Environmental Restoration Summit

17-18 April 2001 

Westin St. Francis, San Francisco, California

	Were topics appropriate for the selected attendees?

	Excellent
	5

	Good
	17

	Fair
	2

	Poor
	0

	No response
	0

	Comments


	· Very broad range of topics and very broad range of people in attendance, e.g. fiscal, technical, legal

· Topics were appropriate, but big-picture issues should be more focused to better crystallize discussions

· I think there were to too many topics to be adequately covered.

· Too much focus on CA issues

· Topics should be submitted by the attendees, as they were for this summit

· Facilitator should have proposed topics then asked for consensus for which topics to cover

· There was some change from the agenda – some topics were deemed not really important

· Overall: Good summit and is a valuable asset to partnering and cross feed of information

· Either too many topics or not enough time to discuss the issues at the roundtable

· Better scoping of issues needed, especially to determine if the objective is to simply inform everyone of the issue or get a resolution of it.

· Topics need to be better defined with scope and expectation before the meeting so action items can be assigned.

· Wrong mix of attendees.  Have working groups or managers (with decision authority) meet but don’t mix.

· Believe this has been one of the best meetings. All issues were relevant and there were significant issues that needed discussion.  Format was great in that the issues were discussed vs. briefings given by all that did not have significant issues (MAJCOMs, States).

· Topics were great.  Time was not wasted requiring all to give insignificant presentations.

· Excellent institutional controls, AF’s coordination of CERCLA & RCRA, MTBE.  Good BTAG and perchlorate

· Discussion of topics will not resolve issues where there are disagreements but it provides more information to all.

· Mixture of programmatic, fiscal, and regulatory issues.  The agenda was aggressive and difficult to manage with a diverse group.

· Some of the topics were more appropriate for resolution between base RPM’s at a specific base.  While the broader issues discussed were timely, fewer issues should have been presented, given the size of the group and time available

· Key issues were addressed.  Need to ensure we follow-up on action items and members informed on status to ensure validity of summit.

	Was appropriate time given for each agenda item?

	Needs More Time
	9

	Enough Time
	12

	Needs Less Time
	0

	Comments

	· Allocation of time to the different topics was pretty good.

· Too much CA only issues

· Action items established for follow up

· Some issues – i.e. IC’s – are such large, ongoing discussion issues that even two days on just IC’s isn’t enough. If such big picture issues are selected in the future, they should be more focused

· Adequate time was given for each side to present their opinion and allow discussion.  Generally, the issues need to be resolved by specific groups so further discussion was probably unnecessary.

· Too little time for regulator presentation

· Facilitator should have done better job of keeping time on track

· Facilitator should have re-focused discussions to get to end points quicker

· A little more time for each – seems we were always falling behind schedule.  Need adequate time on the important topics

· Good cross feed but at times people kept saying the same thing

· While the time provided on the agenda was adequate, the meeting moderator/facilitator should have taken a more active role in ensuring speakers stayed within time allotment; and that discussions were controlled.

· Fewer topics with defined objective needed

· Would have liked to spend more time on institutional controls for non NPL and transferred sites

· Army should be included. All services

· The LUC issue might could have used a briefing and more discussion possibly 

· A more defined agenda developed before each day’s meeting would be helpful to keep the presentations more on track and on schedule

· Good issues and could have used a day in between for breakout groups to better define the TRV and IC/LUC issues, or reinstate the CMACC to thrash out the technical issues 

· Perchlorate briefing excellent /informative.  I don’t think that breakout session would be good because then everyone does not get to be involved. So do not have breakouts.

· Need more time on certain issues

· Too many topics or not enough time to discuss the issues at the round table.

	Was it useful to have a joint services meeting?

	Yes
	20

	No
	3

	Uncertain
	0

	
	

	Comments

	· Army? However, don’t want it to become a Navy/Army mtg. as AF is the one responsible and need to be able to focus on AF issues.  Maybe don’t want Army.

· Army should be included - all services 

· These are worth doing – it’s important to keep line of communication open, even if seems that we don’t always resolve issues

· Not with regulators as one is played off against other

· Yes, Where you have a topic and schedule that is agreeable to participants

· No, don’t have meetings just to have meetings

· Yes, But!  The 2 needed to be together the whole time.

· Yes; however, services need to more effectively identify the issues they believe are worth discussing with the regulators in a joint effort.

· Should have all branches

· Extremely beneficial!

· Yes – but we need all services to get adequate crossfeed and everyone receives the same information

	How often should these meetings be held?

	Annually
	20

	Quarterly
	3

	Monthly
	0

	Other
	1 (semi annually)

	Comments

	· Hold next meeting in region 10 site

· Set up web site (DENIX) as forum to identify issues, establish agenda,.  Maybe introduce A FAQ page with answers provided by the experts

· A date for the next meeting should be tentatively set right away, so regulators can be plan and budget as soon as possible.

· Annually for high level players, quarterly for working level players

· Quarterly for now but as issues are solved or agreements reached could go to semi annual

· Navy meeting is held annually, AF meeting is held every 2 years. Does the group think AF & Navy should hold the joint meeting annually?

· Quarterly with very specific agendas

· Smaller, more frequent meetings w/ the right decision makers would be more effective. Larger group meetings are not as effective.

· Annually - focus groups for larger issues may need to be covered more often

	How Were the Conference Facilities?

	Excellent
	18

	Good
	5

	Fair
	0

	Poor
	0

	Comments

	· Expensive!  Location by Airport would be more effective, efficient

· Very good location/accommodations 

· Best we’ve had

· Food and amenities were excellent except for lack of toilet facilities

· Would be nice to have a common computer terminal w/ internet access for those of us who don’t travel with computers

· Larger room needed, or fewer attendees

· We have no business being in a $100/day room when we can have adequate in Millbrae/south SF for far less

· Great food!

· Facilities were very nice. Food and drinks were great. Would have been good if more had attended social hour but couldn’t be helped.

· Facilities were appropriate for the senior level attendees.

· Although action items were taken and memo relayed, I am not sure the interim status to the participant will be provided before the next meeting. Recommend periodic status should be provided to participants.

	What Topics should be added or deleted?

	· Delete – Individual base-specific issues such, as the Edwards AFB stuff should be deleted, stick to global issues.

· Add – Partnering opportunities, partnering techniques, etc.

· On the first day, each regulatory agency attending should give a 10 min. overview of their agency goals with respect to DOD in the next 12 months

· Never touched DSMOA until Navy left

· Action item list w/ everyone here

· Each session will have to be planned around topics of current concern.  You can’t plan what should be added at this time, try to avoid taking on low – concern topics

· Topics were good. Need to follow up for next meeting w/ additional topic TBD

· Need more in depth discussion of FY 02 budget proposals and opportunity for state to provide input to the budget

· Divide BRAC from active

· Add- Management philosophies, partnering elements that work

· BCA participation and JA participation critical to success so hopefully BCA will continue to participate with it’s JA as well as AF JA and other service participation by JA.  Update on 5 yr reviews would be informative.

· I am from the RWQCB and have not attended this meeting before.  Before the next meeting, I would consider offering subject(s) that are of concern to our RWQCB

· Reinstate CMACC to address technical issues.  You cannot get into the technical details at such a large meeting as this one is.

· Hard to say -


	how would you improve the conference?

	· Provide more opportunity to be involved in developing issue papers, i.e. reviewing and commenting on drafts

· Better upfront communication – It still seems DOD doesn’t understand the roles/ structure of the state of CA Water Boards. The program manager for the SWRCB was treated as the “main” participant from the WB’s, even though the SWRCB serves mainly administrative/funding functions.  Most of the topics discussed were primarily of importance to the program managers of the Regional Water Quality Control Boards, who have more control of the regulation of individual bases. The Program manager for the RWQCB’s were only formally invited at the last minute, and were not included in the roundtable participants

· I think the AF/Navy were divided on most issues so that separate meetings would have been more productive

· Need time to wrap up and go over action list – get commitment on action items w/ dates and deliverables defined

· The facilitator wasn’t scribing many notes during the joint sessions. Will there be notes (in bullet format) provided, similar to those provided at the OSD stakeholder meeting in the St. Louis in Nov.00)
· Try to find good facilities at less room/parking cost for those who have to travel

· Add Army to list of attendees

· Better facilitation moderators of speeches. Need to improve scoping the objective for bringing up a discussion item (i.e. to inform vs. resolving).  Need fewer attendees in order to have more productive discussions.

· Get better mix of attendees then make sure agenda is appropriate

· Probably need a real forum for resolving controversial issues – identify these in advance, and then have the decision makers in the room? [just a thought]

· Possible discussion/briefing on DSMOA?  LUC/LUCIPs? Unscheduled briefing by Lt. Col Trost was helpful, may or may not want to do at other mtgs. Glad that was ask to do so.  Always good to hear JA perspective from his level.  Would be good if more states could have participated.

· The current agenda was reviewed by the services and regulators, yet the attendees were a diverse group.  Was the agenda common to all attendees early enough for them to assess or re-assess who should attend and how much time should be allotted for topics.  I am not sure whether you could improve the process of incorporating input from services and regulators since the group is diverse.  The meeting was well attended and many issues raised.  I’d like to see region 10 or a non – CA state host the meeting to see whether there would bee a shift in focus.

· More experienced facilitation

· Good job, no changes

	Additional Comments

	· Excellent support by REO

· Lots of California issues

· Better crystallize discussion topics prior to the meeting

· Real good having higher level AF lawyers available to give “purple” perspective. Good to have Ed Lowry from DTSC. Need similar participation from WA & AK.

· Refreshments were excellent with one exception; the pretzels had too much salt & their were no pretzels that were salt free.  Loved the summit hotel!

· Need to get presentations and budget information to attendees further in advance so that attendees can better prepare for the meeting

· If the AF is “ pushing” partnering, should the AF be at least giving a presentation so other States and Regions are aware of how, what, when, and where it is happening as in Region IV? Just a thought.

· The summit was useful to be able to discuss particular issues with the appropriate individuals on a one to one basis.


