Synopsis from the Breakout Meeting
Wednesday, 26 September 2007
At 1900 on Wednesday, September 26, Industry Forum participants gathered in the Sequoia Room of the Ontario Hilton to discuss the three renewable energy development opportunities and the Air Force RFQ process.  The informal meeting was lead by Kevin Billings (SES SAF/IEE), Brian Lally (AF/A7CAE), and their associates.  Members of the renewable energy industry posed diverse questions to Mr. Lally, Mr. Billings, and other Air Force officials.  The following is a synopsis of the topics addressed and the questions posed during this meeting.  
	Question/Issue
	Answer/Resolution

	Many members of the renewable energy industry expressed interest in obtaining a single point of contact (POC) for questions concerning the three renewable energy developments (and to a lesser extent, the development opportunity that may be present at Vandenberg AFB).   Questions developers hoped to pose to a POC regarded land use restrictions, UXO issues, MMRP and IRP issues, site visits, and site security requirements.  
	Several Air Force officials noted that a written Notice of Interest to the appropriate authority would suffice, but industry officials expressed a preference for a single POC, preferably on-base.  Col Yates indicated that a base POC would be inappropriate.  He suggested that facilities managers would not have the requisite skill set nor would they have availability to respond to questions from the industry.  Mr. Lally suggested that AFCESA would be most appropriate for technical questions, AFCEE would be most appropriate for financial questions, and AFRPA would be most appropriate for real estate-related questions.  

	Several developers expressed interest in a sample contract.  
	Wayne Wisniewski indicated that sample contracts are available in the EUL Handbook which can be found on the AFRPA EUL website: http://www.safie.hq.af.mil/afrpa/eul/ 

	Several individuals indicated that they’d experienced difficulties accessing the draft RFQs. 
	Paul MacPherson indicated that draft RFQs were available on the conference registration website: https://www.enstg.com/signup   (conference code: REN96690)

	Many developers expressed interest in detailed information regarding land use restrictions such as height restrictions.  
	Gary Seifert of Idaho National Laboratory (DOE) noted that much of this information was available in the 2002 AFCESA study of renewable energy development opportunities.  Other noted that height restrictions would depend on the exact location and scale of the proposed development.  Several Air Force officials noted that this document was not intended for wide distribution. 

	Mr. Lally noted that there was detailed data regarding the wind resource at Vandenberg AFB.  This data set was collected by the Idaho National Laboratory.  Mr. Lally asked Mr. Seifert if comparable data was available for the other renewable energy development opportunities. 
	Mr. Siefert again noted the 2002 AFCESA study.  Others noted that this document was not intended for wide distribution. 

	Mr. Lally asked the audience what their expectations were for an RFQ turn-around time. 
	The developers in the audience indicated that 90 days would be an acceptable turn-around time.  Several Air Force officials noted that there would be a call for orals thereafter.  Mr. Lally suggested that there would be a source selection panel that would pass an HRO recommendation up the chain of command.  Eugene DeRamus (AFCEE/BC) noted that he would discuss these issues in his presentation.  (ed. this presentation and others are available on the conference registration cited above). 

	One developer indicated that she required more information about the legal status of the parcels in question, i.e., were any easements on the property. 
	Mr. Macpherson indicated that some of the parcels were very large (~5,000 acres) and that a development would take place somewhere within these larger parcels, so providing these types of details on the larger parcels would be inappropriate. 

	Several developers had questions about the types of in-kind contributions the Air Force would accept.  Many expressed interest in engaging the base as an off-taker of power.  
	Mr. Lally and others acceded that 2869 gave Air Force authority to exchange land for in-kind contributions, but noted that they were principally interested in conventional leases.  
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