2004 ISR/SBC AFTER ACTION REVIEW

ISSUE MATRIX

FY00 ISR AFTER ACTION REVIEW

INFRASTRUCTURE WORKSHOP ISSUE MATRIX (Continued)


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:      04-2000                                       

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category: Performance Measures/Standards                                                  

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:    Environment

(Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:      Environmental Fines: Criteria for Amber & Red ratings
   (Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
Qual stds re. fines force a Red even when no $ amt is assessed or when Contractor is at fault


	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
Clarify Red std for AQ std 2, HW std 2, and other stds for environmental fines, to apply only when a $$ amt has been assessed against the Government.  Implement new Amber criteria (none exists in FY04 stds) to apply when Fine is assessed but either no $ amount is assessed against,  paid by, or Supplemental Projects funded by the Government.


	Submitted by: POC:     James E. Briggs                                                         

   Organization Assigned:   USAEC EQR PM                                                        

   Email:

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):            410-436-6316 (DSN 584)                                                                     

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final

This will be referred to the ISR-E working group, for their consideration in 2006 revision.

 
(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:   2

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


v. 5

	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2001                                          

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Training                                                 

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment                              

(Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:      Overwrite Visibility 

(Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
Media and pillar overwrites at the installation level are not seen at the ASG level.  Since the BSB includes the installation and BSB level in the ISR, visibility should reach the ASG level regardless of what level the overwrites were written.



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
Software update for OCONUS installations allowing ASG visibility to the installation level, not only the BSB level.



	Submitted by: POC:  Pat Griffin                                                     

   Organization Assigned:  26th ASG                                                    

   Email: Patrick.griffin@us.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):  387-3012                                                                           

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final

Non concur – The system is designed to show at each level the comments from that level.  When looking at ASG ratings, you see ASG comments.  If someone looking at ASG ratings wants so see installation comments, they can drill down to the BSB and installation levels to review the comments for that installation.  This is how ISR comments are designed in infrastructure, environment and service components.  If this proposal were to be carried to higher levels it could quickly become unwieldy due to the volume of comments from all the subordinate organizations and installations..

This will be emphasized during 2005 training.

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:  1

[1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	*ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2002           

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category: Performance Measures/Standards                                                                                                    

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment                              

(Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:      FGS compliance standard

 (Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
In 5 of the 10 Compliance media areas, standards concerns compliance with the FGS. The only answers are yes (green) and no (red).  99% in compliance with the FGS should not result in a red rating for that standard. To be fully in compliance with the FGS, no EPAS findings would present in a media, which does not happen.  This associated with the problem with the algorithm leads to an increase of C-3 and C-4 chiclets.  



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
Answers to this standard need to include an amber rating which identifies a percentage of compliance, or the standard needs to be refined and not simply ask about compliance with the FGS, as all BSBs do everything available to address compliance issues.  



	Submitted by: POC:  Pat Griffin                                                     

   Organization Assigned:  26th ASG                                                    

   Email: Patrick.griffin@us.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):  387-3012                                                                           

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                      ___Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final

Non concur for 2005– This is the approved OCONUS standard, which was coordinated with the OCONUS Work group.

This will be referred to the ISR-E working group, for their consideration in 2006 revision.
 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:   1

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2003                                          

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Training                                                 

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment                                        

(Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:      Commander’s Status Report “Draft”                                        

(Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
When printing out the ISR for Commanders signature, the word “DRAFT” is printed across the top and bottom of the page.  The Commander does not feel comfortable signing a draft document.



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
Delete ‘DRAFT’ for the printed version.



	Submitted by: POC:  YVONNE LAMY                                                            

   Organization Assigned:  411th BSB, Heidelberg                                                       

   Email:Yvonne.lamy@bsbdpw.heidelberg.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):  06221-4380-3143, DSN: 387-3143                                                     

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final

Non concur – The word “DRAFT” will appear on the ISR until the data is validated.  The commander’s staff should validate the data, which will remove the draft label.  Only then should the request for the commander’s signature be made.  

If the commander signs a draft version, he/she is signing an unvalidated data set.

This will be emphasized during 2005 training, and added to FAQs documentation. 

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:  1

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2004                                          

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Performance Measures/Standards                                                                                                   
 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment                                       

(Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:      Clarification of data requirements

(Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
In several standards the phrase “regulatory inspections” is used.



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
Please define what constitutes “regulatory” inspections for OCONUS.



	Submitted by: POC:  YVONNE LAMY                                             

   Organization Assigned:  411th BSB, Heidelberg                                 

   Email: Yvonne.lamy@bsbdpw.heidelberg.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):  06221-4380-3143, DSN: 387-3143                                                 

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final

Concur.  The inspections that constitute “regulatory” inspections need to be identified, in accordance with the Final Governing Standards.  

HQDA clarification will be provided for 2005 data call through ISR-E documentation (standard and FAQs as appropriate).    

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:  1

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2005                                          

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Process/Procedures                                                 

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment                              

(Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:      2003 Algorythm for C-ratings

(Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
The current algorithm used for ISR Environment computes a C-3 if more than 5% of standards in a media are red.  No media has more than 20 standards, therefore 1 red answer results in a C-3 at best. In 6 of the 18 media, only 4 standards apply to OCONUS, meaning 1 red answer would result in a C-4 rating for the media.



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
Either the algorithm must be adjusted so it is not based on percentages but number of red answers, or the ISR needs to revert to adding additional standards for each media.  Currently, an accurate status of the Env. program is not reflected in the chiclet charts sent up to DA.  



	Submitted by: POC:  Pat Griffin                                                     

   Organization Assigned:  26th ASG                                                    

   Email: Patrick.griffin@us.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):  387-3012                                                                           

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                  ___Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final

Concur that more standards are needed in certain media or else the media should be merged.  This was the new algorithm approved at the last AAR that sets high standards for a C-1 or C-2 rating therefore it does readily identify the issues and not allow them to be masked by other standards which are green.  This is not a report card.  This needs to be addressed in the next major revision of ISR-E, planned for 2006.

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:  1

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2006                                           

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Performance Measures/Standards                                                                                                   
 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment                              

(Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:      EPAS standard in Compliance pillar needs reworking

 (Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
The standard in 8 of 10 Compliance media ask if the installation had any repeat EPAS findings in the most recent survey.  Since EPAS is performed every 3 years, most repeat findings are resolved by the next survey.  The standard does not allow the installation to identify corrected findings, thus improvements in the program media.  



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
Updated ISR standard should read “unresolved” repeat EPAS findings as a barometer of the status in that media.  



	Submitted by: POC:  Pat Griffin                                                     

   Organization Assigned:     26th ASG                                                    

   Email: Patrick.griffin@us.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):  387-3012                                                                           

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final

This will be referred to the ISR-E working group, for their consideration in 2006 revision.
 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2007                                         

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Process/Procedures                                                

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment

 (Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:   Pollution Prevention (P2) Plan 
(Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
Lack of a current P2 Plan due to historic under funding of this program impacted two separate Pillars unfavorably.  This should only impact one Pillar not two.   Under the Foundation pillar, Program Management media, the 6th ASG had 12 Green ratings, 3 N/As and one red rating due to the P2 plan.  The result was a red pillar and media rating for Foundation when both would have be green without the duplicate P2 Plan question.  Questions and findings as follows:   

Pollution Prevention pillar, Pollution Prevention Media, Question #5:  Does the installation's P2 plan comply with current Army guidance? Answer: No, but expect compliance within 12 months.  This resulted in a pillar rating of yellow and a media rating of Red for the 6th ASG.
Foundation pillar, Program Management Media, Question # 4. At the end of the most recently completed FY, what percentage of the target milestones in the compliance through P2 section of your P2 plan were met? Answer: No plan or <40% implemented.  This resulted in a pillar and media rating of Red for the 6th ASG.


	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
Recommend the question regarding a P2 Plan remain under the Pollution Prevention pillar and be removed from the Foundation pillar.  


	Submitted by: POC:  Mr. Ed McCargo                                                                                                                        

   Organization Assigned:  Directorate of Resource Management, 6th ASG, IMA-E                                                    

   Email: mccargoe@6asg.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):  Commercial 011-49-711-729-2343 or DSN 421-2343                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final

This will be referred to the ISR-E working group, for their consideration in 2006 revision.

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:  2

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2008                                          

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Performance Measures/Standards                                                                                                  
 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment

 (Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:     Metrics

(Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
Metrics do not accurately measure the success of the media for Hazardous Materials Management Program.

Lack of BSB wide pharmacy program results in a C-3 rating without considering other HM management initiatives.



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
Revise the standards to account for other HM management initiatives. 



	Submitted by: POC: Hans Betzhold

   Organization Assigned: 415th BSB, DPW, EMO

   Email: Hans.Betzhold@bsbdpw.kaiserslautern.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN): 0631 – 411 – 6213 (civ)/483 – 6213 (DSN)

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X__Interim   ___Final

Non concur – The requirement for a centralized hazardous material management program is an Army-wide standard.  Any exceptions have to be appropriately addressed in the Commander’s comment.  

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:  1

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2009                                          

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category: Performance Measures/Standards                                                                                                    
 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:    Environment

(Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:      Metrics

(Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
Metrics do not accurately measure the success of the media standards for the Pollution Prevention Program.

Increase of HW results in a C-3 without referring to circumstances.

Metrics are not an indication of the overall success of the Pollution Prevention Program.



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
Revise the standards. 



	Submitted by: POC: Hans Betzhold

   Organization Assigned: 415th BSB, DPW, EMO

   Email: Hans.Betzhold@bsbdpw.kaiserslautern.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN): 0631 – 411 – 6213 (civ)/483 – 6213 (DSN)

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X__Interim   ___Final

This will be referred to the ISR-E working group, for their consideration in 2006 revision.

Note: These performance measures are based on DoD MOMs that apply to the Army as a whole.  It is recognized that at the installation reporting level the mission for some installations may increase and for others decrease, but at an Army level it remains relatively constant.  The color rating as stated draws attention to these ups and downs as designed; therefore explanation of the particular circumstances in the Commander's Comment section is the proper approach.  The ISR is not a report card, but a way to highlight these issues for the leadership.
 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG: 1 

[1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2010                                          

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category: Performance Measures/Standards                                                                                                    

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment  

(Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:      Repeat findings

(Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
All repeated findings from last EPAS can only be closed with the next external EPAS. Problems were solved or are under correction, but next external EPAS was held end of March 2004. So the results could not be shown in the reflection of 2003.



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
If the repeated finding was closed by an internal EPAS under the lead of EMO then it should be handled as completed.

IMA-E Response:  See also E-ENV-7 & 9

Currently, the only opportunity to show that the repeat findings are being corrected or resolved is to report in the next (2005) ISR collection cycle using the EPAS cycle as of Apr03-Mar04.  For the current report; can identify corrective action or completion in the comment field at the Media and Pillar level and/or to do a Command Overwrite to change the rating according to the status of actions taken.  The reporting cycles for the feeder systems (EPAS) do not coincide with the ISR FY reporting cycle (Oct-Sep) – same reporting cycles would fix this problem. 



	Submitted by: POC: Hans Betzhold

   Organization Assigned: 415th BSB, DPW, EMO

   Email: Hans.Betzhold@bsbdpw.kaiserslautern.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN): 0631 – 411 – 6213 (civ)/483 – 6213 (DSN)

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final

This will be referred to the ISR-E working group, for their consideration in 2006 revision.
 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG: 3

[1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2011                                           

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Performance Measures/Standards                                                                                                   
(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:    

(Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:      Metrics

(Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
Metrics do not accurately measure the success of the media standards for Foundation Program Management.

The number of reportable spills results in a C-3 rating. All other issues (even so they received green) are not taken into account.

Metrics do not reflect the true success of the Foundation Program Management.



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
Revise the standards.



	Submitted by: POC: Hans Betzhold

   Organization Assigned: 415th BSB, DPW, EMO

   Email: Hans.Betzhold@bsbdpw.kaiserslautern.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN): 0631 – 411 – 6213 (civ)/483 – 6213 (DSN)

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:  9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final

This will be referred to the ISR-E working group, for their consideration in 2006 revision.

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:  1

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2012                                           

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Performance Measures/Standards                                                  
(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment     

(Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:      Performance Measures/Standards

(Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
In a variety of medias and pillars, questions asking for EPAS findings or repeat findings of the last EPAS are included. Even if there is only one (repeat) finding, the pillar turns red, even if the deficiency has already been corrected and the color-bar should show green. Also, only the external EPAS is considered which blocks off all corrective actions to the ISR for the next 3 years.



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
Delete EPAS based questions for (repeat) findings

or

b. Insert question whether the deficiencies of these findings were corrected ot not

or

c. Allow change if deficiency was corrected in the meantime.

See also E-ENV-5 & 9


	Submitted by: POC:  Otto Dawid                                                         

   Organization Assigned: 235th BSB, Europe Region, DPW/EMO                                                      

   Email:  Otto.Dawid@cmtymail.98asg.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN): DSN: (314) 467-2158 or Comm: 011-49-9802-832158



	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final

This will be referred to the ISR-E working group, for their consideration in 2006 revision.

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:  1

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2013                                

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Process/Procedures                                              

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment     

(Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:     EQR-ISR-EPAS
(Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
The Environmental Performance Assessment System (EPAS), formerly Environmental Compliance Assessment System (ECAS) was developed and implemented by DA to evaluate the environment of military installations.  Approximately eight years ago the ISR was implemented to visualize the environmental condition of installations.  The ISR was to replace the EPAS, but it did not.

Currently, we are about to implement the Environmental Quality Report (EQR) to evaluate the environmental condition in even more detail.  IMA-E says the EQR supposedly will replace the ISR at some point in time.  We do three very extensive reports that evaluate the same program and gather the same information.  No additional resources are provided to handle the additional workload.



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
Re-evaluate systems and decide which one you want to use.  Eliminate the other two to relieve workload and redundancies. 



	Submitted by: POC:  Lothar Rueckert                                                     

   Organization Assigned:  280th Base Support Battalion, Schweinfurt, DPW                                                    

   Email:  lothar.rueckert@us.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):  01149-9721-966795                                                                      

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X__Interim   ___Final
This will be referred to the ISR-E working group, for their consideration in 2006 revision.

Note: The future intent is to autopopulate as much information as possible from other systems (approaching 100%) so as not to be redundant but capture the essence of this other data to provide a visual and readily understood status for the media and pillar.

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:  1

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2014                                           

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Performance Measures/Standards                                                                                                  
 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment        

 (Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:         EPAS Repeat Findings
 (Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
There is a standard in some of the media that asks whether or not one or more category I repeat findings were identified in the last performed EPAS. If the standard is answered with “yes” then the media automatically turns red (C-3) or black (C-4).  

An external EPAS is only performed every third year, therefore the answer to this respective standard is the same for this time period, although the finding was corrected meanwhile.

The media color is either green or red/black.



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
(1)  Insert another possible answer that rewards the action taken to eliminate the repeat finding with an amber color.

(2)  Or delete this standard completely.  Repeat findings always occur and don’t mirror the true compliance status of the installation.

See also E-ENV-5 & 7 (04-2010 & 04-2012)


	Submitted by: POC:  Lothar Rueckert                                                     

   Organization Assigned:  280th Base Support Battalion, Schweinfurt, DPW                                                    

   Email: lothar.rueckert@us.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):  01149-9721-966795                                                                      

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ____Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final

This will be referred to the ISR-E working group, for their consideration in 2006 revision.

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG: 2

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2015                                           

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:   Process/Procedures                                                

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment                                          

 (Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:      Elimination of ISR-Environment

 (Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
The Environmental Program is a Service provided to the installation to support the garrison infrastrucrure and mission activities to ensure the health and safety of employees/soldiers/families and ensure the sustainability of natural resources for military readiness, while complying with Federal/State/local laws/regulations.  As a service, the environmental program should not have it's own component in the ISR; it is very similar to the Safety Program in that there are Federal/State/local Regulations that we must comply with to ensure we obtain/maintain compliance so as not to contaminate/pollute our natural resources, humans, plants, animals, water sources, soils, etc.  No other Service has a separate component within the ISR.  

1.  The ISR-Environment and Infrastructure both capture information pertaining to NOVs.  This appears to be duplication.  The Service the Environmental Program performs for the installations to support the garrison infrastructure is to obtain permits, review environmental documents/submit documents to regulatory agencies in order for the DPW to operate wastewater plants, drinking water plants, boilers, chillers, etc.  If these facilities are in need of maintenance/repair those issues/costs are captured in the ISR-Infrastructure.  If these facilities are not maintained/repaired, it could cause a notice of violation(NOV)/enforcement action (ENF); as stated above, NOV/ENFs are captured in both ISR-Environment and Infrastructure.  The ISR-Infrastructure also captures issues as to whether or not we are complying with EPA requirements under the Safety question.  Current ISR-Environmental standards penalize the installation for receiving ENFs, of which the Environmental Office has no control over, since most ENFs are caused by mission or exceedences of permits with boilers, water plants, etc..  There is no relationship between current ISR-Environmental standards and the condition of the installation facilities in the ISR-Infrastructure.  NOTE:  The Office of the Directorate of Environmental Programs (ODEP) has discussed having all proponents who cause an ENF to be responsible for correcting that ENF (facilities, mission, logistics, etc).  The Environmental Office will no longer be "responsible" for funding corrections of ENFs.  Another note:  There has never been a relationship between the ISR-Environment Quantitative funding standards and the Qualitative standards.  We could be GREEN on Qualitative standards (how we manage an environmental media program) and RED in our funding.  

2.  The ISR-Environment and Infrastructure both capture information pertaining to impacts to mission from environmental issues.  The ISR-Environmental has mission impact standards for each media, the ISR-Infrastructure has specific questions pertaining to encroachment issues (air, water, noise, wetlands, cultural, endangered species) under their Operational/Training Categories.  This appears to be duplication.  Also, the ISR-Environment requires coordination with DPTM for the Mission Standards, but this is the first year that the ISR-Infrastructure required coordination with the Environmental Office on impacts to ranges; and the only reason this happened is because of the ISR-Services Compliance Standards for Encroachment issues.  Is that triplication?

3.  As stated, the ISR-Environment is a Service performed by the garrison to support garrison and mission activities.  The ISR-Services Environmental Standards (Compliance, Conservation, and Pollution Prevention) were/or will be completely top-loaded from existing feeders systems.  These are the same feeder systems that we use for the ISR-Environment.  There is NO need to have both the ISR-Environment and the ISR-Services.  Some of the ISR-Services standards are a compilation of the ISR-Environmental Standards; however, this could easily be fixed by expanding the ISR-Services component and have an algorithm to roll the information up to answer those ISR-Services standards.  One of the ISR-Services feeders systems was the ISR-Environment data.  This was unfortunate, since the ISR-Environmental data used was from FY02.  This caused numerous problems for the installations. 

4.  Army installations have reported the ISR-Environment since 1995, with standards changing practically every year, with the exception of the following timeframes: 1998/99 (same standards) and 2000/2001/2002 (same standards).  Every change we get further and further away from being able to use the ISR-Environment as a management tool.  This year (FY04) we did not use any funding information from the EPR; basically because most installations did not enter their obligation data into the EPR so when the data was imported into the ISR-Environment it would show the installations as RED when they actually did fund most of their requirements.  A more appropriate management tool to measure the performance and viability of the installation's environmental program is the EPAS/EMS internal reviews in addition to the Environmental Quality Report (which is currently used as a feeder system to ISR-Environment and Services).  Maintaining an effective and response environmental posture requires day-to-day evaluation/analysis to ensure that all compliance/regulatory requirements are being met.  Maintaining a strong and effective environmental posture requires proactive rather than reactive actions.  The current ISR-Environment does not accomplish this.  Internal reviews of one's environmental program should be a part of every-day business; as the Environmental Management System will hopefully prove. 

5.  There has never been integration of the ISR program for all components.  Each component was developed separately, and without coordination among the components to ensure duplication did not happen.  We asked for a couple of years if anyone at DA or Booze Allen Hamilton (the prime ISR contractor) was looking at integration and/or the duplication of standards.  We were told yes, but we still have duplication.  If this would have happened, one would realize that the ISR-Environmental was not necessary.    

       

	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
1.  Recommend the ISR-Environment be eliminated from the ISR Program.   

2.  The ISR-Environment has always been a duplication of effort; when it started as the "internal" assessment to accompany the ECAS program back in 1995-2002.  Currently the ISR-Environment is not used as the "internal" ECAS (now EPAS) assessment.  However, the intent of ISR is to get an overall picture of what the conditions are at the installation for military readiness.  It appears that with the existing ISR-Infrastructure and ISR-Services DA would be able to make informed decisions as to the impact the environment has on military readiness.  Environmental issues are addressed in both the ISR-Infrastructure and ISR-Services; however, the Services component would need to be expanded and an algorithm developed to answer some of the existing standards from the feeder systems for the Services component).

3.  As a bare minimum, eliminate the ISR-Environmental reporting requirement from those installations that do not report the ISR-Infrastructure/Services:  All GOCOs and Chemical Depots.  Any environmental information required from these installations can be obtained through the EQR and the EPAS channels.  

4.  On another note:  If EPR data will be used in the future for ISR-Environment, then those installations that are funded with AWCF dollars need to be re-established in the EPR-Web, as they were taken out in FY04 and told to use the EPR-Mission dataset.    



	Submitted by: POC:  Margie Moffitt                                                             

   Organization Assigned:  IMA Northwest Region                                                      

   Email:  moffittm@ria.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):  309-782-5040 and DSN 793-5040                                                                                 

	ACSIM Response:              As Of Date: 9/16/04                                   __Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final

1.  Non concur with Rec. 1. Army leadership decided that ISR Environment data be collected.  
2.  Non concur with Rec. 2. ISR-E auto-populates any duplication of data from original database  Also, while ISR Infrastructure and Services do minimally address some ISR Environmental issues, they do not give a complete environmental picture. 

3.  Non concur with Rec. 3.  Army leadership decided that Special installation environmental data would be collected in ISR.  

4.  Non concur with Rec.4.  This should be addressed as an EPR issue, not an ISR-E issue.      

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG: 1

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2016                                           

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Performance Measures/Standards                                                                                                    
(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment                                                  

 (Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:      Mission Impact Standard - Conservation Pillar - Nat Res - #4

 (Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
"The percentage of mission land on the installation that has the appropriate vegetation cover and density to support mission requirements is:  (NOTE:  Requires DPTM or equivalent input)."

This question is vague in that it does not define "appropriate vegetation cover".  To simply support training, any vegetative cover that does not impede training would suffice.  However, when sustainability, resource management, and Threatened or Endangered Species (TES) issues are considered then "appropriate vegetation cover" takes on a totally different meaning.  Yakima Training Center (YTC) staff consider these additi9onal factors (e.g., sustainability, resource management requirements, TES issues) when responding to this question. However, since the question directs DPTM input, it could be assumed that the lowest level of evaluation would apply -- minimum vegetative cover necessary to meet training mission needs.  From that stand-point it is arguable that there would be few instances when the question would not be answered Green, causing the question to become meaningless, therefore resulting in inaccurate reporting.



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
1.  Clarify the standard by clearing defining the meaning of "appropriate vegetation cover".  

2.  In addition, for amber or red condition rating questions could be added to determine if installations are addressing shortcomings.



	Submitted by: POC:  Pete Nissen                                                           

   Organization Assigned:  Yakima Training Center                                                     

   Email:  peter.nissen@us.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):  509-577-3402 and DSN 638-3500                                                                             

	ACSIM Response:             As Of Date: 9/16/04                           ___Pending  _X_Interim   ___Final

Concur with Rec.1.  The definition of “appropriate” vegetative cover needs to be expanded in the 2005 data call.  

Rec. 2.  This will be referred to the ISR-E working group, for their consideration in 2006 revision.

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG: 2

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2017                                           

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Performance Measures/Standards                                                  
(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment                                                    

 (Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:      Overarching standards - I.E., P2 - Recycling and Solid Waste Reduction - Standard #1

(Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
Overarching standards set installations up for failure.   Unfortunately, not all Army installations are the same and conditions vary tremendously due to mission requirements, and state and local regulations.  In this example, a DOD Measure of merit (MOM) for Recycling and Solid Waste Diversion establishes an unattainable goal that installations like Yakima Training Center (YTC) will never meet due to conditions beyond their control (e.g., local market and recycling capabilities and high fluctuation of transient troop densities).  Meeting the DOD MOM for Solid Waste Recycling requires local markets and recycling capabilities to be in place.  Those conditions do not exist for YTC.  The installation does have recycling programs in place consistent with local markets and capabilities to support.  However, in spite of those efforts the installation can expect to never receive other than a Red rating for this particular media because the uniform standard is unattainable.  In reality, when measured against local conditions for this media, YTC should be Green, however, application of the DOD standard causes the installation to remain in a chronic Red condition.  



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
A suggested change for this situation is to determine if the DOD MOM is attainable (yes or no); if not, develop questions with standards that reflect local conditions.



	Submitted by: POC:  Pete Nissen                                                          

   Organization Assigned:  Yakima Training Center                                                       

   Email:peter.nissen@us.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):  509-577-3500 and DSN 638-3500                                                                             

	ACSIM Response:                As Of Date: 9/16/04                        ___Pending   _X_Interim ___Final

The incorporation of any new DoD MOMs will be referred to the ISR-E working group, for their consideration in 2006 revision. 

Note:  In 2005, use Commander’s comment to explain where the MOM is unattainable.

  (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG: 2

  [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2018              

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Process/Procedures                                                  

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment, Infrastructure and Services (Appendix A and Appendix B – SBC)                                                   

(Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:      Data Submittal Sequence for 2004 - ISR Services

 (Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
Fort Carson’s ISR environmental data submittals for 2004 began by providing data/information for the ISR Services (both environment data for Appendix B (SBC) and Appendix A) and ISR Infrastructure.

Mission: Complete Parts 1 Infrastructure and 3 Services before Part 2 Environment even though one had to complete portions of Part 2 to fill in the blanks for Part 3!!  Discovery:  Part 1 includes/has included environmental evaluation of ranges for which the Fort Carson Environmental Office has never been involved or made aware that the DPTM has been rating the environmental portion (unlike Part 2 that does require DPTM input!)!!

During the Installation’s Environmental Office – Directorate of Environmental Compliance and Management (DECAM) – preparation and submittal of data for the ISR Part 3 Services (Appendix A - Engineering), Item #’s that included the following: 58 (Indoor Pest Control); 59 (Outdoor Pest Control); 64 (Conservation Programs); 65 (Restoration Programs); 66 (Compliance Programs); and, 67 (Pollution Prevention Programs) it became quickly evident that there was redundancy in items being reported in Part 3 that also were being reported in ISR Part 2 – Environment.  As noted in the ISR 3 Services portion, many items were to be automatically toploaded from not only the ISR Part 2, but also from the Environmental Quality Report (EQR), and the Army Environmental Database-Restoration (AEDB-R) program.  The ISR program however failed to meet its own timetables for such identified data to be automatically toploaded (in this instance for Part 3 Services), and forced installation-level staff to manually enter data originating from the 3 previously identified Army programs.  In the end, although portions were toploaded, it resulted in confusion, uncertainty and frustration as to what was or was not going to be entered automatically vs. manually.  The original intent may have been positive but the end result was negative at the installation level in that the system/plan did not work!  It must also be pointed out that there are several items (i.e. SWARS, HAPs, Air Pollutants) that have a different reporting period requirement and recordation process and are not necessarily synchronized with the ISR program!

The first ‘problem’ area for Part 3 Services (Appendix A) concerned Item #64. Conservation Program, specifically Performance Measure 64-04: Percentage of installation operational ranges rated green in the ISR Infrastructure for their encroachment component rating.  

Assessing ‘environmental encroachment issues’ on a range-by-range basis is extremely time consuming and the DECAM has not previously been involved or aware that such determinations were either required or being undertaken.  It is ‘interesting’ since within the ISR 2, each installation environmental office is required to coordinate with the DPTM for ratings that deal with environmental impacts (air, noise, etc.) on ranges.  Why hasn’t the same ‘requirement’ been clearly identified in the ISR 1 – Infrastructure and made known to ISR 2 POCs??  With the redundancy in both Part 1 and Part 3, is Part 2 – Environment really necessary now??  Installation staff was unable to locate any criteria/definition in any of the manuals/ guidance as to exactly what constituted a range.  Another question soon arose concerning “What about Maneuver Areas?  Are these to be considered the same as Training Areas or are they training ranges?  At Fort Carson, there are training ranges within training areas and at the Piñon Canyon Maneuver Site, training is conducted within Maneuver Areas.  Such evaluations for Ratings is very subjective in nature and the DECAM has never before been involved in making such evaluations (only DPTM).

The second major issue concerned Item #64. Restoration Programs, Performance Measure 65-01: Percentage of response actions executed per scheduled completion date to meet the 2007, 2011 and 2014 Defense goals for High, Medium and Low Risk sites.

This information, originally scheduled to be toploaded from the AEDB-R program, was originally manually entered to meet the suspense date (locally set but driven by NWR IMA timetable).  The manner in which the questions were presented caused a great deal of confusion and required communication with NWR IMA who provided the critical support to rectify the situation.  Following the environmental office’s submittal, it was learned that the data was in fact automatically toploaded.  

The third issue concerns this year’s submittal that did not include the topload of EPR data.  This is a blessing in disguise in that the generated C-Ratings resulted in Fort Carson having to overwrite only 3 of the 18 media (unlike previous years when we had to overwrite nearly every media)!!  The EPR topload has always resulted in very inaccurate C-Ratings for Fort Carson and has been central in our criticism of the ISR 2 program not being an effective management tool to be used by an Installation Mission Commander and/or Garrison Commander.  The EPR funding portion fails to incorporate, consider or evaluate impacts caused/resulting from environmental funding decrements imposed either at the local level, Regional IMA level, or higher.  



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:

1.  Resolve timetable/sequence of submittal for all 3 portions of the ISR program and work out the ‘bug’s prior to sending to IMA regional offices.  Involve installation staff!!  Talk to us and work with us to see if what you are seeking is readily available, applies on a DA-wide level, or if there are ‘special needs’ that if assessed correctly are/will be meaningful to a Mission Commander/Garrison Commander who has to explain why his/her installation is amber or red in any area.

2.  Establish consistency within all 3 programs; eliminate the redundancy and set forth clear/concise guidelines on what is to be reported and by whom.  If there are specific environmental requirements to be reported then the Installation Environmental Office must be the ‘clearinghouse’ for all such requirements.

3.  Make sure that that the ISR program administrators/programmers (all 3 areas) understand that there is a wide variety of ‘assigned missions and physical configurations’ and that all installations don’t necessarily fit nicely within the ‘square boxes’ as currently set up.  Install additional toggles to meet/identify these differences.  Again, work with/talk to Regional IMA reps who if unable to answer installation-specific questions, can enable ISR ‘gurus’ to talk with installation POCs about how to make the ISR program a better evaluation/management tool!!

4.  Please keep Regional IMA Offices informed, up to date and in the loop as to issues, glitches etc; insist on the program being proactive rather than installations having to be reactive!  It is very frustrating at the installation level to see what appears to be a lack of communication and coordination within the ‘ISR Ivory Tower’ concerning ‘testing the waters’ of programmatic changes and whether the programs (Parts 1, 2 and 3) are viable/useful to a Garrison Commander and/or Mission Commander.  Please remember:  It is tough enough to try and explain the results of ISR 2 to a CG/GC as to why specific/multiple media is/are amber or red if the rules of engagement are constantly changing (without explanation) and the timetables set at the highest level prove to be unrealistic, given that every year internal program glitches/errors have resulted in delays, reinventing portions or just eliminating portions.

	Submitted by: POC:  James Ahl                                                       

   Organization Assigned: Fort Carson ISR2 POC                                                     

   Email:  james.ahl@carson.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):  719 570-9753                                                                         

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04          ___Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final

This will be referred to the ISR-E working group, for their consideration in 2006 revision.

Notes:

1. Definitions and trainers are available in ISR-I.  ISR-I subjectivity is addressed separately.  

2. Historically, all three ISR Components were developed as a stovepipe and DA, MACOMS/Regions were working very closely to make sure that questions were not repeated more than once.  When data is available in one system, it is used in others as appropriate.  However, these recommendations will be considered in future revisions.       

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG: 2

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2019                                           

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category: Process/Procedures                                                  

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment

 (Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:      TSM (Asbestos/Lead/Radon) data reported under CAA

(Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
Fort Lewis incurred an ENF in 2003 for asbestos disposal violations. This was reported under Air Quality Management, and drove an otherwise C-1 program (in this reporting year) to C-3. Toxic Substances Management, however, escaped unscathed with a C-1.



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
Fully eliminate all Asbestos/Lead/Radon (the TSM inclusive) questions from Air Quality Management, placing them into TSM to better reflect the status of the programs.



	Submitted by:   POC:   PAUL T. STEUCKE, JR, Chief, Environmental Natural Resources Division  

   Organization Assigned: Public Works Fort Lewis                                                       

   Email: paul.steucke@us.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):  Comm: (253) 966-1760     DSN: 347-1760                                                                           

	ACSIM Response:                      As Of Date: 9/16/04                  ___Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final
Non concur, as the data was top-loaded from EQR locked database through an approved crosswalk.   Since this was a violation of the Clean Air Act (CAA), then this becomes an air compliance issue.  If this had been a violation under the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA), then there would have been a rating of red within the TSCA media.

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG: 2

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2020                                           

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Performance Measures/Standard                                                 

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment

(Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:      Program Management - Reportable Spill Rating

(Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
The standard for spill reporting is extremely conservative.  One reportable spill causes an amber rating; two spills cause a red rating.  With the amount of training that occurs at Fort A. P. Hill, it is very likely that we will receive more than one reportable spill per year.  The number of reportable spills is something the staff of the DPW Environmental and Natural Resources Division has no control over.  We perform site inspections of all POL exercises and distribute the Spill Response Regulation to all troops training at the Installation.  This standard is almost impossible to meet.



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
Increase the number of reportable spills for this standard to at least four or move this standard to another pillar.



	Submitted by: POC:  Terry Banks                                                        

   Organization Assigned: DPW Environmental and Natural Resources Division                                       

   Email:  Terry_L_Banks@Belvoir.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):   (804) 633-8223 or DSN 578-8223                                                                              

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final

This will be referred to the ISR-E working group, for their consideration in 2006 revision.

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2021                                          

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category: Performance Measures/Standards                                                                                                   
(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:    Environment

(Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:      Pollution Prevention - Toxic Release Inventory

  (Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
The standard for toxic release inventory calls for a 9% decrease per year from baseline year CY2001.  The  toxic releases that we report are from ammunition usage on the ranges.  The ammunition usage increased in 2003 instead of decreasing causing a red rating.  If training increases, we will not be able to meet this standard.  



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
Re-evaluate this standard.



	Submitted by: POC:  Terry Banks                                                        

   Organization Assigned:  DPW Environmental and Natural Resources Division                                       

   Email:  Terry_L_Banks@Belvoir.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):   (804) 633-8223 or DSN 578-8223                                                                              

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final
Non concur.  TRI reporting to EPA is based on the amount of pounds released, and is not normalized for the amount of activity for the installation.  Increases due to mission, which cause red conditions, need to be addressed in the commander’s comments. 

The incorporation of any new DoD MOMs will be referred to the ISR-E working group, for their consideration in 2006 revision. 

Note:  In 2005, use Commander’s comment to explain where the MOM is unattainable.
 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2022                                     

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category: Performance Measures/Standards                                                                                                   
 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment                     

(Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:      Qualitative Standards

(Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
Most Qualitative Standards(e.g. Air)  have the following question: During the most recently completed EPAS were any repeat Class 1 or 2 findings  identified. 

If repeat findings were detected it is not differentiated if: 

· If these were serious findings 

· If the findings were corrected already

Consequently the installation gets a C-3 rating for the FY’s between the two external EPASs 



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:

1.    Differentiate between the number of repeat findings: One= yellow, two= red 

2.    Differentiate between the severity of the finding(an open container lid at a solid waste container detected during EPAS results presently in a C-3 rating)

3.    When a deficiency was corrected this should be considered in the rating (basis should be the       biannual UCAS report)  and the rating should be improved from e.g. C-3 to C-2.



	Submitted by: POC:  Manfred Rieck                                                           

   Organization Assigned:  409th BSB Grafenwoehr                                                        

   Email:manfred.rieck@us.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):  09641/837209; 475-7209                                                                               

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final

Non concur with Rec. 1 and Rec. 2.    The quantity and type of violations that constitute a Class 1 and Class 2 findings, as well as how they are recorded in ISR, are clearly defined.  

For Rec. 3, This will be referred to the ISR-E working group, for their consideration in 2006 revision.

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2023                                           

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Performance Measures/Standards                                                                                                 
 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environmental      

 (Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:    EPAS- Repeated findings  

 (Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
The standard 7 of Air emission, Hazardous waste, Solid waste and so on refers to the most recent completed EPAS with “repeat” class 1 or 2 findings. It does not reflect if these findings were corrected or not. It also creates a red rating for 3 years back to back without the chance to indicate any improvements.



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:


	Submitted by: POC:  Angelika Elliott                                                          

   Organization Assigned:  417th BSB, DPW, EMO                                               

   Email: angelika.elliott@cmtymail.98asg.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):  351-4732                                                                             

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final

This will be referred to the ISR-E working group, for their consideration in 2006 revision.
(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2024                                         

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Performance Measures/Standards                                                                                                  

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment                                              

 (Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:      Pollution Prevention (Qualitative)

 (Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
There are two questions that do not reflect a true picture of environmental conditions on an installation.  The questions are:

1.  At the end of the most recently completed CY, the installations progress in reducing reported TRI chemical releases (compared to CY01 baseline) was: 

            Enter CY01 baseline amount of TRI chemical releases in thousands of pounds.

            Enter TRI chemical releases during the most recently completed CY in thousands of pounds.

 

2.  Compared to the previous CY, did the amount of HW (other than chem demil and IRP/OCONUS radiation waste) generated decrease?

            Amount of HW generated in the CY prior to the most recently completed CY (enter in thousands of pounds):

            Amount of HW generated in the most recently completed CY (enter in thousands of pounds):

COMMENT:  If either or both of these questions show an increase, it results in a RED condition.  Fort Rucker was RED for both of these questions, simply because training increased.  Due to the increase in training:  (1)  more lead and copper were fired onto the impact area, increasing the TRI chemical releases above the baseline; and (2) more helicopters were maintained, generating more hazardous waste than was generated the previous year.  

	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
Installations do not have any control over the level of mission related training assigned to them, so these questions should be normalized by relating them to training hours.  If training is increased, there should be some way to factor that into any increase in TRI emissions or HW generation, without automatically resulting in a RED condition for the installation.    

	Submitted by: POC:  Ken Eisele                                                       

   Organization Assigned:  Fort Rucker, AL                                        

   Email:  eiselek@rucker.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):    334-255-0378 and 558-0378            

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ____Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final

Non concur.  TRI reporting to EPA is based on the amount of pounds released, and is not normalized for the amount of activity for the installation.  

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:   1 

  [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2025                                        

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Data, Process/Procedures                                               

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  ENVIRONMENT                                                                

 (Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:       DEGRADATION OF ISR 2 PROGRAM                                                                                                                

(Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
     INSTEAD OF IMPROVING OVER THE LAST THREE YEARS, THE ISR2 PROGRAM HAS GOTTEN WORSE.  THE PREVIOUS TWO YEARS PROGRAM HAD A PRINT PROMPT ON THE SCREEN TO ENABLE THE USER TO PRINT INDIVIDUAL REPORT COMPONENTS.  THIS YEAR’S PROGRAM REQUIRED EXTRA STEPS TO BRING UP REPORTS AND HAD NO PRINT PROMPT.  WE ACCIDENTALLY DISCOVERED A PRINT PROMPT WHILE DRAGGING THE MOUSE ALONG THE BOTTOM OF THE SCREEN.

ALSO, THE PROGRAM WAS SUPER SENSITIVE AND WOULD OCCASIONALLY REVERT TO THE HOME PAGE WITHOUT OR LOG OUT FOR NO APPARENT REASON.



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
REINSTALL A PRINT PROMPT ALONG WITH THE OTHER PROMPTS FOR USE WHENEVER THE REPORTS ARE ON THE SCREEN.



	Submitted by: POC:  DAVE BRYANT                                                           

   Organization Assigned:  U. S. ARMY GARRISON – REDSTONE ARSENAL                                                  

   Email:    david.bryant@redstone.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):  (256)  842-2844   DSN   788-2844                                                                               

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                        ___Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final

Non concur.  The printer icon is available when reports are viewed in the “Smart Viewer”, but not in the “Rich Text” mode.  If printing the report is required, make sure you are reviewing it in the proper format.  This will be added to the list of frequently asked questions and addressed during 2005 training.

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:   2

[1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2026                                          

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Performance Measures/Standards                                                                                            
 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
  Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:    ENVIRONMENT                                                                   

(Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:      POLLUTION PREVENTION

(Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
THE QUALITATIVE STANDARD NO. 1 FOR POLLUTION PREVENTION MEDIA WOULD NOT ACCEPT NUMERICAL VALUES AND PROVIDE A COLOR RATING.  PRIOR TO TRANSMITTING THE REPORT,  WE CIRCUMVENTED THIS PROBLEM BY ASSIGNING AN N/A TO THE STANDARD.



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
EITHER DELETE THE STANDARD OR REVISE THE PROGRAM TO ENABLE USERS TO COMPLETE THE RATING.



	Submitted by: POC:  DAVE BRYANT                                                          

   Organization Assigned:  U. S. ARMY GARRISON – REDSTONE ARSENAL                                                     

   Email:  david.bryant@redstone .army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):    (256) 842-2844         DSN 788-2844                                                                    

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final

Non concur.  The application calculates color rating once the data is entered and saved.  

This issue will be added to the list of FAQs for clarification and addressed during 2005 training.

  (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:   1

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2027                                          

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Performance Measures/Standard                                                                                                
 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
  Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  ENVIRONMENT                                                                 

(Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:     MISSION IMPACT STANDARDS

 (Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
 IN THE QUALATATIVE STANDARDS REPORT,  I.E., AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT STANDARD #3, HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT STANDARD #3, ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE MANAGEMENT STANDARD # 1, ET AL, THE INSTRUCTIONS NOTE THAT THESE RATINGS REQUIRE DPTM OR EQUIVALENT INPUT.  THIS WOULD BE ACCEPTABLE PROVIDED ALL INSTALLATIONS WERE TRAINING ORIENTED AND HAD NO OTHER TYPE OF MISSION.  IN THE CASE OF THOSE INSTALLATIONS THAT ARE R AND D ORIENTED, THE DPTM OR EQUIVALENT HAS NO IDEA RELATIVE  TO  THE NATURE OR SCOPE OF  MISSION-RELATED IMPACTS OF VARIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL MEDIA.  THIS QUESTION, AS WRITTEN, SERVES NO PURPOSE. .



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
     RECOMMEND THAT THE STANDARD BE DELETED OR THAT THE PHRASING OF THE IMPACT QUESTION REVERT TO  THE PHRASING USED IN THE 2002 REPORT THAT WAS SUBMITTED 2 YEARS AGO.  THE 2002 REPORT ALLOWED THE ENVIRONMENTAL PERSONNEL  ( THOSE WHO WOULD HAVE VALID INPUT) TO RESPOND TO THE STANDARD WITH SOME DEGREE OF CERTAINTY.



	Submitted by: POC:  DAVE BRYANT                                                           

   Organization Assigned:  U. S. ARMY GARRISON –REDSTONE ARSENAL                                                   

   Email:  david.bryant@redstone.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):  (256) 842-2844       DSN 788-2844                                                                               

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final

Non concur.  The standard currently allows for non-DPTM personnel to provide input, as appropriate.

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:  2  

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2028                                           

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Performance Measures/Standard                                                                                                  
 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
  Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment                                                   

 (Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:     EPA Quarterly Environmental Compliance Status Report

 (Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
“Significant non-compliance in an EPA Quarterly Environmental Compliance Status Report” was listed as part of many standards of the FY04 ISR Environment. No one knows what this report is or where to find it. Personnel at Anniston Army Depot believe that it is the same as the OTIS (I believe that this stands for On Line Technical Information System). We need to know for sure where to locate this EPA report so that we know if we need to comment on incorrect downloaded info (I believe that the majority, if not all, of these type questions had auto populated answers).



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
List the web site or some other clear source where this EPA Quarterly Environmental Compliance Status Report can be found.



	Submitted by: POC:  Carollynne Blakney                                                   

   Organization Assigned:  AMSTA-AN-RK – Ft. Campbell                                                 

   Email: BLAKNEYC@ANAD.ARMY.MIL

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):        (256) 235-6520  DSN 571-6520                                                                         

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:  9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final 

Concur.  The web site for the significant noncompliance (SNCC) list is: http://www.epa.gov/idea/fedfac/
This issue to be emphasized in 2005 training, and added to the FAQs and ISR documentation.

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:   1

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2029                                           

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Training                                                

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment.                                                     

(Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:       Full standard description button.

(Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
There is no detailed description or explanation of the standard it just repeats what is seen in the standard question.



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
This detailed description button should link to either the help function and provide an explanation IAW the law/regulatory requirement.



	Submitted by: POC: Felix M. Mariani                                                             

   Organization Assigned: DPW Environmental Division, Fort Buchanan, PR                                                        

   Email: felix.mariani@buchanan.army.mil

    Phone (Commercial and DSN): (787) 707-3576/3508                                                                            

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final 

This will be referred to the ISR-E working group, for their consideration in 2006 revision.

Note:  Currently, the intent of the “Full Standard Desc” button is to display the full text as provided in the “Standards and Instruction Package”. This provides clarification in those instances when the question is different on the user’s input screen.  For example, see Hazardous Waste Management, Qualitative Standard #2.  

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:  2

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2030                                           

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Training                                               

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment.                                                     

(Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:   Cut and paste.

 (Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
There is no cut and paste capability in the software.



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
It will help if we were able to cut and paste from and to all comments area (media & pillar).



	Submitted by: POC: Felix M. Mariani                                                             

   Organization Assigned: DPW Environmental Division, Fort Buchanan, PR                                                        

   Email: felix.mariani@buchanan.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN): (787) 707-3576/3508                                                                                

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final

Non concur.  Currently, users can cut and paste in the ISR comment areas using DOS commands (Control-c to copy, Control-x to cut, and Control-v to paste).   The possibility to cut and paste using Windows commands (e.g., right click with mouse) will be considered in future versions.  This will be added to the list of FAQs and addressed during 2005 training.

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:   1

[1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.: 04-2031                                           

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Data, Process/Procedures                                              

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment.                                                     

 (Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:       Rating algorithm.

(Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
The color rating algorithm in the Pollution Prevention Pillar Hazardous Materials Management Pillar the color rating for the two qualitative standards is red (excessive). 



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
Based on one standard green and the second one yellow, at the most the result should be a yellow rating.



	Submitted by: POC: Felix M. Mariani                                                             

   Organization Assigned: DPW Environmental Division, Fort Buchanan, PR                                                        

   Email: felix.mariani@buchanan.army.mil

    Phone (Commercial and DSN): (787) 707-3576/3508                                                                                

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X_Interim   ___Final

This will be referred to the ISR-E working group, for their consideration in 2006 revision.

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:   1

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2032                                          

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Data                                                  
 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment                                        

(Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:      ISR-E Significance Reduced due to no quantity standard                

(Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
“The inability to use Environmental Program Report data for calculating quantity standards significantly reduces the usefulness of this year’s submittal” (ISR submission cover memo). 



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
 .



	Submitted by: POC:  James Ahl                                                           

   Organization Assigned:  7th ID and FT Carson                                                       

   Email: james.ahl@carson.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial):  (719) 526-4446                                                    

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X__Interim   ___Final

Non concur.  There was an overwhelming number of complaints referring to the inaccuracies of EPR funding data, which then caused inaccurate ratings in ISR. Use of EPR funding data in ISR has been suspended by ODEP during 2004 data call and it has been recommended not to use the EPR data for 2005 data call as well.   For funding information continue to use EPR database.     

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:  1

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2033                                          

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Training                                                 

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:    Environment                                        

 (Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:      Lack of Definition for a “Training Range”              

(Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
“A common issue for all three ISR sections is the lack of a definition for ‘training range.’  Does 

‘training range’ as used in ISR refer only to firing ranges or does it also include training areas and maneuver areas?”



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
 .



	Submitted by: POC:  James Ahl    

   Organization Assigned:  7th ID and FT Carson                                                       

   Email: james.ahl@carson.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial):  (719) 526-4446                                                    

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X__Interim   ___Final

The training range includes both training areas and maneuver areas (See ISR-I Booklets 1 through 4).

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:  1

[1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2034                                          

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Data                                                  
 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment                                        

 (Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:  ISR-E Significance Reduced due to no quantity standard               

(Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
“A decision by DA to cancel the top-load of Environmental Program Requirements (EPR) data resulted in “N/A” ratings for all quantitative standards, which are reflected in the chiclet charts.  Had the EPR data been imported, the 26th ASG would have shown C-1 ratings for every media and pillar as requirements were funded at 100%.  Without the quantitative data included, the ISR II cannot properly report the status of the environmental program” (ISR submission cover memo). 



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
 .



	Submitted by: POC:  Patrick Griffin                                                            

   Organization Assigned:  26th ASG                                                        

   Email: Patrick.griffin@asgdpew.heidelberg.army.mil

   Phone (DSN):  387-3012                                                    

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X__Interim   ___Final

Non concur.  The quantitative data, which was not top loaded in 2004, would not have helped in properly reporting the status of the environmental program.  There were an overwhelming number of complaints referring to the inaccuracies of EPR funding data, which then caused inaccurate ratings in ISR. Use of EPR funding data in ISR has been suspended by ODEP during 2004 data call and it has been recommended not to use the EPR data for 2005 data call as well.   For funding information use EPR database.     

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:  1

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2035                                    

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Performance Measures/Standards                                                

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.

 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment

 (Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:      Program Management Quality Standard for reportable spills

 (Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
The criteria for what constitutes a “reportable” spill differs from state to state for OCONUS installations.  These criteria vary as to the size, the material spilled and whether the surface or groundwater are impacted.  New York environmental regulations requires all spills over 5 gallons to be reported.  We understand that the ISR begins to assign C-2 and lower ratings when the quantity of spills exceeds two per year.   This puts New York installations at a disadvantage over other installations that do not have to report such small spills. 



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
1.  Allow New York and other installations that are working under more restrictive regulations report only those spills in the ISR quality standard that are of a large size or impact ground/surface water.  

2.  Change the algorithm to disregard spills of small size or that don’t impact ground/surface water. 

3.  Define “reportable” in ISR so that all installations are subject to the same ratings. 


	Submitted by: POC:  Mike Cochran                                                         

   Organization Assigned:  IMA Northeast Regional Office Environmental                                                         

   Email: mike.cochran@monroe.army.mil 

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):  757-788-4241 (DSN 680)                                                                    

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X__Interim   ___Final

This will be referred to the ISR-E working group, for their consideration in 2006 revision.

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:   

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2036                                          

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Performance Measures/Standards                                                 

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.    

Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment

(Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:      All Pillars Status View

(Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
We understand that Higher Level Commanders cannot change reports of subordinate ISR reporting installations.  However, it would be useful to have an All Pillars Status View that would reflect what the overall ratings would be if a commanders overwrite were accepted. 



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
1. Create another All Pillars Status View to display overwrites. 



	Submitted by: POC:    Mike Cochran                                                         

   Organization Assigned:  IMA Northeast Regional Office Environmental                                                         

   Email: mike.cochran@monroe.army.mil 

   Phone (Commercial and DSN):  757-788-4241 (DSN 680)                                                                    

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:    9/16/04                  ___Pending   _X__Interim   ___Final

This will be referred to the ISR-E working group, for their consideration in 2006 revision.

Note:  Currently all three ISR components are designed not to include commanders overwrite in the calculations.

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:   

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2037                                        

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Performance Measures/Standards                                             

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment  

(Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:  Restoration Sites Completion Reporting    

(Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
Army guidance requires that either a RIP or a RC be done on each restoration site by certain fiscal years depending on whether it is a high, medium or low risk site.  The ISR software is requiring that both be completed to receive a C-1 rating.  



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
Revise ISR software.



	Submitted by: POC:  Stephen F. Strother                                                             

   Organization Assigned:  DPW-ENRD, Ft. Eustis, VA                                                       

   Email: Stephen.Strother@eustis.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN): (757) 878-1055 / 826-1055                                                                                 

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:   9/16/04             ___Pending   _X__Interim   ___Final

This will be referred to the ISR-E working group, for their consideration in 2006 revision.

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2038                                       

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Data  

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
 Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component:  Environment    

(Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:  Certified Pesticide Applicators Reporting      

 (Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
The number of certified pesticide applicators on a Post is autoloaded into the ISR from the EQR.  In the last three years we have reported 4, 4, and 5 certified pesticide applicators in the EQR.  The figure that was autoloaded was 10.  There appears to be a fault in the autoload software.



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
Revise autoload software.



	Submitted by: POC: Stephen F. Strother                                                            

   Organization Assigned:  DPW-ENRD, Ft. Eustis, VA                                                       

   Email: Stephen.Strother@eustis.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN): (757) 878-1055 / 826-1055                                                                               

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date:  9/16/04                   ___Pending   _X__Interim   ___Final

Concur.  The business rule for the data extraction will be corrected for 2005 data call.  

(For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:

 [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]


	ISR/SBC July 2004 AAR 

	Issue No.:  04-2039                                         

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue No. will be assigned by HQDA.)

	Issue Category:  Performance Measures/Standards                                             

 (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   Issue Category will be assigned by HQDA.
  Issue Categories are:  Data, Process/Procedures, Performance Measures/Standards, Systems/Software, or Training)

	ISR Component: Environment   

 (Please enter:  Infrastructure, Environment, Services, SBC, or Command Viewer)

	Title:  P2 Plan Projects Completed    

(Please enter a working title for this Issue.)

	Brief description of process/procedures, problems, or glitch that needs to be addressed and resolved:
The ISR takes the total number of projects in the installation P2 Plan and divides it by the number of projects that have been implemented in accordance with established timelines and milestones in the installation P2 plan to get the percentage of projects that have been implemented.  The installation P2 Plan is a 3-year plan.  It is very unlikely that an installation would implement all their projects in the first year.  As it now is any projects that are scheduled in following years count again you.



	Recommended approach to resolving issue:
Do not have the ISR program automatically figure the percentage.  Let the installation report the percentage of projects that have been implemented in accordance with established timelines and milestones in the installation P2 Plan.  That way you get the percentage of projects implemented vs. the P2 Plan schedule, which is what I think this question was supposed to measure.  



	Submitted by: POC:  Stephen F. Strother                                                            

   Organization Assigned: DPE-ENRD                                                       

   Email: Stephen.Strother@eustis.army.mil

   Phone (Commercial and DSN): (757) 878-1055 / 826-1055                                                                               

	ACSIM Response:               As Of Date: 9/16/04                     ___Pending   _X__Interim   ___Final

This will be referred to the ISR-E working group, for their consideration in 2006 revision.

  (For Army-wide tracking purposes:   ACSIM Response will be completed by HQDA.)

	Priority of Issue to the Region or ARNG:

  [1 is High Priority, 2 is Medium Priority, and 3 is Low Priority]
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