AIT PROCESS/POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING

11-12 MAR 1999

MEETING MINUTES

The fifth AIT Process/Policy Committee meeting was held 11-12 March 1999 at Ingalls Office, in Arlington, VA.

The meeting was attended by over 30 people representing various activities from the east and west coast.  Christ Christensen, Chairman, opened the meeting by reiterating objectives of the AIT Process/Policy Committee.  He presented a brief given to the Process Action Improvement Group (PAIG) and Senior Steering Group (SSG) detailing action items assigned to the AIT Subcommittee during the August 98 FMP Conference, and highlighted progress the committee has made thus far.

The agenda for the fifth meeting was defined as follows:

· Review/finalize comments to be incorporated into NAVSEA Tech Spec 9090-310C

· Review/finalize comments to be incorporated into NAVSEAINST 4720.11C

· Review/finalize comments to be incorporated into OPNAVINST 4720.2G

· Evaluate Wedge 1 Pilot Program

The above documents are to be presented to the ESG by 1 April 1999.  It is the recommendation of the committee that Tech Spec 9090-310C be used as a minimum standard for all alterations.

Lynn Writtenberry, SUPSHIP NN, expressed concern that NSAs have their own policies and process that must be followed when performing an alteration/installation.  Christ Christensen re-emphasized that the 9090-310C should be used as a minimum, possibly in addition to any other policies that may be required by a particular activity.  Remarks were made by reps from SPAWAR, that they often generate MOAs to clearly define policies and procedures to be used when performing an alteration/installation.

During open discussion, special note was taken that five additional areas need to be addressed in 9090-310C:  1) C-HET interaction; 2) Exception policy; 3) ILS Certification; 4) CSOSS; and 5) FC/EC requirements.

Frank Smyth commented that C-HET representatives have not been participating in the AIT Process/Policy Committee Meetings but their input is fundamental in revising 9090-310.  Appendix B, Section I, AIT Installations Completed Outside of an ILO/ILR/FTSCPAC, requires C-HET signature.  There are C-HET policies and procedures that exist for alterations and installations, but active members on this committee have not been able to determine what or where to find these policies.

It was the decision of the committee that the definition of field change would be as follows:

Field Change (FC).  A mechanical, electronic or electrical change, modification or alteration made to electronic equipment after delivery to the government or installation on board ship, including software changes, which does not impact interfaces to other equipment within the ship, change the footprint, form or fit, change power, weight, or air conditioning requirements. If power, weight or air conditioning requirements are modified, the modification must be discussed with the appropriate SPM, who will decide whether to proceed with the modification as a field change or SHIPALT. Field Changes are initiated and approved by the cognizant HQSYSCOM and are implemented by Field Change Bulletin (FCB) AIT or Ship’s Force can accomplish FCs. For these specific types of alterations the cognizant SPM shall be notified of the approved changes effecting their respective platforms, shall be periodically advised of installation status and shall be notified of any logistics upgrades which have been completed as a result of the alteration.

An offside discussion about MACHALTs between SPAWARSYSCEN Charleston,  NAVSEA PMS392A413, and NSWCCD-SSES 915, revealed that the definition of a MACHALT in the FMP manual does not mention a change in power.  Recommend adding to the definition in the 9090-310C, “If power or weight are increased, the change must be discussed with the appropriate SPM who will decide whether to proceed as a MACHALT.”

The committee proceeded to review Tech Spec 9090-310C paragraph by paragraph. documented changes to be incorporated.  Significant comments are as follows:

There was lengthy discussion on whether to reference exception policies under para 3.1.1.  Remarks were made emphasizing that AITs should not request waivers.  Waivers, as referred to in this paragraph are interpreted as waivers for ILS Certification, SIDs, SARs, etc. not TCD waivers. (Target Completion Date)

A copy of Administrative Message, Subj:  Combat Systems Improvement Program (CSIP) Number Ninety-two  – COMNAVSURFLANT Quarterly Alteration Scheduling Process was distributed for comments on applicability for inclusion relative to exception policy.  A joint instruction (CINCPACFLT/CINCLANTFLT INST 4720.3), Subj:  Process for Initiating, Approving, and Scheduling Afloat C4I Systems Installation and Upgrades, was also distributed for review of applicability.  After review, it was determined that the joint instruction was specifically written for C4I and was in the process of being revised.  Therefore, the committee recommended that it should not be included in the 9090-310C.  Christ Christensen will consult with the Steering Committee as to whether para. 3.1.1 should be more specific by including references, e.g., CSIP, 4720.2G.

The use of AIPS and GAITS was discussed at length. During the course of the discussion it was pointed out that NAVSEA is planning a NAVSEA Enterprise database which will supersede AIPS/GAITS/FMPMIS.  LOGCEN is tasked with the effort of developing this warehouse database which will have no limits/no business rules.  Expected completion 1 Oct 99. It was decided that until the new data base has been developed, requirements for entry of data in AIPS and GAITS should not be incorporated in this specification.

Pam Schools, FTSCLANT, asked (referencing para. 3.2.8.3),  regarding changes outside of an availability, who pays for changes to Combat System Operation and Sequencing System (CSOSS).  Ed Moe, PMS303A1, stated that updates are made to CSOSS but due to cost, data is not printed until after the avail.  Ken Okamura commented that he will have logistics people review and forward comments to Christ Christensen as to what requirements should be incorporated in the specification.

In response to an e-mail received from Pat Haney, NAVSEA HQ, the AIT Process/Policy Committee was tasked to review and provide feasibility on a potential cost savings pilot program designed to consolidate AIT efforts by selecting one FMP manager to conduct all modernization for a particular platform from planning yard through installation and testing.

Presented a brief on the Wedge 1 Pilot Program from a fleet perspective in which the fleet would like to perform coordination for all alterations and installations.  This would involve Systems Commands and Field Activities funding the Fleet (via the Regional Maintenance Center) for AIT accomplishments.  Following the brief, the committee proceeded to discuss the pilot program.  It was the consensus of the committee that the idea of a single POC effort for coordinating AIT efforts is currently being implemented.  AIRLANFLT and AIRPACFLT utilize engineering coordinators; C-HET uses port engineers to manage surface combatants; submarine force utilizes squadron coordinators and MIW coordinate AITs through Fleet Reps.  Finding a single POC who is knowledgeable in all AIT platforms may be difficult.  In order to assure that the program is cost effective, a true business case analysis must be conducted.  The true cost of AIT must also be determined.  There was discussion among the committee members that this pilot is similar to the way business was conducted in previous years and it wasn’t working efficiently.  The committee also believes that if AITs adhere to Tech Spec 9090-310C many of the AITs concerns would be eliminated.

Verified committee acceptance of a non-government employee assigned as an AIT Coordinator.  Frank Smyth expressed that the government does not have the manpower nor the time to coordinate every AIT.  As long as someone could be reached when warranted, it should not matter whether the AIT Coordinator is a government or non-government employee.

Recommended adding NAVSEAINST 4720.16, Logistics Management Procedures for Configuration Changes Installed Outside of Depot Level Availabilities.  He referenced that more stringent policies must be followed for ILS.  The 9090-310C does not provide in detail all ILS elements to be delivered.  The 9090-310C does have a checkoff for ILS being delivered but it does not go into detail.  Most AITs deliver an ILS report, but a problem exists in that each AIT has their own format.  Bernell recommended sending a standardized ILS report at the completion of the install detailing ILS elements delivered. Mentioned that SPAWAR/NAVSEA have such a report and that he would forward it.  This report details ILS elements delivered to the ship and highlights those elements that are missing.  The committee recommended adding this report as an attachment to 9090-310C.

The committee then proceeded to review NAVSEA INST 4720.11C.  It was determined that the instruction  does not add any value and that it should be cancelled.  Christ Christensen will forward this recommendation to the ESG.  If the ESG does not agree, he will update the instruction.

Due to time constraints, the committee did not thoroughly review OPNAVINST 4720.2G. Ed Moe volunteered to scan the document into MSWord and provide recommended changes to Christ Christensen.

Action Items assigned:
Forward SPAWAR/NAVSEA ILS Report

Forward OPNAVINST 4720.2G to Christ Christensen with recommended changes

Update NAVSEA Tech Spec 9090-310C with recommended changes
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