CELRP- ED- DT (1110) 2 Decenber 1999

MVEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

SUBJECT: Corps Specifications Steering Commttee Meeting M nutes

1. The Corps Specifications Steering Commttee (CSSC) nmet on 28-
29 June 1999 in Oxnard, California. The neeting was held in
Oxnard because the national CSI conference was being held in Los
Angel es the previous week and it was thought sonme people woul d
attend both neetings and save on travel costs. Also, the CSSC
had coordinated with the Navy office at Port Huenenme, which has
responsibility for many Navy specifications, and a session of the
CSSC neeting was set up to discuss nutual Corps/Navy concerns.

2.  Announcenents. M ke Dahl qui st, CEWP-PE-D, was present in
proxy for Al Geisen. Enclosure 1 is the list of attendees.

3. M. Rush reviewed the proposed agenda (Encl osure 2).
4. HQUSACE Comments and Updat e.
Ri ck Dahnke gave the foll ow ng update and comments from HQUSACE

a. OCriteria Scrub. Since many criteria are getting out of
date, they are being | ooked at to determ ne what ETL's, EM s,
etc. are not needed. The review w || be conducted 2 | evels down
from HQUSACE. There is a three-nonth time frame for this
process. Specifications will be | ooked at after the other
technical criteria. After all criteria are reviewed, updating
W ll be prioritized based on limted funding. The goal is to
reduce the current 400+ criteria docunments to approxi mately 200.

The review and prioritization will include Gvil Wrks criteria.

b. HQ Restructuring. Both Cvil Wrks and Mlitary
Prograns are working on restructuring at HQUSACE. Restructuring
is scheduled to take effect in 2001. HQUSACE will be nmoving in
2000.

C. Notice Program Huntsville currently runs the Notice
Program for Mlitary Prograns and Vicksburg District runs the
Notice Programfor Cvil Wrks. Huntsville had a HQ directed
Phase | functional review of all progranms, including the Notice
Program The Phase | review indicated that both HNC and MVK were
capabl e of operating the Notice Program Since Tom Shaw, G vi
Wor ks Notice Program Manager and CSSC comm ttee nenber has |eft
the Corps, the Commtted di scussed considering recommendations to
conbi ne the prograns. Either Huntsville or Vicksburg can do the
Notice Progranms, as well as gui dance update progranms. This wll
be determ ned by the Phase Il study. Rick Dahnke reported that



the idea was forwarded, but nothing is being done currently on
Phase Il. He also reported that the MIlitary Prograns Notice
Program woul d be scrutinized in the near future. Most of the
$2.5 million programmed for the criteria update is being directed
to security criteria. Charlie Baldi reported that $2.3 mllion
is currently programmed for the Cvil Wrks criteria update and
coul d be used by whoever runs the Notice Program The noney
could be nerged with Mlitary Prograns. Freddie Rush will have
di scussions with MWK to determ ne what they desire to do about
the Notice Program

d. SPECSI NTACT Fee for Services. The $200, 000 per year
cost of maintaining SPECSI NTACT will be billed to the districts
begi nning in FY 2000. The cost will possibly be prorated anong
the districts based on the cost of doing business for planning,
engi neering and design, using FY 98 data. The Cost of Doing
Busi ness report is currently the only CEFMS report that gives the
sane data for Cvil Wrks and Mlitary Prograns. Joe Ml ler
suggest ed using construction funding since Planning doesn’t
i nvol ve specifications, however, Engineering and Construction
functions don’t break down CG funding. Anil N sargand suggested
using 3 fixed rates, based on workload such as $2,500, $5000, and
$10,000. Rick Dahnke stressed the need to have a rati onal
(objective) basis to backup the billing procedure since an exact
determ nation is easier to defend than ranges. Admnistrative
charges for site licenses are |lunped together with other fees and
are automatically billed to RMby HQ The billing would change
annual ly with changi ng workl oads. Freddi e Rush rem nded the
commttee that the consolidated technical references programwl |
reduce these costs to the districts, so the overall costs wll
probably go down.

e. Virtual Library. Information Managenent and the
steering commttee have surveyed districts concerning use of
references and preferences for format. Based on the survey
results that indicated a preference for a web based systemw th
printing capability, only IHS can currently nmeet the needs. |M
will probably try to negotiate with IHS, probably initially with
unlimted access. The programw || be funded by HQ for now, but
will eventually be sonme type of site |icenses. Existing
libraries may be regionalized so savings could be used for the
Virtual Library. The central purchase plan will be briefed to M
and CWEngi neering Directorates, then to the executive board.
| mpl ementation will probably m d-FY 2000 or early FY 2001. The
head librarian is |ooking at the material currently on CCB to
ensure that we don't pay a lot for sonmething we currently get
free. There is a possibility that Air Force and Navy could al so
hel p support it.



f. Gui de Specification Update Survey. The CSSC survey of
specifications to be revised or created was di scussed. There
were no itens that junped out; each district reported specific
wants, and there were few duplicates. Freddie Rush will prepare
alist fromthe information received and send to the commttee
menbers. Menbers will then ask their districts to rank the
listings. The novenent to standardize controls on | ocks wll
mean that the guide specifications will have w de application.
Qperations wll have to make a determ nation on need for a
mai nt enance dredgi ng specification. Sonme of the Mlitary
Prograns specifications |isted are al ready bei ng updated.

g. Combining Mlitary Prograns and Civil Wbrks
Specifications. Conbining of Environnmental Protection
specifications is already underway. Conbining el evator
specifications (14210 and 14211) has been evaluated and will be
put in the FY 2000 program Charlie Bal di suggested that they
could be conmbi ned at HQ and, unless high priority, will probably
be done when updates are due. Duplicate specifications wll
appear in the guide specification criteria scrub. R ck Dahnke
suggested that the commttee recommend priorities. He also
stated the proponents have to be in agreenent on conbi ni ng
specifications. Joe MIller said that tailoring should not be
used just to conmbine two specifications into one; the intent of
tailoring should only be to address special situations. Joe
MIller made a notion to recommend that the HQ proponents
investigate and prioritize the 13 pairs of guide specifications
t hat have been identified to be conbined. Larry Seals seconded
the notion and it carried unaninously. Tim Pope said there has
been a problemgetting input and responses fromthe field. Larry
Seal s suggested getting the field offices to sign for review of
t he conbi ned specifications in which they have an interest.

5. CSSC Wb Page.

a. The status of the CSSC web page was di scussed. The
page was opened by Jim Quinn and is now bei ng mai ntai ned by Don
Carnmen. It is can be accessed from TECH NFO under the Guide
Specifications listing. A link to recommendations wll be added
to the first page. The recomendations wll include a status
report. Pictures can be added to the links if desired. The
commttee decided to put the web page out as it is. Commttee

menber resunmes can be added under “Resources”. Jim Qinn’'s
resune is currently on the web page and can be used as an
exanple. It was prepared using WrdPerfect resune format. Don

Carnmen recomrended that the Resources just |list Commttee nenber
pages for now. Jim Quinn suggested a virtual team concept with

t hose who wanted to volunteer for a virtual specification team
shoul d send their resunmes. Larry Seals suggested that m ni nmal
gui del i nes be established for resunes, including format, Chief of
ED approval, who to send information to, etc. There will be sone
duplication with the Registry of Consultants, but the Registry of



Consul tants includes only points-of-contact.

b. Regi stry of Consultants (ROC). The status of the
Regi stry of Consultants was di scussed in connection with
di scussion on resunes. The current concept of the ROC will cost
approxi mately $5,000 per division for setup and will probably
requi re some mai ntenance funding. It will be an O acl e-based
programand will include an email link. |Individual users (i.e.
Chief of ED) will be able to query on geographi cal area and
techni cal expertise. The database will include resunes and
supervi sory points-of-contact. An individual wll fill out
information to forma D strict database. The Chief of the
functional division wll approve entering the date into the ROC
dat abase. Any changes in information will have to be reapproved
by functional chief. There wll be a provision to validate the
dat abase on an annual basis. There has been sone concern with
the Registry of Consultants concept that it may be used for
enmer gency assi gnnents agai nst the person's will. People may be
reluctant to enter their qualifications because they think such a
listing would indicate they are available for [ ong term TDY, when
in fact, they are not interested in TDY assignnment. The
Tri Servi ce CADD wor ki ng group mai ntains a database of electronic
design projects. The database only lists projects and relies on
voluntary input fromdistricts. The database uses CP-18 |istings
as a tenplate. Since “specifications” isn't in the CP-18
program it isn't currently listed in the ROC. There shoul d not
be a problemw th CSSC resunes and the ROC. The ROC may hel p
wi th devel opi ng Technical 13's in theory.

C. Addi tional Information for Web Page. Don Carnen asked
what ot her resources should be on WEB page? Eventually ROC
commttee button with picture, nanmes and hotlinks to resunes
coul d be added.

1) Resunes. Committee resunes are optional. It was
suggested that the “Resource” |link be changed to
“Speci fication Engi neers/ SPECSI NTACT” . JimQuinn wll
draft format, procedures for adding resunes, etc. for
Freddie to send to the commttee. |In response to Freddie’s
concern about the appearance of CSSC endorsenent of nanmes on
the list, Charlie recomended that resunes be sent to
D vision representatives for approval, and ensuring that the
i ndi vi dual’ s supervisor be aware of and agreeable to
submtting the resune. The resunes should be in a standard
format and shoul d i nclude education, experience, duties in
current office, and connection with CSSC.

2) Button Labels. Larry Seals noted that the
previous mnutes are listed under “H story” and current
m nutes are under “Mnutes”. He suggested renoving Hi story
and putting all m nutes under one button.



3) Training. Joe MIller asked if there were any way
to link to training resources other than the “Purple Book”
Jim Quinn said he could copy appropriate pages from Purpl e
Book. Charlie Baldi suggested adding CSI certification
requi renents as reconmendati ons for training, SPECSI NTACT
training sources, and SI Hel pdesk tel ephone nunber.

4) Li nks. Don Carnen suggested putting the CSSC |ink
on first page of TECH NFO. Guide Specifications is a
narrower subject than CSSC. Since Guide Specs is nore of a
library to be read, the location of the conmttee link is
not necessarily obvious there. A recommendation was nmade to
put the link as the first itemunder "Qher Information" and
retain it as the second |link under Guide Specs. Rick Dahnke
suggested al so putting a link to guide specs on the CSSC
page. Don Bergner suggested also putting a link to CSSC
from headquarters hone page. Rick Dahnke said it could
probably be done, and he will work on it.

6. Specification Engineer Skills. Anil N sargand presented the
Specifications Engineer skills list that he had prepared. It was
a draft of skills list prepared by Seattle District, based on
what their specification engineers do. Don Carnen suggested
addi ng invol venent in the advertising process and responsibility
for coordinating schedule. Larry Seals nentioned that those
devel oping the ROC will need to define what fields nust be

popul ated in the registry. Don Carnmen reconmended sendi ng the
list to the districts for cooment. Larry reconmended determ ning
what is needed and a proper format prior to sending it for
comment. Charlie recommended cleaning it up and putting it on
the web page for comment. Larry Seals al so stressed the need to
be sure that our skill list agrees with the ER definition. It
was decided that the District Representatives on the commttee
woul d provide coments on Anil’s paper.

7. Recomendation No. 14. Charlie Baldi reported that due to
the current funding scenario, it would be hard to inplenent now.
Ri ck Dahnke said that update of specifications is done as a
matter of course; when technical guidance is updated;
specification changes are recomended for inplenentation. In
Mlitary Prograns, specifications and criteria are from sane
funding source. Larry Seals recommended checking the scopes of
wor k for technical guidance updates to ensure that specifications
are updated to agree. He expressed concern that we nay not be
getting what we think we are getting. For exanple, Freddie Rush
mentioned that the EM on cathodic protection has been updat ed,
but the guide specification has not been updated because it
requi res separate funding.

8. Organizational GQuidance. Jim Quinn reported that the
tenpl ate for CEGS has been recently updated and that it is a
standard format. The gui dance docunent is generic. The tenplate



is included with SI software; the guidance docunent is avail able
on TECHI NFO

9. Letter of Appreciation. Freddie Rush suggested sending Tom
Shaw a letter of appreciation. Freddie will draft letter and
send to Charlie to send out.

10. Prospect Course Instruction. Freddie reported that he would
not be available as an instructor for the next 3 years; George
Norton probably won't be available. Jim Quinn said that the
class could go as a classroom anot her year, but that the class is
suited for distance |earning because nost materials are avail able
on the web. TRWhas been asked for a proposal on what they would
do for specwiting course. Distance |earning can be by neans of
CD, video, Internet, videoconference, etc. Specification witing
is adapted to Internet application. Students can learn at their
own pace, within specified time for course. Anil N sargand noted
that it is not cost effective to send people to Huntsville for
Prospect course. He said that distance learning is nore cost
effective, particularly for design engineers who do their own
specifications. Dave Barber suggested making the course shorter
if possible. This has been | ooked at before, but the information
exchange takes the full tinme currently used. Using distance

| earning would result in losing the interchange of students and

i nstructors personal experience. Freddie enphasized that this
interchange is very inportant. Another problemwth distance
learning is that the student hasn't left his environment and is
subject to interruptions. Jimreported that contracting out the
cl ass has been found to be high cost, and that contract
instructors don't have a feel for how the Corps does business.
Comm ttee nenbers were asked to query for possible Corps
instructors. Any candidates should be referred to Freddi e Rush
or Ji m Qui nn.

11. New i ssues

a. EPA Requirenents. Additional EPA requirenments wll
requi re changes to sonme gui de specifications to address recycling
and reused materials. Huntsville prepared a report on guide
specs that would be affected, however, the report does not
include Gvil Wrks and Environnental specifications. Jim Quinn
recommended that a new Environnental section be prepared to
reflect the EPA requirenents and that other guide specifications
be revise GS to address recycled materials. The specification
woul d include specific contract clauses and reporting
requi renents for contractors. The PARC | etter designates cl auses
to be used in contracts. Jimestimated that 60 to 70 gui de
specifications would be affected. The background for the
requirenents is Executive Order’s that require certain EPA
designated itens be made of a certain percentage of recycled or
recovered materials. There are eight categories of itens,

i ncl udi ng: carpet, plastics, playground equi pnent, and



insul ation. There are sone exceptions such as: econony, sole
source, not available wthin time required, or not suitable for
application. Districts nust report upward on conpliance with the
requi renments. The requirenents apply to Federal acquisition, so
they probably apply to Design-Build also. The Corps has to
ensure that guide specs don't conflict with the EPA requirenents.
Ri ck Dahnke reported that Mlitary Prograns has sone G een
Building funding to start doing sonmething to fix GS. Sonme Cvil
specifications such as concrete will also be affected. Rick
Dahnke and Charlie Baldi will investigate the anmount of work
required on the Cvil Wrks side. Initial work on the EPA
changes shoul d be done in three nonths, with final work done
W thin six nonths.

b. Submittal Requirenments. Jim Quinn reported that the
Subm ttal paragraphs wll have to be updated in all guide specs
to reflect new designations and new paragraph arrangenent.
Huntsvill e was tasked by SI-CCCB to revise the Arny subm ttal
requirenents for conpatibility of Navy and NASA specifications
with Arny specifications. The target was for the revisions to be
done by 1 Oct 99 so that it could be included in the Cctober CCB.

Since all agencies have not submtted sanple sections to the
SPECSI NTACT contractor as agreed, Huntsville will advise SI-CCB
that it will not be available until the next CCB update.

12. Continuing |ssues

a. Amendnents. Freddie reported that the proposal to use
SPECSI NTACT for preparing anendnments sent to WES, but he has not
heard anything on it yet.

b. SI-CCCB. The next SI-CCCB neeting wll be in Novenber.
Tom Shaw had been attending. Freddie will check with Vicksburg
District to see if they have anyone to attend.

c. Performance Specifications. Anil N sargand said that
this is no longer an issue. The Air Force had asked for a
performance spec for grass instead of a prescriptive one, however
t he gui de specification can be used either way. No feedback is
needed. Tim Pope noted that as we | oose expertise, we will have
to go nore toward perfornmance specs.

d. Standard Procurenent System Rick Dahnke reported that
there are still problems with coordination with CEFMS and PROM S.
It is currently scheduled for "fielding" this fall or early next
year. Vicksburg District has begun using it recently as a Beta
test site.

e. Navy Coordi nation. The commtted di scussed Navy
specifications since the Navy representatives were unable to
attend the CSSC neeting. Tim Pope recommended inviting themto
next neeting. Sone issues to be addressed include: system versus



conponent specification, use of tailoring options, and how t he
Navy uses “Specification Engineers”. It was pointed out that the
Navy front end nore closely conplies with the CSI than the Corps
does. A recommendation was al so nmade to coordinate w th Navy,
whi ch gui de specifications we are planning to update and ask that
they coordinate their changes with us. R ck Dahnke said that
there is still interest in Tri Service cooperation and the board
meets nonthly. The panel supporting the board al so neets
monthly. He said that he has not received any feedback yet.

John Kerkowski will draft a letter to invite the Navy to a
nmeeting to discuss nutual issues. JimQuinn reported that NASA
has al so has expressed interest in sharing resources. NASA w |
al so be invited. TimPope suggested that it would be
satisfactory for a smaller group to neet with Navy and NASA, and
then report to next CSSC neeti ng.

13. Funding. Freddie Rush reported that the commttee currently
has $60, 000 available. Huntsville is owed $10,000 for support of
EIRS program etc. The submttal update for guide specifications
w Il be taken from Notice Programfunds to be done for the
January CCB release. A new submttal programis al so being

devel oped to create the submttal register in RVM5. St. Paul
District has been asked to prepare technical guidance to go with
t he gui de specifications that they prepared for nechanically
stabilized slopes and walls. They estimate this to cost about
$21,060. Also, Charlie Baldi said that updating EC 1110-2-311
shoul d be funded fromcriteria noney. Freddie Rush said that he
m ght use $20,000 for the Cathodic Protection EC and $20, 000 for
St. Paul District.

14. Status of Quide Specs

The status of the guide specifications that had been previously
approved for preparation was presented. All specification funds
al ready distributed have been extended so they do not expire
until 30 Sept

a. Levee Qui de Spec — The specification has been
conpl eted. Funds have been sent to MVK for conversion to
SPECSI NTACT. The gui de specification should be avail abl e soon.

b. Stone Protection Guide Spec — The specification has
been conpleted and is ready to be published. MK received the
funds fromHQ in the last nonth. The specification has tailoring
opti ons.

C. Rock and Soil Anchors CGuide Spec — A draft has been
conpleted and will be sent for review soon. The specification has
tailoring option for performance/ prescriptive specification.

d. Fracture Critical Menbers — MWK is waiting for the EM
to be finished to conplete the revision to the guide



specification. Tom Shaw was working it, but is no longer with the
Corps. Freddie Rush will check status.

e. Concrete Restoration CGuide Specification — LRP is
coordinating wth WES. Wrk should start this FY (LRP)
Consi deration is being given to changing the nane to
rehabilitation to differentiate fromrestoration (inplying
hi storical restoration, which has occurred in past). A revised
cost proposal will be submtted.

f. Drai nage Structures Cuide Specification — An existing
Omaha District specification will be converted to SPECSI NTACT.

g. Mechanical ly Stabilized Slopes and Wal |l s Gui de
Specifications — The gui de specifications have been conpl et ed;
work is continuing on the acconpanyi ng gui dance docunents. The
Scope of Work was inconplete for required technical guidance that
is required for a higher quality product. Approximtely $20, 000
nmore will be required.

h. Gabi on Study — The study of welded vs. twisted wire
gabi ons i s being conducted by Philadel phia District. No dramatic

findi ngs have been nmade since the last report. |t appears that
nmore settlenment of stone occurred in welded than in twisted wre.
This is possibly due to not being able to overfill the wel ded

Wi re gabions. The twisted units also indicated differences in
manuf acturi ng and/ or construction quality control problenms. The
second biennial report is due in Septenber. “Land & Water”
magazi ne had an article quoting (incorrectly) the Corps on which
wor ked better. Terra-Aqua, the tw sted wire gabion supplier, was
unhappy with the article. The Corps does NOT endorse one over

t he ot her.

15. Submttal Registers. Sone divisions have been reporting
problenms with submttal registers on A-E jobs. 1|In general, too
many submttals require Governnent approval. This raises the
Construction Phase Services (old Title Il) A-E costs. The
guestion is who determ nes which submttals require approval. It
is inportant that Specification Engineers be on QA teans for A-E
work and | TR teans for in-house work so they can check registers
to insure they are correct. There is a potential for |arge
savings to districts. |[If Specifications Engineers are not
currently on QV¥ITR teans, it should be discussed with the Chief
of Engineering Division. This wll be a D vision QA area of
interest in future QA audits. It was recommended that a
specifications engi neer be present on Q¥ I TR teans. A CSSC m ni -
comm ttee consisting of John Kerkowski, Larry Seals and Freddie
Rush was established to rough out sone recomendations. A
related i ssue discussed was getting design approvals nonitored on
desi gn-buil d projects.



16. ER 1110-2-1200. The conmttee is |ooking at revising ER
1110-2-1200, Plans & Specifications. MK has submtted a
proposal for updating it, but no funds are available this fiscal
year. Oher districts could submt proposals. There was sone

di scussion on elimnating it and preparing one ER for plans and
specifications for both CGvil Wrks and Mlitary Progranms. CSSC
menbers will review ER 1110-2-1200 to determne if it is needed
or not (also considering new specifications ER 1110-2-8155).
Comments are due to Freddie Rush by the end of July 1999.

17. Future Mnutes. Future CSSC mnutes will be put on TECH NFO
in draft formto reduce posting tine and get the information out
faster.

18. Reports on CSI Meeting. Ray Duncan, a former CSSC board
menber, presented a report on the recent CSI Meeting in Los
Angel es.

a. Awards. No awards were given for CSI Project Mnual s
this year.

b. Uni form Drawi ng System The Uni form Drawi ng System (2
nmodul es) has now been published — this will be inportant for the
Corps. The system can be obtained fromCSI. WES has worked
closely with CSI in devel oping the system so we should already
be cl ose.

C. “Perspective”. This program appears to be a failure.
It was to be an autonmated type Design-Build programto produce
“uni format” specs. CSlI invested about $1.5 MIlion; “BSD in
Atlanta did the work. Only 27 copi es have been sold to date.

d. Environnment. The public sector is getting big into
environnental projects. Californiais big into recycling. Corps
specifications now require updating for “green” EPA mandates and
PL requirenments, including upward reporting requirenents.

e. Design-Build. The CEO of a | arge Engineering firm gave
a one-hour presentation on Design-Build. Partnering is inportant
because the buil der and designer take greater risks and get
greater rewards. He indicated that Design-Build project
interfaces used to be with facility managers; now CEQ, RM etc
represent the facility. Facility personnel do not have the input
they used to; the bottomline is now the driver.

f. Automation. A lot is happening, including electronic
approval s of shop draw ngs and ot her Wb based tools. The Corps
has not yet scratched the surface. Anil N sargand noted that the
cost of automation, as CSI sessions discussed, is high. This
raises a concern that, with limts being placed on in-house
designs, it wll be difficult to justify the costs.
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g. CSI proceedings are usually published 2-3 nonths after
the neeting, and in the CSI nmagazi ne, Construction Specifier.
The next CSI national neeting will be in Atlanta in June 2000.
It was suggested that CSSC consider a joint neeting with CS
around that tinme. This may be difficult, since the Los Angel es
CSlI attendance was around 1,900. Roons could be a problem

19. CSl-SAME Conpetition. Ray Duncan presented and di scussed a
handout on evaluation criteria. There may be conpetition in this
area in 2001, since it is not possible to make it for 2000.

CSSC nmenbers were asked to review Ray’s data and send coments to
Freddie. Ray was asked for electronic copy of his wite-up, so
district specification points-of-contact could al so provide
input. As the conpetition will be set up, a good, standard Corps
specification (or Project Book) could be submtted w thout
changes and have a good chance for an award. SPECSI NTACT
software should be used with the internal QA checks run. The
conpetition will be Ilimted to current projects being advertised
or constructed. The rules will be nmade avail abl e.

20. Role of Specifications Engineer. Charlie Baldi discussed a
Speci fications Engi neer paper that he prepared up froma | onger
paper by Ray Duncan. Charlie says the future for Specifications
Engi neer future is not rosy.

21. Next Meeting. The next neeting wll probably be in
Novenber or Decenber. Freddie will notify the commttee when
arrangenents are made.

22. Since Navy representatives could not attend, the neeting
agenda was conpressed into two days. There being no further

di scussion or business for the Commttee to consider, the neeting
was adj ourned on 29 June.

Thomas E. Andre, P.E.

Secretary, CSSC

2 Encl s
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CORPS SPECI FI CATI ONS STEERI NG COW TTEE

Nanme Organi zati on

Ri ck Dahnke
Charlie Bal di

Jim Qi nn

Larry Seal s
Freddie S. Rush
M ke Dahl qui st
Tom Andre

Anil L. N sargand
Joe Ml ler

Wayne M Hashiro
Don Car nen
Donal d L. Bergner
Dave Bar ber

John Ker kowsKki

Ti not hy Pope

Meeting Attendance
Oxnard, California
28-30 June 1999

Phone

CEMP- ET

CECW EP
CEHNG- ED- ES- G
CELRD- ET- EW
CEMVD- ET- ET
CEMVP- PE- D
CELRP- ED- DT
CENWS- ED- DB- SP
CENVD- MR- ET- E
CEPOD- ET-T
CESAW EP- EE
CESPD- ET- E
CESWD- ETEC- T
CENAD- ET- E

CESAD- ED- EG

(202)
(202)
(205)
(513)
(601)
(612)
(412)
(206)
(402)
(808)
(910)
(415)
(214)
(718)
(404)

761-1203
761- 8894
895-1821
684- 3034
634- 5936
290- 5571
395- 7306
764- 3828
697-2649
438- 6950
251- 4656
977-8101
767-2385
481-8737

562- 1100

Encl osure 1



MONDAY, 28 JUNE 1999
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TUESDAY, 29 JUNE 1999
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0915
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1130
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1400
1430
1445
1500
1630

0815
0830
0845
0915
0945
1000
1030
1100
1130
1145
1245
1330
1400
1430
1445
1500
1630
1700

| nt roducti ons/ Announcenent s

tection
Fundi ng

HQUSACE Comment s

NAVY Conment

S

Subm ttal s Update

SI - CCB Updat
Br eak

e

El ectronic Bid Sets

Amendnent s (
Li nki ng SVRL
SAME/ CS
Lunch

Per f ormance Speci fications
St andard Procurenent System

Pr oposal )

Conpetition

Recovered Materials (EPA)

Br eak

Joi nt Specifications Wrkshop

Open Di scuss
Summary & Re

i on
cap

CORPS SPECIFICATIONS STEERING COMMITTEE

Rush
Rush
Bal di
CSSC

Rush
CSsC

Bal di
Rush
Andr e
Rush
Andr e
Rush

Dahl qui st
Ker kowsKki
CSSC

Bal di / Dahnke

Bal di / Dah
Ker st en

CSSC/ Navy
CSSC/ Navy

CSSC/ Navy
CSSC/ Navy
CSSC/ Navy
CSSC/ Navy

CSSC/ Navy
CSSC/ Navy
CSSC/ Navy

CSSC/ Navy
CSSC/ Navy
CSSC/ Navy

nke

Encl osure 2



WEDNESDAY, 30 JUNE 1999

0800
0815
0900
0915
0945
1000
1015
1035
1045
1100
1130

0815
0900
0915
0945
1000
1015
1035
1045
1100
1130

Status of Recommendati ons
Not i ce Program

CEGS (MP) Update

Ref erences/ Virtual Library
Br eak

Organi zati onal CGui dance
Combi ni ng CEGS

CSSC Wb Page
Skills/Expertise Registry
New | ssues for Discussion
Adj ourn

CSSC
Qui nn
Qui nn/ Dahnke
CSSC

Qui nn
CSSC
Car men/ Qui nn
CSSC
CSSC

Encl osure 2
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