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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

1–1.  Purpose 
This pamphlet provides procedures for implementing the Army Corrosion Prevention and Control (CPC) 
Program set forth in AR 11 – 42. The Army CPC program is an Armywide program encompassing all mili-
tary equipment and infrastructure owned, operated, and/or supported by the Army. Examples of military 
equipment include, but are not limited to weapons systems and platforms, munitions, support equipment, 
testing and training equipment and devices. Examples of infrastructure include, but are not limited to, real 
property, bridges, buildings including installed equipment, utilities systems, accountable property, and test 
and sustainment facilities. This pamphlet should be used in conjunction with AR 11 – 42. All requirements 
set forth in AR 11 – 42 remain in force, regardless of whether they are addressed in this pamphlet. 

1–2.  References, forms, and explanation of abbreviations 
See appendix A. The abbreviations, brevity codes, and acronyms (ABCAs) used in this electronic publica-
tion are defined when you hover over them. All ABCAs are listed in the ABCA database located at 
https://armypubs.army.mil/abca/. 

1–3.  Associated publications 
Policy associated with this pamphlet is found in AR 11 – 42. 

1–4.  Records management (recordkeeping) requirements 
The records management requirement for all record numbers, associated forms, and reports required by 
this publication are addressed in the Records Retention Schedule–Army (RRS – A). Detailed information 
for all related record numbers, forms, and reports are located in Army Records Information Management 
System (ARIMS)/RRS – A at https://www.arims.army.mil. If any record numbers, forms, and reports are not 
current, addressed, and/or published correctly in ARIMS/RRS – A, see DA Pam 25 – 403 for guidance. 

1–5.  Authority 
This pamphlet is intended for use by personnel involved in implementing all aspects of the Army CPC 
Program. The primary authority for the Army CPC Program is derived from Public Law 110 – 417 § 903 
and AR 11 – 42. Since the Army CPC Program is an Armywide program encompassing all military equip-
ment and infrastructure, certain aspects also fall under the authority of other policies. 

Chapter 2 
Procedures and Implementing Guidance for the Army Corrosion Prevention and Control 
Program 

2–1.  Procedures for Planning, Programming, Budgeting and Execution of Corrosion Prevention 
and Control Requirements 
CPC considerations are embedded throughout many command missions and functions, even those that 
are not labeled with the term “corrosion.” All such considerations are covered by the normal planning, pro-
gramming, budgeting and execution (PPBE) policies and procedures established by AR 1 – 1. 

a.  CPC requirements are not limited to a single Program Evaluation Group (PEG), Management Deci-
sion Package (MDEP), Army Program Element (APE) or appropriation. CPC considerations should be 
reflected across the equipping, installations, sustaining and training PEGs; various MDEPs and APEs; 
and the Military Construction, Operations and Maintenance, Procurement, and Research, Development, 
Test and Evaluation (RDT&E) appropriations, at minimum. 

b.  Army organizations should deliberately address CPC considerations as they follow the normal pro-
cedures to plan, program and budget for assigned missions, responsibilities, and functions. Army organi-
zations should not attempt to decouple CPC requirements that are embedded with other related require-
ments, but they should identify where such relationships exist and seek to quantify or estimate the magni-
tude of the requirements that are specific to CPC. This is necessary for the Army Corrosion Control and 
Prevention Executive (CCPE) to perform statutory oversight duties. 
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c.  Army organizations that submit CPC requirements should ensure that they clearly identify the prod-
uct or outcome, measure of success and statutory, regulatory or other drivers. If the guidance issued by a 
specific PEG or MDEP does not require this information, then it should still be provided to the Army CCPE 
under separate cover. 

d.  PEG chairs and MDEP managers that receive CPC requirements should coordinate their validation 
and prioritization with the Army CCPE. This is necessary for the Army CCPE to perform statutory over-
sight duties. 

e.  The Army CCPE seeks to improve how all manner of CPC considerations are being addressed in 
the Army PPBE process. This includes coordinating with PEG chairs, MDEP managers and other re-
source management personnel to achieve the following: 

(1)  Understand how CPC considerations are already reflected throughout the Army budget. 
(2)  Ensure that CPC considerations are reflected appropriately in planning and programming guidance. 
(3)  Review submitted CPC requirements to ensure that they support a measurable, auditable, and out-

come-oriented Army CPC Program. 
(4)  Advise on the validation and prioritization of submitted CPC requirements. 
(5)  Conduct execution reviews to ensure that resources are aligned to valid CPC requirements and ob-

jectives. 
(6)  Inform the development and submission of future CPC requirements. 
f.  Some MDEPs and APEs call for specific CPC requirements to be addressed. Only CPC require-

ments fitting the associated narratives or descriptions should be submitted under these MDEPs and 
APEs, as they are not intended to serve as a catchall for CPC requirements that belong in other MDEPs 
and APEs. 

g.  Army organizations with questions about how to identify and submit their CPC requirements should 
coordinate with the Army CCPE. 

2–2.  Procedures for Corrosion Action Memorandum Process 
The Army CCPE established the Corrosion Action Memorandum (CAM) process for assigning and track-
ing CPC improvement initiatives. CAMs clearly articulate the recommended actions, responsible organi-
zations, interim milestones and desired results. The process is designed to be measurable, auditable, and 
outcome oriented. 

a.  CAMs can result from various activities required by AR 11 – 42 and other Army policies. Examples of 
activities that can generate CAMs include but are not limited to the following: 

(1)  Army CPC Surveys, including Equipment CPC Surveys (see AR 11 – 42 and AR 750 – 59). 
(2)  CPC planning, as documented in the Systems Engineering Plan (SEP), Test and Evaluation Master 

Plan (TEMP) and Lifecycle Sustainment Plan (LCSP) (or equivalent acquisition planning documents that 
address engineering, sustainment, and testing considerations) (see AR 11 – 42 and AR 70 – 1). 

(3)  Accelerated corrosion testing (see AR 11 – 42). 
(4)  Operational sustainment reviews (OSRs) (see AR 11 – 42 and AR 700 – 127). 
(5)  CPC technology demonstration and transition projects (see AR 11 – 42). 
(6)  Executive Army Corrosion Forum (EACF) and executive steering group meetings (see AR 11 – 42). 
(7)  Engagements and audits by the Government Accountability Office or Army Audit Agency. 
b.  When one of these activities results in recommended actions, the Army CCPE prepares and coordi-

nates a draft CAM with the Army organization responsible for implementing the actions. If more than one 
organization has responsibility, the Army CCPE prepares and coordinates a separate CAM for each. The 
Army CCPE and the responsible organization both sign the CAM at the Senior Officer, Warrant Officer, 
Senior Enlisted Soldier or civilian equivalent (for example, GS – 13, 14, or 15) to acknowledge their agree-
ment. 

c.  After the CAM is signed, the responsible organization proposes its plan for completing each as-
signed action, to include a series of milestones and dates, using a standard template provided by the 
Army CCPE. In general, assigned actions should be implemented within one year of the CAM being 
signed. 

d.  The Army CCPE holds quarterly CAM in-process reviews (IPRs) where the responsible organiza-
tions provide status updates on all ongoing actions under all open CAMs. Other stakeholders including 
the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Installations, Energy and Environment (ASA (IE&E)), Deputy Chief 
of Staff (DCS) G – 4, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Army Materiel Command (AMC), affected 
Lifecycle Management Commands (LCMCs), Combat Capabilities Development Command (DEVCOM), 
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and Engineer Research and Development Center are invited to participate as appropriate. The proposed 
plan and milestones are reviewed and approved at the first IPR after each CAM is signed. Subsequent 
IPRs continue to be held until all milestones are completed for all assigned actions, effectively closing the 
CAM. 

e.  The Army CCPE keeps a written record of all quarterly updates and the final resolution of all CAMs. 
Many actions assigned in CAMs produce their own written reports or other deliverables. For actions that 
do not, the CCPE’s written record serves as the deliverable. 

f.  Figure 2 – 1 shows a graphical illustration of the CAM generation, execution, and completion process. 

 
Figure 2 – 1.  Corrosion Action Memorandum process 

2–3.  Procedures for Risk-based Approach to Corrosion Prevention and Control Planning 
An example of a generic risk-based approach to CPC planning is provided below. It mirrors the risk matrix 
included in Department of the Army (DA) Pam 700 – 28. This example does not supersede, and can be 
used in conjunction with, other established risk assessment and management procedures. Program Ex-
ecutive Officers (PEOs), Program, Project and Product Managers (PMs) and Materiel Developers 
(MATDEVs) can tailor this example as their starting point for implementing a risk-based approach to iden-
tify critical components that are susceptible to corrosion. 

a.  The corrosion risk matrix in Figure 2 – 2 is used to graphically represent the contributions of CPC 
planning to overall program risk. The matrix provides a presentation media that is used to present other 
programmatic risks to the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Materiel Readiness), such as perfor-
mance, cost, and schedule risks. This allows corrosion-related risk to be presented at the same level dur-
ing briefs to the Milestone Decision Authority (MDA). Table 2 – 1 and Table 2 – 2 are used in tandem to pro-
vide an overall rollup of findings onto the risk matrix. Table 2 – 1 provides the levels and definitions of con-
sequences (impacts) for the risk matrix, while Table 2 – 2 provides the likelihood (probability) decision ta-
ble for the risk matrix. 

b.  The risk matrix should be used to evaluate the effectiveness of a program’s approach to CPC plan-
ning. The baseline for comparison is the compilation of preferred CPC practices identified in AR 11 – 42 
and its associated policies, procedures, standards, and specifications. 

c.  Different organizations have established different scales for rating corrosion severity. Two of these 
scales, for ground vehicles and aircraft, are included in the impact definitions in Table 2 – 1. PEOs, PMs, 
and MATDEVs should select and apply a corrosion rating scale appropriate to their system. 



 

 DA PAM 11–42 • 19 January 2022 4 

d.  Corrosion impacts are a function of time. PEOs, PMs, and MATDEVs should define the timeframe 
appropriate to their system and critical components prior to assessing corrosion risk. Example timeframes 
include the full designed life of the system/component or the designed time between overhaul, recapitali-
zation, or other major sustainment events. 

e.  The Army CCPE plans to develop and prove out more detailed processes and procedures for imple-
menting a risk-based approach to CPC planning. 

 
Figure 2 – 2.  Corrosion risk matrix 

 
 

Table 2 – 1 
Corrosion impact — Continued 

Level Life Cycle Cost Performance 

1 Negligible/no increase to life cycle cost 
expected 

Negligible/no performance degradation; no impact to readiness; no functional 
failure; no corrosion past Stage 1* or Light** 

2 Some increase to life cycle cost ex-
pected but not measurable with high 
confidence 

Some performance degradation; readiness impacted through increase in un-
planned repairs; corrosion expected at Stage 2* or Moderate** 

3 Moderate increase to life cycle cost 
shown to exceed any perceived upfront 
cost savings 

Moderate performance degradation; readiness impacted through extensive un-
planned repairs and associated downtime; corrosion expected at Stage 3* or 
Severe** 

4 Significant increase to life cycle cost 
shown to far exceed any perceived up-
front cost savings 

Significant performance degradation; functional failure to achieve one or more 
Additional Performance Attribute threshold requirements; corrosion expected at 
Stage 4* or beyond Severe** 

5 Critical increase to life cycle cost, mak-
ing program unaffordable 

Critical performance degradation; functional failure to achieve one or more Key 
Performance Parameter or Key System Attribute threshold requirements 

Legend: 
* Stages of corrosion for ground vehicles: 
Stage 0: No visible signs of corrosion or corrosive attack. No presence of white, red, or black corrosion products. No presence of paint film blistering 
indicating corrosive attack. Discoloration of a coating system, other than caused by corrosion, is permissible. 
Stage 1: General surface corrosion is present. White, red, and/or black corrosion products are present on the surface of the component being 
evaluated, but no significant attack is present. Minor blistering of the coating may have also occurred. 
Stage 2: Heavy corrosion products are present on the surface of the component. This is the beginning of base metal loss; however, no significant loss 
has yet occurred. Moderate white, red, and/or black corrosion products are present on the component surface. Severe blistering of the paint may have 
also occurred. 
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Stage 3: Corrosive attack has resulted in significant base metal loss. Reduction in the cross-section thickness of the component has occurred. 
Voluminous white, red, and/or black corrosion products are present on the component. The structural integrity of the component may or may not be 
compromised. Pinholes, which may or may not penetrate through the base metal, may have developed. 
Stage 4: Perforation of the base metal has occurred. No metal remains at the point of severest corrosive attack. The component has lost structural 
integrity. 
** Stages of corrosion for aircraft: 
Light: At this degree, the protective coating is scared or etched and the condition of the metal is characterized by discoloration and pitting to a depth of 
approximately one mil (0.001 inch) maximum. This type of damage can normally be removed by light hand sanding. 
Moderate: This appears similar to light corrosion, with the addition of blistering or evidence of scaling and flaking of the coating or paint system. The 
pitting depths may be as deep as 10 mils (0.010 inch). This type of damage is normally removed by extensive hand sanding or light mechanical 
sanding. 
Severe: Its general appearance is similar to moderate corrosion, with the addition of severe intergranular, blistering, exfoliation, scaling, or flaking. The 
pitting depths are deeper than 10 mils (0.010 inch). This damage must be removed by extensive mechanical sanding or grinding. 

 
 

Table 2 – 2 
Corrosion likelihood — Continued 

Level Likelihood 

A Not likely 

B Low likelihood 

C Likely 

D Highly likely 

E Near certainty 

2 – 4.  Procedures for Deviating from Preferred Corrosion Prevention and Control Practices 
AR 11 – 42 identifies several preferred CPC practices for PMs and MATDEVs to implement and requires 
them to document their supporting rationale whenever the MDA approves a deviation from those pre-
ferred CPC practices. 

a.  Supporting rationale included in the SEP, TEMP, and LCSP (or equivalent acquisition planning doc-
uments that address engineering, sustainment, and testing considerations) should consider both technical 
and economic justification in assessing the costs and benefits of the decision. Where possible, justifica-
tion should be based on actual data relevant to the affected equipment, such as studies, test results and 
objective quality evidence. 

(1)  Technical justification should include a comparison of the lifecycle corrosion performance of the 
chosen CPC practice to the preferred CPC practice. It should clearly explain why any differences in ob-
served or expected corrosion performance are beneficial, or at least acceptable, from a lifecycle perspec-
tive. The Army Research Laboratory and DEVCOM centers can assist in generating relevant test data, 
evaluating the suitability of existing data and preparing technical justification narratives. 

(2)  Economic justification should include a comparison of the lifecycle costs and benefits of the chosen 
CPC practice to the preferred CPC practice. This includes not only the initial purchase or production cost 
but also the costs associated with supporting, sustaining, repairing, replacing, and reapplying the chosen 
CPC practice over the expected useful life of the affected equipment. The justification should clearly ex-
plain why any differences in cost are beneficial, or at least acceptable, from a lifecycle perspective. 
DEVCOM cost analysis teams can assist in evaluating lifecycle cost data, applying valid cost and deci-
sion analysis methods and preparing economic justification narratives. 

b.  The following elements should be included when reporting a deviation decision to the Army CCPE: 
(1)  Provide a succinct summary of the decision and the date it was made. 
(2)  Clearly state the facts leading to the decision, citing studies, test results or cost-benefit analyses. 
(3)  Quantify the benefits to capabilities, readiness, safety, cost, or other metrics. 
(4)  Describe mitigating actions that will be taken to account for any reduced corrosion performance re-

sulting from the decision. Identify where these mitigating actions are included in planning documents, 
contracts, and so forth, and identify the individual or office responsible for implementing them. The Army 
CCPE uses the CAM process to assign and track these mitigating actions, as appropriate. 
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2–5.  Procedures for Command Corrosion Prevention and Control Programs 
Commanders, including unit commanders, are required by AR 11 – 42, AR 750 – 1 and AR 750 – 59 to es-
tablish and operate effective command-level CPC programs. Command CPC programs encompass all 
policies, practices, and procedures relevant to CPC throughout the command, including subordinate or-
ganizations and units. 

a.  Where feasible, the command point of contact (POC) who is responsible for the planning, execution, 
and oversight of all command CPC activities (as required in AR 11 – 42) should be the same individual 
who is appointed to act as the primary POC representing the command to the Army CCPE (as required in 
AR 11 – 42). Where it is infeasible for a single POC to fulfill both roles, commanders should take steps to 
ensure efficient and effective communication between the two appointed POCs. 

b.  Command CPC programs should be accompanied by written documentation describing the scope of 
the program and the roles, responsibilities, procedures, and resources required to implement it. Other re-
quired elements are outlined in AR 11 – 42, AR 750 – 1 and AR 750 – 59. 

c.  There is no required format for documenting command CPC programs. Each commander, or their 
appointed POC, should determine the most appropriate way to document their command CPC program. 
One sample template for documenting a unit CPC program as part of a unit standard operating procedure 
(SOP) was developed by the Army CCPE in coordination with the LCMCs (See Appendix B). This sample 
is general and applies to all personnel involved with aviation, ground vehicles, ground support equipment, 
computer-electronic equipment, supply systems, weapons, munitions and related equipment. It serves 
only as an example for tailoring, as it might not contain all elements needed to satisfy applicable responsi-
bilities and requirements for a given unit. Organizations that have already developed their own sound pro-
cesses to implement command-level and unit-level CPC programs need not modify them to comply with 
the sample     template. The Army CCPE plans to develop and prove out further processes and proce-
dures as necessary. 

d.  Command CPC programs should reflect the fact that CPC considerations are embedded throughout 
many command missions and functions, even those that are not labeled with the term “corrosion” or ex-
plicitly identified in the referenced Army Regulations. Command POCs should coordinate with the Army 
CCPE if they need help determining how to address CPC within their command’s functions. Examples of 
CPC-related functions spanning the entire life cycle of both equipment and infrastructure include the fol-
lowing: 

(1)  Research and development. 
(2)  Engineering and design. 
(3)  Test and evaluation. 
(4)  Requirement generation. 
(5)  Technical data management. 
(6)  Procurement and contracting. 
(7)  Production and construction. 
(8)  Supply. 
(9)  Packaging and preservation. 
(10)  Storage. 
(11)  Transportation. 
(12)  Maintenance. 
(13)  Inspection and reporting. 
e.  Command CPC program documentation should explicitly address how CPC-related resource re-

quirements are integrated into the command’s planning, programming, and budgeting process. Some 
commanders might decide to identify new standalone resource requirements to implement their command 
CPC program, while others might decide to use available resources that have already been programmed 
for other CPC-related command functions. Because CPC considerations span the entire lifecycle of both 
equipment and infrastructure, a command’s CPC-related resource requirements might belong in more 
than one APE, MDEP, PEG, and appropriation category. All such decisions should be documented, and 
the magnitude of the CPC-related resource requirements should be quantified or estimated. 

f.  The Army uses a measure known as environmental severity classification (ESC) to quantify local 
conditions affecting the corrosivity of the environment, including but not limited to temperature cycling, hu-
midity, and proximity to saltwater. UFC 1 – 200 – 01 explains how ESC is determined and provides a table 
of ESC for every major DoD installation worldwide. Although UFC 1 – 200 – 01 governs only design of infra-
structure and not military equipment, the discussion of ESC is equally relevant to both. Commands with 
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equipment and infrastructure located in zones of higher ESC should design, resource, and implement 
their command CPC programs to account for these more corrosive environments. 

g.  Command CPC programs should make maximum use of existing Army and DoD information 
sources to raise command personnel awareness of CPC topics. These sources are intended for a variety 
of target audiences, so staff should be provided with the materials most applicable to their duties. In addi-
tion to technical manuals (TMs) and technical bulletins (TBs) associated with specific pieces of equip-
ment, the Army also publishes several general TMs and TBs containing CPC procedures that are com-
mon to entire commodity groups. These general TMs and TBs contain CPC information relevant to more 
than just operators and maintainers. Where existing CPC information sources are insufficient, command 
POCs should coordinate with the Army CCPE to identify the need for new or revised materials. Existing 
information sources include but are not limited to the following: 

(1)  TM 1 – 1500 – 344 – 23 (four volumes). 
(2)  TM 1 – 1500 – 345 – 23. 
(3)  TM 43 – 0139. 
(4)  TM 38 – 470. 
(5)  TM 43 – 0242. 
(6)  TB 43 – 0213. 
(7)  UFC 1 – 200 – 01. 
(8)  Various editions of PS Magazine, especially issues #712 (TB 43 – PS – 712) and #750 (TB 

43 – PS – 750). 
(9)  Pre-recorded, virtual and in-person instruction provided by LCMCs on various CPC topics. 
(10)  Defense Acquisition University (DAU) courses, especially the following: 
(a)  CLM 038, Corrosion Prevention and Control Overview. 
(b)  CLE 070, Corrosion and Polymeric Coatings. 
(11)  The CPC Source: infrastructure CPC knowledge base hosted on the Whole Building Design 

Guide. 

2–6.  Procedures for Army Corrosion Prevention and Control surveys 
As established in AR 11 – 42, Army CPC Surveys typically have three distinct aspects: conducting effec-
tive equipment CPC surveys, conducting effective infrastructure CPC surveys, and evaluating all other 
aspects of command-level CPC programs for the organizations being surveyed. The Army CCPE plans to 
develop and prove out processes and procedures integrating all three aspects. Until then, existing proce-
dures and guidance related to the three individual aspects can be used to implement Army CPC Surveys. 

a.  Requirements related to the first aspect of Army CPC Surveys, conducting effective equipment CPC 
surveys, have existed in AR 750 – 59 since the 1980s and remain largely unchanged. As a result, various 
procedures and guidance have already been developed and adopted to implement them. One set of sam-
ple procedures was developed by the Army CCPE and published as U.S. Army Corrosion Assessment 
Plan and Strategy for Equipment, Version 2.0, September 2014. This document addressed many facets 
of conducting an equipment CPC survey, from composing the survey team to preparing the final report. 
However, it is not a required format or template, and organizations leading surveys should verify that it 
addresses both their own needs and current policy requirements before deciding whether to use it. Or-
ganizations that have already developed their own sound processes to address AR 750 – 59 requirements 
for equipment CPC surveys need not modify them to comply with the sample procedures. 

b.  Requirements related to the second aspect of Army CPC Surveys, conducting effective infrastruc-
ture CPC surveys, exist in multiple Army and DoD policies. These requirements are generally not unique 
to corrosion but concerned with the overall condition of the infrastructure. AR 420 – 1 requires inspection 
of infrastructure including roofing, pavement, railroads, bridges, and dams, while the DoD policy memo-
randum Standardizing Facility Condition Assessments, 10 September 2013, mandates the use of stand-
ardized sustainment management systems (SMS) developed by USACE for assessing the condition of all 
infrastructure types. The Army CCPE plans to coordinate with these policy and SMS proponents to tailor 
their existing procedures and guidance to meet the specific objectives of Army CPC Surveys. 

c.  Requirements related to the third aspect of Army CPC Surveys, evaluating all other aspects of com-
mand-level CPC programs, exist primarily in AR 11 – 42 but are supported by other Army policies.          
AR 750 – 59 requires some elements of command-level CPC programs to be evaluated during equipment 
CPC surveys, while AR 750 – 1, in conjunction with DA Pam 750 – 1, requires unit-level CPC programs to 
be established and implemented as part of the Command Maintenance Discipline Program. The Army 
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CCPE plans to prepare and issue more extensive procedures and guidance for evaluating all command 
level CPC program requirements contained in AR 11 – 42 as part of Army CPC Surveys. 

d.  The Army CCPE uses the CAM process to assign and track all recommended actions resulting from 
Army CPC Surveys. 

2–7.  Procedures for reporting to the Army Corrosion Control and Prevention Executive 
a.  AR 11 – 42 requires Army organizations to provide various reports and deliverables to the Army 

CCPE. These are in addition to the tailored information request that the Army CCPE disseminates annu-
ally, per AR 11 – 42 via formal tasker. 

b.  Army organizations should submit their required reports and deliverables to the Army CCPE elec-
tronically, through email or approved file sharing software, in accordance with the timeframes established 
in AR 11 – 42. The Army CCPE does not intend to issue separate taskers for these reports and delivera-
bles, since the suspense dates have already been published. 

(1)  Many of the reports and deliverables are due at the same time each year, typically September 30th. 
Table 2 – 3 summarizes these annual reporting requirements. 

(2)  Other reporting requirements are triggered by events that can occur at any time, such as the com-
pletion of an assessment or the publication of new implementing guidance. Table 2 – 4 summarizes these 
reporting requirements that occur on other than an annual basis. 

c.  The tables are provided for ease of reference only. Refer to the cited paragraphs in AR 11 – 42 for 
the unabridged requirements. In the event of any disagreement, AR 11 – 42 takes precedence over these 
tables. 
 

Table 2 – 3 
Summary of Annual Reporting Requirements — Continued 

Organization AR 11 – 42 Para Responsible for Providing to the Army CCPE 

All 3-2c Timely, complete, and accurate responses to the annual information request 

ASA (ALT) 1-9e Report on CPC lessons learned from OSRs and plans to address corrective actions 

1-9g(2) Report summarizing CPC requirements in the EE PEG and SS PEG 

PEOs and JPEOs 1-9j(3) Via ASA(ALT): Summary of the adequacy of PM and MATDEV CPC planning 
against the implementing guidance specific to their commodity area 

ASA (IE&E) 1-12b Report summarizing CPC requirements in the II PEG 

1-12e(4) Evaluation of the Army Infrastructure CPC Program 

ASA (M&RA) 1-13a Report summarizing CPC requirements in the TT PEG 

Commanding General 
(CG), Army Futures 
Command (AFC) 

1-25d Report on CPC products resulting from RDT&E programs and recommendations 
for transitioning them 

CG, AMC 1-24b Status of facilities required to perform CPC activities 

CG, LCMCs 1-24j(3) Via CG, AMC: Report summarizing corrosion surveys 

CG, Army Test and Eval-
uation Command 

1-38c Report summarizing accelerated corrosion testing capabilities and activities 

PMs and MATDEVs 2-3a(6) Report on decisions not to implement preferred CPC practices 

2-3a(11) Report on improved CPC methods and materials, in coordination with DEVCOM 

Commanders 3-3h Report on systemic corrosion-related issues 

3-3k Progress made in establishing local policy and meeting training goals and other 
key metrics 

3-3l Capability shortfalls in corrosion-related facilities 
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Table 2 – 4 
Summary of Other (non-Annual) Reporting Requirements — Continued 
Organization AR 11 – 42 Para Timeframe Responsible for Providing to the Army CCPE 

All 1-42f, various Within 15 business 
days of appointment 

Name and contact information of their primary POC 

PEOs and JPEOs 1-9j(2) Within 30 business 
days of publication 

Via ASA(ALT): Initial and revised copies of implementing guid-
ance for lifecycle CPC planning 

1-9j(5) Prior to publication 
and revision 

Via ASA(ALT): CPC requirements included in the SEP, TEMP, 
and LCSP (or equivalent) 

DCS, G – 9 1-18b Within 30 business 
days of publication 

Initial and revised copies of guidance containing CPC consider-
ations for infrastructure 

CG, AFC 1-25b(2) Within 30 business 
days of publication 

Initial and revised copies of implementing guidance for creating 
CPC requirements in the process of translating capability docu-
ments, in coordination with DCS, G – 8 

Commands 1-42b Within 90 business 
days of completion 

Reports, findings, and results from completed Army CPC Sur-
veys, when serving as the lead organization 

PMs and MATDEVs 2-3a(4) Within 30 business 
days of preparation 

Copies of accelerated corrosion test results and reports 

2-3a(7) Within 30 business 
days of completion 

Report assessing the outcome of CPC planning decisions over 
the lifecycle and evaluating identified deficiencies 

2 – 8.  Procedures for Executive Army Corrosion Forum 
The EACF is established in AR 11 – 42 as the senior DA forum for resolving CPC policy, requirements, 
concerns, and procedures. The Army CCPE chairs the EACF. 

a.  Issues to be worked by the EACF are generally widespread, systemic, or those requiring input from 
more than one member organization, such as the following: 

(1)  Issues identified during equipment CPC surveys, OSRs, accelerated corrosion testing or field ob-
servation on multiple types of weapon systems or facilities. 

(2)  CPC resourcing issues that are not resolved through the normal PPBE process. 
(3)  Cross-cutting CPC technology shortfalls affecting multiple types of weapon systems or facilities. 
(4)  Gaps in existing Army CPC policy and procedures. 
b.  EACF membership includes a Senior Officer, Warrant Officer, Senior Enlisted Soldier or civilian 

equivalent (for example, GS – 13, 14, or 15) representative from the following organizations: 
(1)  ASA (IE&E). 
(2)  ASA (M&RA). 
(3)  ASA Financial Management and Comptroller. 
(4)  DCS, G – 4. 
(5)  DCS, G – 9. 
(6)  Chief of Engineers. 
(7)  AFC. 
(8)  AMC. 
(9)  PEOs. 
(10)  Other representatives as determined by the Army CCPE. 
c.  The following procedures apply to meetings of the EACF: 
(1)  The Army CCPE identifies appropriate members to attend each EACF based on the agenda. Meet-

ing attendance is limited to those members identified by the Army CCPE. 
(2)  EACF meetings are held quarterly or as needed. 
(3)  Meetings are held via teleconference or video teleconference whenever possible. 
(4)  Face-to-face meetings in the Washington, DC metropolitan area are held based on availability. 
(5)  Meetings average one to two hours in duration. 
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(6)  As chair, the Army CCPE records and coordinates the meeting minutes. 
(7)  Actions items are assigned to individual action officers with suspense dates and defined end states. 
(8)  Action officers are responsible for providing regular status updates to the Army CCPE until their ac-

tions are complete. 
(9)  The Army CCPE uses the CAM process for assigning and tracking long-term actions, as appropri-

ate. 

2–9.  Army Corrosion Prevention and Control Program metrics 
a.  AR 11 – 42, Appendix B, Internal Control Evaluation, provides a set of test questions for Army organi-

zations to evaluate and report on their CPC programs and activities. These test questions serve as the 
initial metrics for the Army CPC Program. They measure whether required actions, activities, and assign-
ments have been adequately and appropriately executed. 

b.  The Army CCPE plans to develop, prove out and implement new business processes and proce-
dures associated with many of the requirements set forth in AR 11 – 42. These new business processes 
and procedures might establish new and improved metrics for the Army CPC Program. The Army CCPE 
will prepare and distribute further guidance on metrics as necessary. 
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Appendix A 
References 

Section I 
Required Publications 
Unless otherwise indicated, all Army publications are available on the Army Publishing Directorate web-
site at https://armypubs.army.mil. 

AR 1 – 1 
Planning, Programming, Budgeting, and Execution (Cited in para 2 – 1.) 
AR 11 – 42 
Army Corrosion Prevention and Control Program (Cited in para 1 – 1.) 
AR 25 – 30 
Army Publishing Program (Cited in title page.) 
AR 70 – 1 
Army Acquisition Policy (Cited in para 2–2a(2).) 
AR 420 – 1 
Army Facilities Management (Cited in para 2–6b.) 
AR 700 – 127 
Integrated Product Support (Cited in para 2–2a(4).) 
AR 750 – 1 
Army Materiel Maintenance Policy (Cited in para 2 – 5.) 
AR 750 – 59 
Corrosion Prevention and Control for Army Materiel (Cited in para 2–2a(1).) 
DA Pam 750 – 1 
Commanders’ Maintenance Handbook (Cited in para 2–6c.) 

Section II 
Prescribed Forms 
This section contains no entries. 
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Appendix B 
Unit CPC Program SOP Template Example 
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Figure B –1. Unit CPC Program SOP Template Example 
 
 



 

 DA PAM 11–42 • 19 January 2022 14 

 
Figure B –1. Unit CPC Program SOP Template Example - continued 
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Figure B –1. Unit CPC Program SOP Template Example - continued 
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Figure B –1. Unit CPC Program SOP Template Example – continued 
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Figure B –1. Unit CPC Program SOP Template Example – continued 
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Figure B –1. Unit CPC Program SOP Template Example – continued 
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Figure B –1. Unit CPC Program SOP Template Example – continued 
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Figure B –1. Unit CPC Program SOP Template Example – continued 
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Figure B –1. Unit CPC Program SOP Template Example – continued 
 
 



 

 DA PAM 11–42 • 19 January 2022 22 

 
Figure B –1. Unit CPC Program SOP Template Example – continued 
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Figure B –1. Unit CPC Program SOP Template Example – continued 
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Figure B –1. Unit CPC Program SOP Template Example – continued 
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Figure B –1. Unit CPC Program SOP Template Example – continued 
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Figure B –1. Unit CPC Program SOP Template Example – continued 
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Figure B –1. Unit CPC Program SOP Template Example – continued 
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Figure B –1. Unit CPC Program SOP Template Example – continued 
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Figure B –1. Unit CPC Program SOP Template Example – continued 
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Figure B –1. Unit CPC Program SOP Template Example – continued 
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Figure B –1. Unit CPC Program SOP Template Example – continued 
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Glossary of Terms 
Army Corrosion Prevention and Control Program 
A planned and organized effort to limit the damage to Army equipment owing to exposure to corrosive 
conditions, during its operational life cycle including transportation and storage, both short-term and long-
term. 
Army equipment 
Includes all weapon systems, weapon platforms, vehicles, and munitions of the Army, and the compo-
nents of such items. 
Corrosion/deterioration 
The impairment, degradation, or damage of materials (metallic and nonmetallic) as a result of exposure to 
a natural or induced environment owing to the individual or combined effects of chemical, electrochemi-
cal, biological, or physical attacks on the material. 
Corrosion/deterioration control 
The effort to reduce or prevent the damage of materials from corrosion by proper and timely identification, 
isolation, documentation, and implementation of appropriate corrective action. 
Corrosion/deterioration prevention 
Those efforts to deter or resist the development of corrosion through– 
a. The use of effectual equipment design, materials selection, finishes, and processes. 
b. The application and maintenance of protective coating systems during the entire life cycle of the equip-
ment or system. 
c. The implementation of a thorough test program aimed at identifying corrosion-prone materials/designs 
and making suggested improvements during the acquisition cycle, to include exposure and operation in 
natural field/accelerated environments where corrosion is most likely to occur. 
d. The implementation of regular corrosion inspections, to include the cleaning and the maintenance 
painting of systems and equipment. 
e. The awareness of the need to avoid conditions that induce corrosion, such as preventing water reten-
tion or exposure to particulates, acids, or dissimilar metals, plus chemical compound treatments. 
f. The prompt treatment and maintenance of corroded equipment. 
g. The use of protective packaging and preservation techniques during the shipping and storage of equip-
ment and component systems. 
Infrastructure 
All buildings, structures, airfields, port facilities, surface, and subterranean utility systems, heating and 
cooling systems, fuel tanks, pavements, and bridges. 
Installation 
An aggregation of contiguous, real property holdings commanded by a centrally-selected commander. An 
installation may be made of one or more sites. 



 

 

 

SUMMARY 
DA PAM 11 – 42 
Army Corrosion Prevention and Control Program Procedures 

This new publication, dated 19 January 2022— 

• Establishes DA PAM 11 – 42 as the guide to carrying out policies in AR 11 – 42 (throughout). 
• Sets forth procedures for Corrosion Action Memorandum Process (chapter 2). 
• Creates Procedures for Risk-based Approach to Corrosion Prevention and Control Planning for 

Program Executive Officers, Program, Project and Product Managers and Materiel Developers 
(chapter 2). 

• Prescribes Procedures for Command Corrosion Prevention and Control Programs (chapter 2). 
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