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1. Executive Issues:

· An action item was assigned to the Fleets at the CNO Executive Board (CEB) on March 6, 2001 to conduct a zero-based review of the Fleet Modernization Program (FMP).  The review addresses how alterations compete for install priority, whether there are alterations that need to be cancelled or expedited, and development of a better, institutionalized way of running the process.  Reference (a) is a CINCLANTFLT message to NAVSEA requesting assistance for the review of “K” alterations for Surface ships. The purpose of this paper is to provide answers to the CEB questions.  Recommendations to the proposed FMP board are contained in enclosure (2).

2. Background:
· At the FMP CEB, it was briefed that there are 14,800 total alterations that are active in FMPMIS.  The zero-based review identified the following data:  
· SURFLANT/PAC found that there are 31,266 total active alterations (number of alterations times number of ships): 30,007 alterations (96%) that are not planned in FY 01, and 1259 alterations that are programmed, or partially complete (4%).  
· SUBLANT/PAC use the TYCOM Alteration Management Systems (TAMS). This system includes nuclear alterations, Trident alterations, and Alteration & Improvement (A&I) Items, which are currently not contained in FMPMIS.  FMPMIS contains approximately 5,000 alterations for Atlantic Fleet submarines.  A major portion of them have already been completed however, FMPMIS has not been updated to reflect their completion.  SUBLANT/PAC have submitted their TAMS database for incorporation into FMPMIS, which will update FMPMIS with the most current data.
· There are currently 626 active SHIPALTs (both title K and D) that apply to one or more aircraft carriers.  When the number of ships each alteration applies to is considered, there are approximately 2,700 individual installations applicable to aircraft carriers.  Of these, currently 1,407 are programmed (50.6%) and 1,376 (49.4%) are unprogrammed through the FYDP.

3. Discussion:
· Should the "lead TYCOMs" take ownership of the FMP process for their individual platforms?

· The Lead TYCOMs should take ownership of the process.   The proposed Concept of Operations assigned to OPNAV N43 will provide the ownership required.

· What is the difference and why is there a difference between the number of alterations developed and planned vs. the number actually installed?  

· For the purposes of this discussion, “developed” alterations are those that have been technically approved by a Change Control Board (CCB), “planned” are those that are programmed for a given availability at the start of the planning cycle, and “actually installed” refers to those completed aboard ship.

· The differences between developed and planned versus installed alterations are as follows:

· AIR:  All developed and planned alterations were installed. (“K” and TYCOM alterations).

· SUB:  854 planned, 804 installed = 94.1% (“K” and TYCOM alterations)

· SURFACE (TYCOM alterations): 431 installed, 839 planned = 52%.  PEO(MUW) “K” alteration ratios are 98% for MCM-1 class, 87% for MHC-51 class, and 3.8% for MCS-12.  For PEO(TSC) and PEO(EXW), because of  the amount of changes made to what “K” alterations are planned before a given availability, an exact ratio for “K” alterations is difficult to calculate.  The data to obtain this metric is not tracked in FMPMIS.

· Once alterations are planned, the following factors account for the lower number of installations:

· Lack of Funding

· Design funding - The alteration is in FMPMIS with an alteration number, but there is no funding to further develop the alteration.  Installation funding – The alteration is planned, but insufficient funds are received to install.

· Time constraints - schedule changes (availability as well as ship); large, long lead-time alterations.

· Long lead-time material.

· In a perfect FMP process, what should be the ratio of actual alterations accomplished to planned alterations?  What is an achievable ratio?

· The ratio should approach 100 percent. Even with a perfect process, the factors pointed out in the previous paragraph will remain realities.  Marks will be taken in funding, ship schedules will change suddenly in response to operational requirements or equipment casualties, battle groups will require modification and vendors will sometimes fail to deliver materials.

· How many of the planned alterations were cancelled because they are "bad"/not workable/superceded by events or technological improvements?  Is this ratio acceptable?  Why or why not?

· The TYCOM reviews generated an average of about 2 percent of the alterations that were cancelled for the listed reasons.  The PEO(TSC) review determined 52.9% of their total active alterations for 4 classes of ships (CG, DD, DDG, FFG) were no longer applicable. PEO(MUW) identified approximately 3% of their total alterations. PEO(EXW) identified approximately 2% of their total alterations.  Significant progress is being made to correct the FMPMIS database based on the zero-based review.   We will conduct a follow up review in six months to assess progress.

· Are there alterations the Fleet wants to expedite or cancel?

· There are alterations that the Fleet desire cancelled.   Based on the zero-based review those alterations will be updated in FMPMIS to reflect cancellation status. Also identified were alterations requiring expeditious installation.  TYCOMs have provided priority lists to their sponsors, which included HM&E, C4I, and combat systems alterations. 

· What alterations give the Fleet the most combat capability and do they have the right priority? 

· Each TYCOM has a methodology to prioritize the alterations they are responsible for, taking into consideration whether the alterations affect safety, mission, effects on system reliability/maintainability, and balance these criteria with combat capability.  

· Is there a better institutional way of running the FMP process?  Can the process be streamlined without adding a whole new series of meetings? 

· The Fleet working group analyzed the processes followed by each TYCOM. 

· The process can be streamlined, and meetings kept to a minimum.  The new FMP concept of operations (CONOPS) generated by OPNAV N43 addresses the new process. 

·  How do the numbered Fleets and Battle Group commanders fit into the process?

· The numbered Fleets and Battle Group commanders help balance the operational needs of the Fleet (e.g., interoperability) with the sponsor requirements and new technologies.  

4. Recommendations:
· NAVSEA Data Environment (NDE) – Navy Maintenance (NM) should be the only database utilized for tracking alterations.  The current authoritative database for FMP is FMPMIS.  FMPMIS is migrating to NDE-NM.  During this transition, other databases that hold modernization information will also be migrated into NDE-NM.  During this transition, and once completed, NDE-NM should be utilized as the “authoritative” national database that provides all FMP information and status.  The FMP ESC and FMP AIS Subcommittee are working to ensure that the current system provides a usable tool for all users  (i.e., SPM, SYSCOM, TYCOM).

· A Review of alterations outside of FMPMIS needs to be conducted in a similar manner as this review to eliminate those alterations no longer necessary.

· The Naval Audit Service is currently conducting a review of FMP.  When available, OPNAV N43 should coordinate results applicable in this area into the other recommendations.
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