AIT PROCESS/POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING

8-9 DEC 1998

MEETING MINUTES

The third AIT Process/Policy Committee meeting was held on 8-9 December 1998 at Ingalls Office, Arlington, VA.

Opened meeting by reemphasizing the objectives of this AIT subcommittee.  He reiterated action items assigned during the AIT conference which were:

a.
Review AIT policy guidance.  Determine problems, define documents impacted and develop POA&M.

b.  Review AIT documentation.  Recommend documentation changes needed to implement approved policy.

c.  Provide draft AIT policy document.

d.  Review MIL-STD-1662D.

e.  Identify any new AIT Process/Policy items/concerns

The agenda for the third meeting was defined as follows

· Introduction/Review Objectives

· Brief by CAPT McKelvey (SEA 028)

· Review Action Items

· Discuss new issues

· Review NAVSEAINST 4720.11C

· Review OPNAVINST 4720.2G

· Review Tech Spec 9090-310C Proposed

· Discuss/recommend contractual AIT requirements

· Prepare Briefing for FMP Conference

· Schedule Next meeting

Brief by SEA 028
SEA 028 described a problem associated with the NSWC, Carderock Contract for small craft AIT accomplishment.  The contract permitted accomplishment of repairs in conjunction with AIT work, effectively bypassing the SECNAV requirement to compete repair work coast wide through the Supervisors of Shipbuilding.  This generated a congressional complaint and the contract is now frozen.  A new contract with specific repair contract line items is now under development. SEA 028 expressed concern that the same thing might happen in other AIT contracting efforts and feels that there needs to be a clear distinction between AIT and repair work in such contracts.

Following SEA 028 presentation, the subcommittee took the opportunity to discuss with him the issues raised in the first (22-23 Sep 1998) subcommittee meeting regarding developing standardized contractual language to enforce the provisions of  NAVSEA TECH SPECS 9090-310/320 in AIT contracts.  CAPT McKelvey responded that pre-planning and coordination among the parties involved were more important than contractual language per se.  He suggested that ensuring the AIT effort is properly planned and coordinated is most important, followed by tailoring contractual language and requirements into the specifics of AIT work scopes.  He suggested that this type of tailoring is best done by a SUPSHIPS/NSA.

As a result of these discussions, the subcommittee decided to not develop standardized contractual language for use in AIT contracts.

It was determined during the last meeting that the policy statement Laurie Jo Kelty put together was consistent with existing policy; therefore, the committee would review and modify existing documents rather than attempting to develop new documents.

The committee discussed the possibility of making the 9090-310C a living document, and identify an individual to review accuracy of standard items and modify Appendix C when required.  The 9090-310C is a very useful document and should be enforced. 

Commented that QA Plans are not being submitted to NAVSEA 04 for approval.  Mine Warfare is looking for Quality Assurance Programs.  Herb Armstrong commented that many AITs are being held up because they lack Quality Assurance Plans.

The committee proceeded to discuss at some length accountability for ensuring an AIT is complete.  Indicated that the ISEA should be held responsible.  If a problem or question should arise, you should not go to who ever is actually performing the installation but directly to the government rep/ISEA.  He referenced the 9090-310 as being an excellent tool for enforcement.

Brought up the question that if a Completion Report is not submitted, who is responsible for follow-up?  If reports are submitted incomplete or with discrepancies, who is tracking the discrepancies?  Commented that it is difficult to track completion reports because often the planning yards do not know when an installation takes place; therefore, they do not know that there is a missing report.

Distributed a copy of an e-mail from Pat regarding “Wedge One Pilot Programs”.  In the e-mail Pat asked for the committee’s input on feasibility and potential cost savings of a proposed pilot.  A pilot was recommended to help reduce the financial wedge that will probably result due to outsourcing.  As defined in the e-mail, the intent of this pilot is “For modernization of platforms via AITs, pick one FMP manager to do all modernization for a particular platform from planning yard through installation and testing.  Additional savings could also be achieved by doing all modernization during an industrial period.  If the FMP manager is a public yard, have the modernization work “done on the margin” after the overhead of the yard has already been paid for by routine ship overhauls already scheduled.”  

Attached to the e-mail is a status/white paper form.  Christ asked that anyone who would like to provide comments fill out the form and give it to him at the end of the day.  Frank Smyth said SPAWAR has one person per 3 ships because there are not enough people for one per ship.

Reported that the Wedge One Pilot Program initiative was built on identifying processes that could be improved to save money.  For example, if there were several AITs onboard working, rather than have three people performing the same function, one could be scheduled to perform all.

Copies of NAVSEASYSCOM MSG 041115Z Dec 98 were distributed for information.  The message addresses synchronizing the Fleet Modernization Program (FMP) and Acquisition Change Control (ACC) Process with BGI process.

The committee then reviewed Action Items from the last meeting.

AI-1.
Provide revised wording on Paragraph 3.4.2 of Draft 9090-310C, Pre-installation coordination requirements.  The text was revised (shortened) and the number of days prior to the availability for notification was increased from 120 to 180.

AI-2.
Provide revised wording on Paragraph 3.4.3 for GAITs input requirements.  It was decided that references to AITS and GAITS would not be added to the specification.

AI-3.
Provide revised wording on Paragraph 3.4.3.1  NSA notification of special requirements.  Lead time for notification was extended from 120 to 180 days.

AI-4.
Appendix E “Ship’s Force In Brief for AIT Install – Determine why the message which was sent out 30 days prior to the install notifying the ship of the intent to install was eliminated from 9090-310 when it was revised.  It was determined that there had not been such a message requirement in the original specification.  The AIT QMB has levied the requirement, and such a message will be added to this revision of the specification.

AI-7.
Review Draft 4720.11D and bring comment to next meeting

· The team was unable to conduct a thorough review 4720.11D prior to the meeting due to problems with e-mail. The initial response was that the document needed additional work.  Action item was assigned to Frank Smyth to review 4720.11D against 4720.11C and note major discrepancies.  After further discussion it was recommended to make one SPAWAR/NAVSEA joint instruction. 

· Scott Carlson recommended looking at OPNAVINST 4720.2G, identify those areas that are unclear and recommend modification to those areas rather than rewrite a new document.  Recommended changes should meet acceptable criteria for NAVSEA/SPAWAR/NAVAIR.  The AIRPAC instruction was basically taken  from SPAWAR/NAVSEA instruction so the committee does not foresee any problems with acceptance.

The subcommittee proceeded to review the draft NAVSEA TECH SPEC 9090-310C.  Bill Pitt documented changes to be incorporated as a result of the third AIT subcommittee meeting.  During the review following issues were discussed.

· There was a lengthy discussion on identifying AIT Program Manager and his/her responsibilities.  It was recommended to add a short definition and responsibilities to para. 1.1.1.a.

· In reference to para. 1.1.1.b, Recommended adding a short paragraph defining SHIPALT, Equipment Alt, etc.  Definitions should be consistent with those in the 4720.2G.  In addition, software deliveries/installations should also be addressed.

· A committee member questioned the rationale of Appendix B.  It was discussed that the purpose of Appendix B is to update FMPMIS, protect the installer and the installee in case of conflict(s) and is used as QA/QC.  The complaint was that it takes too long to fill out the report.  Bill Pitt recommended permitting tailoring Appendix B to make the Completion Report more manageable for smaller AITs.  Christ Christensen recommended developing a matrix identifying necessary items to include/exclude for each type of install (SHIPALTS, ORDALTS, field change, etc.).  This will allow the SPM/PARM to tailor the report accordingly.

· Section 3.2 should address all types of alterations.  As it stands, this section only addresses SHIPALTS.  Christ Christensen and Bill Pitt took for action the responsibility to modify accordingly.  It was suggested to have one generic section discussing commonalities then proceed to specific sections according to type of alteration/change.

· Para. 3.4.7.2  Team Supervision.  The paragraph was extensively revised to require an on-site installation coordinator, designated by and acting with the authority of the AIT Program Manager.  The paragraph also deals with condition under which a contractor may fulfill this role.

· Para. 3.5.f  Workmanship.  During the last subcommittee meeting, Laurie Jo Kelty recommended changes to this paragraph.  The committee was unsure as to why she recommended the documented change.  Al Lee, PMS 400F4, will check with Laurie Jo to verify the purpose of this change and committee will discuss during the next meeting.

Action Items assigned:
1.  Review 4720.11C against 4720.11D and note discrepancies. 
1/12/99

2.  Provide recommendations for modifying OPNAV Instruction to address field change definition.  Provide at next committee meeting
1/12/99

3.  Provide a combined SPAWAR/NAVSEA AIT Instruction at the next committee meeting.
1/12/99

4.
Reword Para. 3.2 of the technical specification to include paragraphs on SHIPALTS, TEMPALTS, MACALTS, FC, EC
1/12/99

5.
Create matrix , if appropriate for Appendix B of the specification.
1/12/99




The next AIT Process/Policy Committee Meeting is scheduled for Thursday, January 14, FTSCLANT Norfolk, VA, Bldg LF-18 at 9:00 a.m.

During the next AIT subcommittee meeting, Christ would like to discuss the presentation for the FMP Conference.  Specifically, 

· Define what committee has been doing

· Identify problems of AIT

· Policy

· Policy Enforcement
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