FMP Conference

Planning Subcommittee

Minutes for December 7 - 9, 1999
Steve Murray provided a general overview of the Planning Committee’s charter and the agenda for the conference.   Issues raised included:  

· How do we get approval of the draft instructions

· People here are empowered to speak/chop for their commands

· The last chop for these is here at the FMP conference

· Majority rules – with minority concerns voiced, especially if there are portions that cannot be lived with

Introductions

· Sub-Committee members introduced themselves and answered the question, “What is the one thing you would change in the FMP process?”

· Answers/inputs are as follows:  

What is the one thing you would change in the FMP process?

Electronic distribution of FMP products / IETMs  (Four Votes)

More electronic input to the system

Discipline/ Enforcement / Consistency  (Five Votes)

Standardized Process (Two Votes)

Get configuration control back to NAVSEA

Simplification / Automate the FMP Process

Move from discussion to action

Data Integration 

Make FMP and D-30 one process

Put funding where there is tasking

Centralize data

Make the FMP Manual a reality (Two Votes)

Recognize MSC consideration and participation

Use computers and computer systems to make our FMP jobs easier

AIT Management

Sit tight!

Faster SAR process

FMP and D-30 DSA dollars earlier

Speed up review and approval of all FMP parts

Coordination

Education

Develop a stable yet flexible budget process (Two Votes)

OPNAV review of funding rules

SAR process electronically

Make FMP directives IETMs

Standardize software deliveries

Electronic delivery of FMP documentation

AIT Working Group Debrief

Christ Christensen from FTSCLANT, the AIT working group chairman, provided a briefing of his working groups efforts:   

· Identified process/policy documents

· Developed POA&M

· Completed policy guidance

· Determined priority of guidance

· Started systematic review and update of policy documents

· Briefed recommendations to FMP Committee

· Recommended canceling NAVSEA Tech Spec 9090-320 draft

· Recommended no new AIT policy – rather update and enforce existing policy

· Standardize definitions

· Finalized revision to proposed NAVSEA Tech Spec 9090-310C

· Finalized revision to proposed OPNAVINST 4720.2H

· Finalized revision to proposed NAVSEAINST 4720.11D

· Evaluated Wedge One Pilot for value added, practicality, and feasibility (not necessary)

· Concerns

· Long lead time/carryover problems

· Early resolution

· ILS

· Lack of complete packages

· Inadequate follow-up

· Accountability and follow-up

· No established process

· Execution

· Enforcement of policies

· Skills, knowledge, expertise at all levels

· System level SOVT  ( not all-inclusive, not a good check in some cases

· Liaison Action Requests

· QA

· Contractual requirements

· Coordination, communication, follow-up

The Planning Subcommittee voted and adopted the proposed NAVSEA Tech Spec 9090-310C, proposed OPNAVINST 4720.2H, and proposed NAVSEAINST 4720.11D changes with minority concerns identified as follows:

1. 04L needs to chop/approve

2. Major stake holders need to review/chop

It should be noted that these documents were e-mailed to subcommittee member after the last conference and comments incorporated.  

It was agreed that all current AIT working group actions are now closed but the working group would remain in inactive reserve status to address any new AIT issues as they are identified to the Planning Subcommittee.   

D-30 Working Group Debrief

Andy Estock and Bill Thomas from SUPSHIP Portsmouth, the D-30 working group chairmen, provided a briefing of their working groups efforts for the four action items assigned:

Action Item P-36, Develop a process for AIT integration into the Single (CNO) availability.   Some consideration was given to establishing a separate “AIT” availability but the “bottom line” conclusion is that there is not any need to establish or recognize a second “time line”, i.e., a Battle Group Availability.  The milestones of the BG time line need only be melded in with the CNO Availability times as was done and presented at the last conference.  It was concluded that the “WHAT” has been answered, and it is now time to attack the “HOW”   The action item as written will be closed and a new action item developed to task the development of a single availability process.  

Action Item P-39, Develop the Emergent Alt / Exception Process.   Recommendations were provided to modify the emergent alt business rules contained in the NBFA PPT point paper.  Although there was agreement on the “WHAT” was attempting to be accomplished the subcommittee agree that the “HOW” question needed to be addressed. The action item as written will be closed and a new action item developed to task the development of a single availability process.  

Action Item P-38, Identify D-30 Battle Force Interoperability data elements required in FMPMIS to support interoperability.   A list of recommended additional data fields were presented and adopted by the Planning Subcommittee.   This list will be forwarded to the AIS Subcommittee and the action item closed.  

Action Item P-25,  Evaluate reinstitution of the FMP Prioritization Conference.   The working group felt that each SPM had a solid prioritization process in place and that the conference not be held.   This action item was closed.  

SAR/JCF Working Group Debrief

· The two re-written Tech Specs - for SAR and JCF – were reviewed and after several minor changes were approved for forwarding to the ESC for chop and then on to the AIS Subcommittee.

FMP Manual Working Group Debrief

· The working group chair presented a mission statement and a (very ambitious) POA&M for the rewrite of the manual.  Both were approved by the subcommittee for forwarding to the ESC.

JCF and SAR METRICS

K O from SPAWAR gave an unsolicited presentation on JCF and SAR Metrics.  He presentation showed different processes for each SPM and an extremely poor record of JCF and SAR approvals since FY98.  After some discussion, it was agreed that a new action item would be assigned to several SPM subcommittee reps to conduct a root cause analysis and report back at the next conference.   

On the last day of the meeting, each subcommittee chair presented a wrap-up of the meeting.

The next conference is to be in Crystal City (again) in April 2000.

The ESC will put a conference executive summary on the FMP web site to summarize the goings on of this conference.
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