said.

Working through CERL, Mobile
Zone Associates, Inc. designed the system
at Fort Hood and can customize it for

any operation.

For more information, please contact
Dr. K. James Hay, (217) 373-3486,
e-mail: Kent.J.Hay@erdc.usace.army.mil.

Dana Finney is the public affairs officer at
ERDC/CERL.
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Byproduct of novel waste treatment system
promotes plant growth

by Ryan Busby and Dick Gebhart

esearchers at the Engineer Research

and Development Center (ERDC) are

evaluating a new waste reduction

technology that could one day not
only replace landfills, but help restore dam-
aged training lands as well. TheWastAway
Recycling System, developed by Bouldin
Corp., grinds up municipal solid waste,
sterilizes and breaks down organic mole-
cules with high temperature and pressure
steam, and separates the organic fraction,
called "fluff," from the recyclable glasses,
metals, and plastics.

Like composted garbage, this fluff
could potentially be used as a soil amend-
ment to increase organic matter and
encourage plant growth. With Army train-
ing lands in constant need of rehabilitation,
there is a great demand for such material.
The main advantage this process has over
composting is the lesser amount of time it

O
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takes to generate a safe, usable product.
With compost, 3-6 months are generally
required, which usually limits the capacity
of compost facilities. In contrast, the Wast-
Away system takes about one hour to turn
garbage into useful material.

ERDC's Construction Engineering
Research Laboratory (CERL) conducted
two studies to evaluate fluff as a soil
amendment. These studies coincided with
technology demonstrations at Forts Camp-
bell, Kentucky, and Benning, Georgia, as
part of CERL's large-scale demonstration
and validation effort. Partners in the soil
evaluation projects were the U.S. Depart-

ment of Agriculture - Agricultural
Research Service's (USDA-ARS) National
Soil Dynamics Laboratory and the USDA-
ARS Grassland Soil and Water Research
Laboratory.

After an exhaustive analysis of almost
200 organic contaminants and heavy metals
and an initial germination test using native
grasses, the fluff was found to be suitable
for performing field trials at the installation
level. Native prairie grasses were selected
for testing the material, as they are well
adapted to nutrient-poor environments,
widely used in land rehabilitation efforts
across the country, and occur naturally in
many states.

The Fort Campbell study was conduct-
ed during 2001-2003 using application rates
up to 16 tons of fluff per acre. Plant species
composition, cover, biomass, and soil physi-
cal and chemical analyses were performed

for two growing seasons. Native grass cover
increased with increasing fluff application,
but no differences were found in soil prop-
erties, including heavy metal and nutrient
concentrations, pH, and bulk density.

Because few differences were found,
rates were quadrupled in the Fort Benning
study to 64 tons/acre in an attempt to deter-
mine an upper limit to application of the
material. However, that was not found. After
the first year of the study, the 64 tons/acre
plots showed a 91% increase in total vegeta-
tive cover, a 97% increase in native grass
cover, and a 208% increase in plant biomass
compared to unamended plots.

Organic material, or fluff, produced by the
WastAway System.

These evaluations indicate that the
material is well suited for returning organic
matter to soils on degraded training lands,
which is a necessary step in reestablishing
productivity. It was also found that large
amounts of this material can safely be land-
applied, further enhancing its usefulness as
a large-scale waste disposal alternative.

Warren County, Tennessee, is the only
municipality in the United States currently
using the WastAway System. This site is
achieving a 95% recycling rate, with the
bulk of the fluff used for horticultural pur-
poses.

For more information about the soil amendment
studies, please contact Ryan Busby at CERL,
800-872-2385, ext. 7508,

email: r-busby@cecer.army.mil.

For information about the WastAway demonstra-
tions, please contact Deborah Curtin at
217-398-5587. Related articles are posted on the
CERL website, www.cecer.army.mil.

Ryan Busby is an ecologist and Dick Gebhart is a
project manager, both in the Land and Heritage
Conservation Branch at CERL.
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New options for managing solvent-contaminated

wipes on horizon

by Beverly VanCleef

epartment of Defense (DoD) installa-

tions, like thousands of other industri-

al and commercial facilities

throughout the country, generate sol-
vent-contaminated industrial wipes. In the
past, it has been Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) policy to defer decisions
regarding regulation of these wipes to indi-
vidual states authorized to implement the
Federal Resource Conservation and Recov-
ery Act (RCRA) hazardous waste program.
This policy has led to different regulatory
schemes throughout the nation.

In general, states tend to regulate dis-
posable wipes as hazardous when contami-
nated with a listed hazardous waste or
exhibiting a hazardous characteristic. On
the other hand, many, but not all, states
provide regulatory relief for reusable wipes
sent to be cleaned and reused. In some
cases, states have excluded reusable wipes
from the definition of solid waste and, in
other cases, they have been excluded from
the definition of hazardous waste.

To address this inconsistency and to
respond to stakeholder concern regarding
over regulation of small quantities of sol-
vent on wipes, EPA is developing a rule
intended to provide regulatory relief for
two broad categories of wipes: reusable and
disposable industrial wipes. The term
"wipes" is used for the sake of simplicity, to
refer not only to wipes, but also other
items such as solvent-contaminated rags
and paper towels.

The proposal was published in the
Federal Register on 20 November 2003; 68
Federal Register 65585. There has been
considerable interest from the regulated
community, and the public comment peri-
od was extended twice. The most recently
established deadline for commenting was 9
April 2004. No deadline has been estab-
lished for developing the final rule.

Under the proposal, reusable wipes
would be conditionally excluded from the
definition of solid waste. Wipes meeting
the conditions could be managed as a

usable commaodity and thus cleaned and
reused without having to comply with
either RCRA solid waste or hazardous
waste regulations.
On the other hand, disposable wipes
would be conditionally excluded only from
the definition of hazardous waste. These
disposable wipes would still be regulated as
solid waste, but could be disposed at a non-
hazardous waste facility.
Both exclusions would apply to wipes
contaminated with spent FO01 - FOO05 sol-
vent; comparable commercial chemical
products on the P or U list that have been
spilled and cleaned up with wipes; and
wipes exhibiting a hazardous waste charac-
teristic due solely to the above F, P, or U
listed constituents. However, 11 of the sol-
vents would be ineligible for the land dis-
posal exclusion due to concern over
hazards presented even at low concentra-
tions. These are: benzene, carbon tetra-
chloride, chlorobenzene, cresols (o,m,p),
methylene chloride, methyl ethyl ketone,
nitrobenzene, 2-nitropropane, pyridine,
tetrachloroethylene, and trichloroethylene.
Other similarities between the two
exclusio