MEMORANDUM FOR AFMS GROUP MEMBERS

FROM:  HQ USAF/SGMP

SUBJECT:  AFMS Group Minutes, 28 Apr 04

1.  Called to order:  1300

2.  Attendance:
a. Members Present:

Mr. Gooding (Co-Chair)
SGMP

Col Hanson (Co-Chair)
SGSR

Col Campbell, representing
SGOC

Col Hasselquist
SGOP

Col Constantian, representing
SGR2

Lt Col Stein
SGY2

b. Members absent without representation:  SGOD & SGC2

c. MAJCOMs Present:

ACC
AFMC
AMC

USAFE
11 MDG

AETC
AFSPC
PACAF
USAFA


3.
Approval of Minutes
· Minutes from the 9 & 14 Apr 04 meetings were approved as written

4.  Trade Space Wrap-Up – Lt Col Paris

· Informational briefing to walk through the changes in the manpower portion of the FY06-11 POM since the first briefing to the AFMS Council in Feb 04
· A balanced manpower program was submitted to DP
· POM trade space changes were summarized as follows:
· Starting balance as of the AFMS Council brief on 23 Feb 04:
· Officers: (15)
· Enlisted: 80
· Civilians: 0
· After adjustments for Landstuhl, Spangdahlem, the balance as of 17 Mar 04:
· Officers: (29)
· Enlisted: 84
· Civilians: 4
· After conversions done to reduce contract costs, the balance as of 31 Mar 04:
· Officers: (25)
· Enlisted: 20
· Civilians: 4
· Balance at the 6 Apr 04 briefing to the SG (includes GME realignments at Travis and Andrews; addition of a PCO team at Hurlburt and two at Patrick):
· Officers: 40
· Enlisted: 15
· Civilians: 49
·  “Bank” as of 21 Apr 04 (after civilian FYDP transfer to TMA to meet TRO requirements)
· Officers: 40
· Enlisted: 15
· Civilians: 8
· After reversing the TRO build, trading enlisted for civilian positions with MAJCOMs and reductions to contract costs ($5.8M in FY06 and $40.2M over the FYDP), the program is balanced
· $7M+ is left in trade space
· Next steps include:
· Submit manpower POM to DP and HA
· Purchase back last (“most dear”) financial offset taken
· Manpower piece of POM is complete, the financial piece is not
· Mr. Gooding noted that meetings have already been held with HA.  They have not reviewed specifics of the POM submission, but have seen the AFMS Council brief

· Meeting with TMA on 30 Apr 04 regarding details of the “Tab P” submission

· Formal SG POM briefing to HA expected to occur in mid-May

· The DHP POM is due 8 Aug 04

· The MRT is being updated now, and SGMP will send out the link when the updates are completed 

INFORMATION
5.  FY04 SRM Withhold – Maj Harper

· Decisional briefing on the status of the FY04 SRM withhold (expenditures to date and remaining balance)

· AFMS FY04 SRM funding was reduced by $49M

· $10M of the remaining $90M SRM was set aside for BOS pool and facility emergencies

· Current FY04 SRM withhold balance is $7.7M

· If the MAJCOMs had been fully funded, many of these issues would not exist

· Obligated SRM funds include:

· Wright-Patterson Gateway to Care Project: $2M

· AF SG Furniture Moves: $129K

· Lackland Boiler Replacement: $87K

· Tinker MILCON Environmental Study: $40K

· Tinker MILCON Economic Analysis: $10K

· These projects have been started and funding can not be pulled back

· Col Hasselquist questioned how these projects were prioritized and noted they should have been reviewed by the AFMS Group.  Col Sager said the projects were vetted by the Medical Support Panel, and should have gone through the AFMS Group

· Current SRM Spend Plan Projects that need a decision:

· Kessler OB Project: $1.5M (Tool Box contract with time and materials overruns; need to fix JCAHO deficiencies and delay increases costs)

· AFMS Design Build Contract: $525K (alternative to Tool Box contract that will avoid costly time and materials overruns)

· MILCON Pre-Planning: $200K

· AFMS Engineering Support: $300K

· AFMS Energy Program: $100K (pays for itself in energy savings)

· Additional SRM Spend Plan projects:

· Nellis Refill Pharmacy: $625K (Tool Box cost overrun)

· DMLSS Support Contract: $400K (contract expires in Jul 04)

· Lackland Electrical Switch: $2M (WHMC lost power 6 times last year)

· Scott Electrical Repairs: $950K

· Scott Renovation Ph 1: $1.3M

· Scott Renovation Ph 2-7: $2M

· Scott Renovation Ph 8,9 & 11: $5M

· There were other new contracts that were not pursued at the discretion of the Panels

· If the MAJCOMs had been fully funded they would have been able to fund their own projects

· Key issue is the level of risk the AFMS Group is comfortable with

· How much to spend now?

· How much to leave for emergencies?

· AFMS Group agreed to recommend the following be funded:

· Kessler OB Project

· Lackland Electrical Switch

· Nellis Refill Pharmacy

· Scott Electrical Repairs

· MilCon Pre-Planning

· These projects total roughly $5.2M leaving a balance of $2.5M for FY04 emergencies

· AFMS Group will take this decision forward to the AFMS Council
APPROVED
6.  MAJCOMs Input on FY04 Shortfall Options – Lt Col Tenney

· Major scrub was done to bring the shortfall down to $31M (contingent on PCO and gap-fill funding remaining available)

· Mid-year review starts on 29 Apr 04—will have more information on the extent of the FY04 shortfall and options to deal with it after that occurs

· New initiatives did not cause the deficit—resulted from the need to fund programs “out of hide” (e.g., UM, telephony)

· According to a TMA representative, SCO dollars are not vulnerable since we demonstrated that we have a viable plan for using those dollars; need to confirm TMA position

· If funds were vulnerable, MAJCOMs input was:

· Further scrub of contracts, including HQ

· Postpone modernization initiatives

· Extend contracts only through the end of the FY (AMC provided clarification that they would extend contracts only to the 4th quarter of FY04, not to FY05)

· If SCO funds are not vulnerable, then options include:

· Use SCO funding to reduce the deficit

· Stop contracts that do not support the Long View

· Additional SRM cuts

· Eliminate symposia

· Curtail other contracts

· Tax MAJCOMs, but do so without specifically directing where to take cuts

· Lt Col Tenney provided clarification that if SCO funding was to be used for another purpose, it can only be used for certain functions akin to optimization in areas pre-approved by Congress (e.g., HPLRP, PCO)

· Col Hasselquist noted that it makes sense to first stop all contracts that will not be continued with the FY06 POM

· Lt Col Cockerill said that they have explored that option.  If the money is not paid back and the contracts are dropped, there will be just enough to cover the PCO window to FY06, continuation of SCO contracts and maybe some gap-fill

· Lt Col Tenney said that of the originally submitted GWOT requirement of $25M, we might compete for only $10M.  They are also awaiting an answer on reprogramming (approximately $29M)

· PACAF requested additional information on what is included in the $31M shortfall—SGSR will send it out

OPEN (OPR: SGSR; ECD: 5 May 04)

· AMC noted they are approaching the time for contracts to be awarded and would like the information needed to guide their decision-making as soon as possible

· ACC noted that they have already taken a huge cut and asked if they might incur additional cuts.  Lt Col Tenney said it remains a possibility—she expects to know more following mid-year review
· ACC asked if anything is known regarding the ROI from spending for the Customer Satisfaction effort (“Skunkworks”)?  Lt Col Cockerill said that the funding formerly used for the “Skunkworks” effort is now earmarked for the Service Delivery Assessment (SDA) initiative briefed by Lt Gen Taylor at the TRICARE Conference.  The SDA will form the basis for a new Performance Improvement Board metric
· ACC asked if there is a plan to identify funding to sustain SCO contracts.  Lt Col Tenney said the preference of the MAJCOMs appears to be to either use the funding for SCO as planned or use it to help reduce the deficit

· After completion of the TMA mid-year review, SGSR will develop game plan and revisit issue at an upcoming AFMS Group meeting
OPEN (OPR: SGSR; ECD: 12 May 04) 

7. Discussion of Process Issues:

· Col Hanson said there is confusion regarding what should be done with funding that becomes available due to under-execution of non-baseline programs (e.g., HPLRP)

· Should the savings go back into the general fund?

· AFMS Group expressed concern about visibility of these funds and their possible use on lower AFMS priorities

· The AFMS Group felt they should have total visibility when funding becomes available and input into how it is used

· A second process issue concerned the question of what decisions are within the AFMS Group’s authority and what needs to be referred to the AFMS Council for a vector check and/or decision.  The AFMS Group agreed that issues exceeding SGY’s warrant (e.g., UM or FY05 HPLRP offsets) should ultimately go to SG2 and/or the full AFMS Council
INFORMATION
8.  Upcoming Meetings:

· AFMS Group:
· 5 May, 1330-1530, 4th floor conf room
· 12 May, 1300-1530, 4th floor conf room
9.  Meeting concluded:  1450

CHET A. GOODING
LINDA E. HANSON, Col, USAF, MSC

Acting AFMS Group Co-Chair
AFMS Group Co-Chair

Chief, Medical Programming Division
Director, Resource Management

Office of the Surgeon General
Office of the Surgeon General
