Summary of the Army Family Action Plan (AFAP)

General Officer Steering Committee (GOSC) Meeting

31 May 2000

General Jack Keane, Vice Chief of Staff, Army (VCSA) chaired the 31 May 2000

AFAP GOSC meeting to review the progress on 22 AFAP issues.  The GOSC 

was attended by Department of Defense (DoD), Department of the Army (DA), 

and Army Staff members, representatives from the major Army commands 

(MACOMs), MACOM and Corps Command Sergeants Major, and senior spouses.  

The following is a summary of the GOSC meeting.

Medical Issues

Issue 341:  Catastrophic Health Care (for retirees)
· Briefing:  When TRICARE was established, a $7,500 cap was set for retirees not enrolled in TRICARE Prime.  BG(P) Kiley (Office of the Surgeon General) said that the House Armed Services Committee (HASC) included language reducing the retiree catastrophic cap from $7,500 to $3,000 in its version of the FY01 National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA).  Although the Senate Armed Services Committee (SASC) version of the FY01 NDAA did not include this proposal, BG Kiley said he was hopeful that the reduced retiree cap will be included in final legislation. 

· VCSA remarks:. GEN Keane explained to the committee that the costs for military health care are “exploding” – with the current estimate at $10B for the next five years ($3B for the Army).  He said the Services cannot afford to absorb that cost without significantly impacting training, readiness, and other quality of life improvements.  He said the Services must get additional appropriations from Congress to cover the medical costs.    

· Resolution:  Issue remains active.
Issue 469: TRICARE Co-Payments for Emergency Room Services
· Briefing:  BG(P) Kiley informed the committee that both the HASC and SASC mark ups of the FY01 NDAA include the elimination of all TRICARE Prime co-payments for active duty family members.  Upon passage of legislation, all managed care support contracts will be modified to reflect the change

· Resolution:  Issue remains active. 

Issue 472: TRICARE Vision Plan
· Briefing:  BG(P) Kiley explained that this issue seeks to add glasses, contact lens exams and contact lenses as a TRICARE benefit.  He noted that this is an expensive proposal and that such benefits in civilian policies are usually linked to additional premiums.  The Office of the Surgeon General is working with the TRICARE Management Activity on a cost estimate for this initiative.  
· Issue discussion: Following comments from MG Mahan (U.S. Army Materiel Command (AMC)), BG Kiley said that it may be feasible to look at this issue in subsets, e.g, youth, junior enlisted families, patients with medical requirements.  MG Hickerson (U.S. Army Europe (USAREUR)) cited the potential cost and noted that glasses are available for active duty and retired service members and that contact lenses are available when medically indicated or mission required.  
Resolution:  Issue remains active.

Entitlements Issues

Issue 84:  Funded Student Travel

· Briefing:  LTG Ohle (Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel (DCSPER)) told the GOSC that the HASC and SASC mark ups for the FY01 NDAA contain language authorizing funded student travel for military dependents under age 23 who are enrolled in full-time post graduate study or an accredited vocational/technical education program. 

· Resolution:  Issue remains active.

Issue 363:  Temporary Lodging Expense (TLE) for Move to First Permanent Change of Station (PCS)

· Briefing:  LTG Ohle explained that the FY00 NDAA authorized TLE for enlisted soldiers’ first move and that $14.5M was budgeted for that expense.  Authorization for TLE for first term officers is advancing through the FY02 legislative process.  LTG Ohle said the cost for officers’ TLE would be $2.3M.  

· Resolution:  Issue remains active.
Issue 448:  Basic Allowance for Housing (BAH) Appropriation and Data Collection Criteria

· Briefing:  LTG Ohle explained why problems occurred with BAH rates at the beginning of FY00.  He then noted that on 1 Jan 01, BAH rates will be at 85% reimbursement and that 100% reimbursement is budgeted for gradual implementation through CY05.  He noted that a message was sent to the field that told installations “to pay particular attention this summer as the survey team comes to your camp, post or station to do the update on the survey for the housing areas.”  LTG Ohle said that everybody needs to be involved – from the G-1s and personnel officers, DPCAs, etc – to point the teams in the right direction to survey.  

· Issue discussion:  SMA Hall told the MACOM representatives that they need to get involved in this and make sure the data is based on where their population lives so that we don’t have survey data creating the same problem that we had earlier in FY00.
· Resolution:  This issue remains active.
Issue 455:  Extension of Temporary Lodging Expense (TLE)

· Briefing:  LTG Ohle told the GOSC that an Air Force survey indicated that 60% of families use more than their 10-day TLE entitlement during a permanent change of status move.  A proposal to extend TLE to 14 days was submitted for FY02 legislation, but was deferred pending a review of all moving expenses for FY03 legislation.  
· Resolution:  Issue remains active.  The DCSPER will advance this proposal for FY03 legislation. 
Issue 461:  Pay Table Reform

· Briefing:  LTG Ohle told the GOSC that the best way to make further adjustments to the military pay table is through the 9th Quadrennial Review of Military Compensation (QRMC).  That committee will look at the competitive nature of service members’ pay with outside industry and the outside market.  It will also review the pay difference between junior officer and senior enlisted grades.  The QRMC report out (Jan 01) will provide recommendations to the Secretary of Defense for legislative proposals that the Services should advance to Congress. 
· Issue discussion:  SMA Hall said that over two-thirds of the emails he received following the FY00 pay table adjustments were from officers stating that noncommissioned officers were slighted in the FY00 pay adjustments.  He also noted that QRMC proposals move slowly through the legislative process.
· Resolution:  Issue remains active.

Relocation Issues

Issue 457:  Modification of Weight Allowance Table

· Briefing:  This issue recommended an increase in enlisted weight allowances to more closely match officers’ weight allowances.  MG Cannon (Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics (DCSLOG)) told the GOSC that less than 3% of the household goods moves of married soldiers are over the authorized weight allowance.  However, data indicates that E1-E3s exceed their weight allowance more than other ranks (6.9% to 8.8%).  He recommended refocusing this issue to increase the weight allowance for E1-E3s from 5,000 to 6,000 pounds.  Estimated cost to increase weight allowance for all enlisted ranks as recommended by the AFAP issue would be $110M.  
· Issue discussion:  
· CSM Nunley (U.S. Army Personnel Command (PERSCOM)) questioned whether it was an issue of weight allowance or education about what to ship.  He said that it is sometimes necessary to have yard sales or to dispose of excess items and that young soldiers hadn’t learned that. 
· SMA Hall questioned why the rate increase was not recommended for E4s, a more typical reenlistment/first move point.  MG Cannon replied that data did not indicate that E4s were exceeding their weight allowance (8,000 pounds – for an E4 with over two years in service).  The SMA asked that the issue continue to explore increased weight allowance for all enlisted ranks.
· MG Hickerson (USAREUR) commented that more soldiers are married than when the tables were written and thought we should go forward with an increase for junior enlisted soldiers.  MG Mahan (AMC) concurred, saying that the rate charts were “antiquated rules.”
· Mr. McLaurin (Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Manpower and Reserve Affairs (ASA(M&RA)) inquired about the other Services’ positions, suggesting that we do something immediately for the junior enlisted while pursuing increased weight allowances for the other grades.   MG Cannon responded that, based on unofficial coordination, the other Services are receptive to supporting an increase for the lower three grades.  He said he was not sure what their sense would be on increasing all enlisted weight allowances.
· VCSA remarks:  General Keane questioned whether the variance in weight allowance (i.e., 9,000 pounds for an E5 compared to 13,500 for an 0-2) was because of the level of economic affluence of the two groups or whether it was administrative.  MG Mahan (AMC) surmised that it is because the charts were written when we had a mostly unmarried Army, especially at the junior ranks.  GEN Keane remarked that weight allowance is coercive in nature.  He noted the financial hurdle and said that money was the real problem behind this issue.  But, he said, officials in Washington are paid to go get resources.  The VCSA said he did not understand the inequity in rank, “It bothers the daylights out of me.”  He said that this policy is a growth of the Cold War conscript Army, and that it’s taken us 25 years to come to grips with it.  

· Resolution:  Issue remains active.  MG Cannon proposed that, as we work the larger increase for all enlisted ranks, that the Army increase the OCONUS administrative weight allowance.  The VCSA responded, “Sure, we can do that.”  However, GEN Keane again said to relook why we have the huge weight allowance disparities between ranks when responsibility and authority are not the issue.  
Issue 467:  State Laws Impacting Military Families

· Briefing:  
· MG Huffman (The Judge Advocate General (TJAG)) began by telling the GOSC that legislative proposals are pending for universal acceptance of properly executed federal military wills and to recognize a military exemption to the current requirement that a seller must live in a residence for two of the last five years in order to avoid paying taxes on the capital gains.  
· MG Huffman explained that OTJAG Legal Assistance developed a Draft Model Uniform Code of Rights and Protections for Members of the Uniformed Services that packaged the most military-friendly provisions of various state laws for submission to the National Conference of Commissioners of Uniform State Laws and eventual adoption by all of the states. This Code includes provisions for vehicle and residential lease termination, vehicle licensing and registration, insuring the ability of service members to appear in state courts, and allowing legal assistance attorneys to represent them in state courts.  The code will be submitted to the American Bar Association to garner their support.  The proposals will also be coordinated with the other Services and forwarded to DoD for submission to the National Conference of Commissioners of Uniform State Laws.  He noted that this is a long-range project. 
· MG Huffman said that even if the approach through the National Conference of Commissioners of Uniform State Laws is unsuccessful, the model code provides a template for individuals to use when proposing changes to their state laws.  He noted that individuals in California and Oklahoma have already taken this approach.
· Issue discussion:  In response to a question whether changes were being considered to the Soldier and Sailors Civil Relief Act, MG Huffman responded that rather than risking the chance of losing the existing protections found in the Act, a better approach was to promote the Model Code.   Mr. White (Family Liaison Office) asked if consideration for in-state tuition was included in the draft code.  MG Huffman said it was included.

· Resolution:  Issue remains active.

Force Support Issues

Issue 462:  Personnel Tempo/Deployment Tempo

· Briefing:  In response to the issue recommendation to increase personnel to meet mission requirements, MG Kellogg (Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans (ADCSOPS)) said that the target date is 1 Jul 00 to draw down all headquarters to less than 105% manning.  He also informed the GOSC that the Services are defining the term, “deployment” so they can begin to track (by Oct 00) the number of days a soldier is performing duty under that definition.  The FY00 NDAA requires the Services to pay soldiers $100/day when deployed over 250 days of the preceding 365 days, effective Oct 01.  MG Kellogg noted that general officer level reviews would occur when a soldier reaches the 182 and 220 day marks.  
· Issue discussion:  
· CSM McFowler (18th Airborne Corps and U.S. Army Forces Command representative) asked for an explanation of “deployment days”.  MG Kellogg said that the definition is still be worked, and that all Services must come to agreement on what is considered a deployed day.  CSM McFowler said it is important that tracking deployment days does not tie a commander’s hands or hamper mission.  LTG Ohle said, in response to CSM McFowler’s question about funding, that the $100/day would probably come form Operation and Maintenance (OMA) funds, not the Military Personnel Account (MPA).
· COL Taylor (Office of the Chief of Army Reserve) asked about reservists, noting that their call up is frequently for 270 days.  MG Kellogg said it is one Army, and that the rules will apply to all soldiers deployed in the Army.  When the training clock starts for the RC will be part of the definition.  
· LTG Ohle (DCSPER) said that the monthly Leave and Earnings Statement (LES) will publish the soldier’s deployment days over the past year.  Additionally, all orders after 1 Oct 00 will publish the soldier’s number of deployed days.
· LTG Tangney (U.S. Army Special Operations Command) said that we need to broaden the definition of deployment before we sign up for a set of rules that says a deployed day is a day away from your bed.  This, he said, will create problems in terms of being able to train and meet operational commitments.   
· MG Mahan (AMC) expressed concern about defining TDY days as deployment days.  He also noted that soldiers might elect to  “volunteer” for duties to increase their “deployed days.”  

· Ms. Raezer (National Military Family Association (NMFA)) commented that if the definition of deployment becomes too rigorous, the trend may be to create more unaccompanied tours.  She noted that since an unaccompanied assignment is not considered a deployment, it is conceivable that a soldier could return to a stateside unit and be deployed because his or her deployment days might be low.  
· VCSA remarks:  GEN Keane said that this is a key issue for the Army because of the disproportionate share of the deployments that belong to the Army.  He said we have to, “educate our team mates as to why this is such a problem for us and how we’ve got to sort through it.”  
· Resolution:  Active
Issue 327:  Management of Enlisted Soldiers and Their Assignments

· Briefing:  BG Frost (The Adjutant General (TAG)) said this issue told the U.S. Army Personnel Command (PERSCOM) that families and soldiers perceived the enlisted assignment system as impersonal, non-participatory, and that it lacked personal contact.  Therefore, PERSCOM developed a program to get soldiers involved in the assignment process and to communicate about the process better with soldiers.  PERSCOM added weight to the soldier’s preference in the Automated Assignment system and developed a Public Affairs Plan that told soldiers about the process and how it worked.  Five new soldier communication tools were developed – Interactive Voice Response, fax access, HQDA PERSGRAMs, E-mail/internet access, and the EPMD pocket card.  The Assignment Preference Function, Phase I, is estimated to be completed by the end of 2000.  It will allow soldiers to review all enlisted assignments on the web by MOS, grade and location.  Soldiers will go through their Military Personnel Office (MILPO) to submit 3 CONUS and 3 OCONUS assignment choices.  Phase II of this system will allow soldiers to volunteer for open requisition in the Army.  
· Issue discussion:  CSM Rathmann (U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) said we need to watch how soldiers interact with PERSCOM – via internet and email.  BG Frost confirmed that soldiers would still go through their MILPOs and will submit paperwork through their chain of command. 
· Resolution:  Issue remains active pending implementation of the Assignment Preference Function.
Civilian Employment Issues

Issue 38:  Employment Opportunities for Non-status Family Members

· Briefing:  Ms. Throckmorton (Office of the Director of Civilian Personnel) told the GOSC that Army has pusued legislation since 1985 to simplify employment for nonstatus family members.  She explained that recent efforts (August 99) to streamline how a person applies for federal employment is “in hiatus” because of concerns from special categories (e.g., handicapped, veterans) and union bargaining.  The Army is reworking its proposals and intends to send them forward again for FY03 legislation.     
· Issue discussion:  MG Mahan (AMC) addressed overseas employment, saying that it was difficult to find work overseas, and the employment status granted overseas was frequently insufficient for placement upon return to CONUS.  In response to a request for clarification from the VCSA, Ms. Throckmorton explained that the Army would like to see a smoother conversion from temporary appointment to permanent appointment and reduction in the list of special entitlements (appointing authorities).
· Resolution:  Issue remains active.
Consumer Services Issues

Issue 430:  Distribution of Army Simplified Dividends (ASD)

· Briefing: BG(P) Whelden (Commander, U.S. Army Community and Family Support Center (CFSC)) explained that previously, if AAFES facilities closed on an Army installation because of a business decision to consolidate operations on another Service’s installation, the Army installation could lose a portion or all of its ASD because of the reduced AAFES revenue.  The Army MWR Fund, however, continued to receive its full dividend because the Army dividend is based on the number of soldiers on active duty (not on where they shop).  The AFAP issue stemmed from the PX closure at Fort Richardson and the opening of a new PX at adjacent Elmendorf Air Force Base.  In September 1999, the MWR Executive Committee did not support a proposal to provide a subsidy to the supplement component of ASD (.4% of AAFES revenue at the installation) for Fort Richardson.  However, the November 1999 AFAP GOSC asked CFSC to take the issue back to the MWR Board of Directors (BoD) for reconsideration.  At their Feb 00 meeting the MWR BoD Executive Committee approved the proposal to provide a subsidy to Fort Richardson.  It also passed without comment at the MWR Board of Directors meeting that followed. 

· Resolution:  Completed

Family Support Issues

Issue 416:   Tuition Assistance for Overseas Spouses 

· Briefing:  This issue requested that Army Emergency Relief (AER) amend their charter to include educational benefits for spouses overseas.  BG Frost (TAG) noted that in 1997 the AER Board of Managers agreed to pilot a Spouse Education Assistance Program in Europe.  In Nov 99, they adopted the program and expanded it to include spouses in Japan, Okinawa, and Korea.  Applicants must be dependent spouses of active duty soldiers assigned in program locations and must reside with sponsors.  It is a need-based program supporting spouse undergraduate, vocational/ technical, high school completion, and English as a Second Language study.  Education assistance covers up to 50 percent of tuition, with a maximum of $350 per academic term and a yearly maximum of $1750.  AER discontinued the requirement that spouses apply for federal student financial aid.  For Academic Year 99-00, Terms I-III, 766 awards totaling $215,303 were issued.  Spouses of enlisted soldiers received 90 percent of the grants.  Increased publicity is being accomplished through news releases, the Army Family Liaison Office, and information on numerous websites. 
· Issue discussion:  MG Donald (U.S. Army Pacific Command) asked that AER consider the challenges spouses experience in Alaska and Hawaii.  He particularly noted the hardships of Alaska duty (isolation, employment, etc).  He said, “Why can’t we go back and take a good hard look at Alaska and Hawaii, particularly Alaska.”  SMA Hall said he would take the Alaska issue to the AER board.  In response to a comment about using soldier dollars for spouse education, SMA Hall said he agreed this did not fit the AER charter, but that he saw the education of spouses as, “prevention of an emergency down the road.” 

· Resolution:  Issue remains active pending program implementation in Korea, Okinawa and Japan.

Issue 380:  Inadequate Support of Family Support Groups

· Briefing:  BG(P) Whelden explained that the intent of this issue was to establish DA-funded full-time Family Readiness Group program managers at every active duty installation, Army Reserve Regional Support Command, and National Guard STARC.  AR 608-1, Army Community Service (ACS), defines the requirements for Family Readiness Group support.  Seventeen Army installations have identified a requirement for a full-time Mobilization Deployment Readiness Specialist.  BG Whelden said that these positions are principally at the power projection platforms and larger installations --  Forts Bragg, Drum, Lewis, Riley, Richardson, Leonard Wood, Bliss, Leavenworth, Hood, Polk, Campbell, Stewart, Wainwright, Eustis, Benning, Knox, and Schofield Barracks.  Other installations assign the function as a collateral 

duty for an ACS employee.  The National Guard and Reserve Component have identified additional personnel requirements needed to provide additional support and will be working that into their POM process.  

· Issue discussion:  
· Following a question from Mr. Sakowitz (TRADOC) about funding, BG Whelden said that the ACS regulation identifies five core ACS services, one of which is mobilization deployment readiness, and hence can be budgeted for when requirements are identified.    
· GEN Keane asked why there were no FRG positions in Europe.  MG Hickerson (USAREUR) responded that the requirement is being met through their Family Assistance Centers, which go through a certification process.
· MG Ivany (Commander, U.S. Army Military District of Washington (MDW)) stressed that FRG representatives play an important role even on an installation that doesn’t necessarily have units deployed from it.  BG Whelden re-emphasized that every installation is required to provide the function.  The installations he listed have determined a requirement and have funded a full-time program manager.  MG Ivany confirmed that it is up to the installation in terms of whether it is managed by a full-time, part-time, or by volunteer.
· Resolution:  Issue remains active.

Issue 460:  Official Mail Limitations of Family Readiness Groups (FRGs)

· Briefing: BG Whelden said that this issue recommends allowing FRG newsletters to include personal and social information when mailed as official mail.  He told the committee that that the Office of the General Counsel approved inclusion of unofficial information in FRG newsletters (unless specifically prohibited) as long as it does not exceed 20% of the printable space and there is no increase in Government cost.  The publication of the revised DoD Mail Manual is anticipated to be in June 2000.    

· Resolution:  Issue remains active.
Issue 422:  Army Family Team Building (AFTB) Funding for the Reserve Component and Geographically Separated Units

· Briefing:  This issue seeks to ensure AFTB program funding for the Army National Guard (ARNG), the U.S. Army Reserves (USAR), and geographically separated units (such as U.S. Army Recruiting Command (USAREC) and Cadet Command).  CFSC discovered that they cannot transfer funds to the National Guard and Reserve Components for AFTB.  The ARNG and the Army Reserves, therefore, requested funds through their POM process to support AFTB.  The ARNG was successful in acquiring additional funds; the USAR is using current funding and has included AFTB in the FY02-07 budget cycle.  Funding for USAREC recruiting brigades will be included in the POM request for the HQDA-funded AFAP/AFTB position (AFAP Issue #421 – see below).  The Cadet Command recently hired an AFTB program manager and has forwarded manpower requirements for consideration as they restructure their AFTB program.

· Resolution:  Issue remains active.

Issue 466:  Standards for Army Family Team Building (AFTB) and the Army Family Action Plan (AFAP) 

· Briefing:  Issue 466 addresses standards for the AFTB and AFAP programs.  A related issue (#421) addresses funding for an AFTB/AFAP position on installations.  

· Issue 466

· Program standards:  Currently, AFAP has one standard before the MWR Board of Directors, and additional standards are being developed.  The current standard requires installations to hold an annual AFAP forum.  AFTB standards are under development.

· Official publications:  A new AFAP regulation is scheduled for staffing 4th Qtr FY00.  The initial draft of the AFTB circular has been distributed for review and publication of the circular is projected for 3rd Qtr FY00.

· Senior leader endorsement:  The CSA and SMA signed a proclamation for AFTB in 1998.  A new letter, addressing AFTB and AFAP implementation, will be submitted for CSA signature in 3rd Qtr FY00.

·   Issue 421

· The 1999 AFAP Conference issue that seeks funding for AFAP/AFTB positions was combined with a similar issue (Issue #421) that addressed a HQDA-funded AFTB position.  This combined issue will be briefed to the AFAP GOSC in Nov 00.  

· BG Whelden updated the GOSC on the progress of Issue 421.  He told them that manpower and support funding for programs are dependent on the organizational element to which the programs are assigned.  Neither AFAP nor AFTB carry their own funding in the field.  They are designated non-mission programs in ACS, which means they fall in order of precedence only after core ACS programs are resourced.  A data call to determine manpower requirements to manage and administer AFTB and AFAP at installations is being submitted to the field.   BG Whelden told the membership that funding requirements for the FY03-07 POM submission will be based on manpower determined by the data call.

· Resolution:  Both issues remain active. 

Youth Issues

Issue 447:   Audio/Video Surveillance for Child Development Centers (CDCs) 

· Briefing:  This 1999 conference issue recommended that HQDA purchase and install audio/video surveillance equipment in all Army CDCs.  BG Whelden told the GOSC that CFSC determined that 70 percent of Army CDCs need video surveillance systems.  The purchase and installation cost ($6.3M) would pay for itself in 18 months and produce an out year cost avoidance of $5.7M annually.  Video surveillance systems would provide line of sight supervision for CDC staff who do not have a completed National Agency Check.  The Army Well-Being Study Group also submitted this initiative in their recommendations to the Chief of Staff, Army.  The VCSA directed the Army Budget Office (ABO) to fund this project.  CFSC has presented the requirement to the ABO as a FY00 unfunded requirement.

· Resolution:  Issue remains active.

Issue 453:  Education Transition Assistance for K-12 Military Family Members

· Briefing:  BG(P) Whelden explained that this issue recommended authorizing and funding full-time education liaison staff for each installation.  The MACOMs reported requirements of $6.8M for staff and operation expenses for FY02.  The requirement was submitted to the Installation PEG for the FY02-07 POM.  Manpower requirements/authorizations will be coordinated with the Installation PEG and ASA(M&RA).  BG Whelden recognized that many installations are funding school liaison officers and said that this issue will help defer some of the future costs.

· VCSA remarks:   GEN Keane asked the representative from the Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation (PAE) to let him know where this issue is in the POM process.  Note:  MG Madora (Director, PAE) responded to the VCSA that the Office    of the Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management (ACSIM) confirmed that School Liaison Officers are adequately funded in POM 02-07 at $6.8M per year.
· Resolution:  Issue remains active.

Issue 456:  Graduation Requirements for Transitioning High School Students

· Briefing:  BG(P) Whelden told the GOSC that delegates at the 1999 AFAP Conference prioritized this issue as the #2 issue of the 27 issues they developed for entry into the AFAP in November 1999.  

· The first recommendation recommends the development of a process that allows credits to transfer so students can graduate on time with an accredited high school diploma and the establishment of criteria to allow soldiers to extend their tour of duty so that seniors can graduate from their current high school.  The Military Child Education Coalition was contracted to visit nine of the largest geographic locations where Army youth are in school to conduct a secondary education transition study focused on 9th to 12th grade students.  The results were recently briefed to the Chief of Staff of the Army.  Superintendents from the nine regions, commanders from those installations, and three of the four Corps commanders attended the report out and participated in the follow-on discussions.  The transition of our high school seniors was a major focus of the study.  

· BG Whelden told the GOSC that the second recommendation (to allow tour of duty extensions so high school seniors can remain in their current school) is being looked at by the Office of the DCSPER.  

· Issue discussion:  
· MG Mahan (AMC) noted that block scheduling is not friendly to military youth.  BG Whelden responded that block scheduling was one of the principal items discussed at the meeting referenced above.  He noted that agreements between the military community and the local school systems were necessary to ease transition issues such as this for military youth.  

· SMA Hall said that education issues were being discussed at the DOD Military Family Forum that was also being held 31 May 00.  BG Whelden said that CFSC (at the direction of the CSA) is sponsoring an education summit in July 2000 that will follow an AFAP-like format to surface and develop issues addressing kindergarten to post-secondary education concerns.  

· Ms. Raezer (NMFA) reiterated that having a school liaison officer would allow military communities to build partnerships with the local school districts.  She also 

noted that Army programs such as “Adopt a School” strengthen the military community-local school relationship.  Saying that education is local, she encouraged the Army to mobilize its families who care about education.

· VCSA remarks:  GEN Keane noted that the most powerful part of the study results for him were the anecdotal comments made by students on the impact of military life in education systems that, in many cases, were not friendly to them on issues such as orientation, transfer of credits, accreditation, etc.     
· Resolution:  Issue remains active.
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