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1. This E-Mail forwards minutes of the 13 April 1999 Fleet Modernization Program (FMP) Integrated Logistics Support Working Group (ILSWG) meeting sponsored by NAVSEA PMS325L and held in the adjacent facilities of ROH, Incorporated.  Enclosure (1) provides meeting minutes while enclosure (2) provides a list of meeting attendees.  Please note that some members provided post meeting comments and information which have been incorporated in the minutes.  

2. The meeting was hosted by chair (PMS306/PMS325L2) who can be reached at (703) 602-8403 extension 103.

ILSWG MEETING MINUTES

Action Item 1/99-L-17 (FMP Policy Implementation Conf.) 

Issue:  During the Fleet Modernization Program Policy Implementation Conference, the Planning Subcommittee expressed a concern about the lack of complete ILS packages being provided during AIT Installations.  The ILSWG was to review and define the underlying reasons why ILS packages are not available during some installations.

Discussion:  AIT installations fall into two categories consisting of NAVSEA approved Alterations and NAVSEA disapproved Alterations.

A.  NAVSEA approved AIT Alterations.

NAVSEA approved AIT Alterations have three component parts consisting of a Ship Alteration Record (SAR), Ship Installation Drawings (SIDs) and Integrated Logistics Support (ILS).  NAVSEA policy requires all three elements be in place and accepted before an Alteration is approved for installation.

Conclusion:  The quality of logistics support for approved Alterations accomplished by an AIT is the direct responsibility of the AIT sponsoring activity in the same manner that the sponsoring activity is responsible for the quality of the AIT installation.  This includes successfully addressing financial requirements in the POM process so that sufficient funds are available within a time line that supports development of adequate logistics.  Logistics support is a required part of a complete AIT installation, not an additional tasking.

While the SPM reviews the AIT Alteration, the activity sponsoring the AIT has lead for ensuring the installation is fully supported logistically and that required support is actually provided by the executing teams.  At some level, only the activity responsible for the installation has full knowledge of the Alteration’s technical complexity and hence required support.  As an example, failure criticality analysis has to be adequately addressed in conjunction with the provisioning effort if items with a substantial replacement factor are to eventually compute for an onboard allowance.  The SPM will review Alterations for obvious deficiencies such as new parts being introduced without APL changes or technical manual development/update, however, this is not a substitute for quality control being exercised by the sponsoring activity.

Bottom line is that the sponsoring AIT activity must exercise quality control and be committed to providing a quality product.  This requires tracking all missing ILS and 

providing any impacted ship with the dates that the outstanding products will be delivered.

B.  NAVSEA disapproved AIT Alterations

Discussion:  TYCOMs can choose to override and install a NAVSEA disapproved Alteration for operational reasons and/or because of higher direction.  A disapproved installation introduces potential configuration problems (variants not yet stable, Allowance Parts List not developed) with a real possibility that a lack of full ILS may result in ship support problems.  All activities should be aware that Alterations installed before logistics support is in place are at some level of risk.

Conclusion:  Sometimes a sponsoring activity is pressured to accelerate deployment of an AIT installation because it addresses an urgent Fleet concern requiring immediate attention.  When Alteration development is accelerated, it often focuses on the engineering of the Alteration without providing an equal focus on the logistics.  Even when both  are accelerated, a built in delay may be associated with logistics if an engineering output is required as a logistics input.  As an example, if engineering is ongoing and system configuration and parts are not stable, how can the parts for APL development be identified?  This may lead to a scenario where the Alteration is deployed when the engineering is done but required logistics is still under development (e.g., APL is not yet complete). The activity sponsoring the AIT is normally responsible for providing logistics.  This activity also has responsibility for the interim support when an unapproved NAVSEA Alteration is installed?  Questions to be considered include:    

1.  Have the risks associated with early deployment without full logistics been adequately determined and weighed against the need?  

2.  Have possible interim solutions (e.g., vendor recommended spares) been considered to mitigate risk?

These concerns will be introduced for discussion during the Fleet Logistics Support Improvement Conference (FLSIC) at the 19-20 May meeting in San Diego.  FLSIC provides a forum that includes at least most of the involved activities (TYCOMs, SPMs, CDMs, OPNAV N6, etc.).  

Action Item 1/99-L-18 (FMP Policy Implementation Conf.)

Issue:  There is inadequate follow-up to missing ILS packages after installation execution.  The ILSWG was tasked to review and provide recommendations for tracking missing ILS following the installation.

Discussion:  This action item is similar to the problem of incomplete ILS packages addressed in previous action item 1/99-L-17.  At that time it was noted that the sponsoring activity, through its AIT agent, is responsible for providing complete ILS packages.  

Most effective systems require some type of check and balance approach to work.  ILSWG members noted that one useful addition would involve providing the receiving activity with an enhanced AIT check list where required ILS could be better identified.  This could be done by attaching the ILS Certification Form submitted by the LCM/PARM to the AIT check off list.  

ILSWG members also noted the current evolution of Fleet ILO Teams is placing emphasis on Continuous Integrated Logistics Support (CILS) as opposed to logistics support only during availabilities.  There is a possibility that ILO teams and other support activities will work together to better address ship logistics concerns.  The ILO teams as the acting water front POCs could track missing ILS requirements not provided during AIT installations (perhaps with the help of the ILS Certification Forms discussed above) and identify when missing ILS requirements are finally provided so that this process becomes a closed loop mechanism.  This information could then be provided to SPMs who would pursue the missing requirements with the responsible AIT sponsor.   

Conclusion:  The possibility of ILS Certification Forms being added to AIT installation checklists as an attachment will be further investigated with NAVSEA 04M.  NAVSEA 04L4 will address the possibility of ILOs tracking ILS deficiencies with FLTILOTEAMLANT and FLTILOTEAMPAC.  

Action Item 1/99-L-19 (FMP Policy Implementation Conf.)

Issue:  There is a concern with the quality of ILS products including, redline drawings, delivery of CKs and training of ILS personnel.  The ILSWG is to review the QA requirements for drawings, the methodology of delivering CKs to the ship/CDM and the need for training of ILS personnel.

Discussion:  This action item was essentially addressed in action item 1/99-L-17 where the sponsoring AIT activity was identified as the activity responsible for ensuring quality ILS as an essential part of executing the AIT work.  The tools to provide solid ILS already exist as evidenced by the significant number of quality AIT installations routinely accomplished.  When logistics support is lacking, it is almost invariably because of an associated lack of management oversight and/or the commitment by the sponsoring AIT activity to make it happen.  Please note that this includes adequately funding the logistics element of an AIT installation as discussed in action item 1/99-L-17.          

Conclusion:  It is beyond the scope of an ILSWG to review the management practices of all activities that might sponsor AITs.  The tools/resources needed to provide quality ILS  (ILS training, governing instructions, etc.) are in place but require management commitment to make it happen.  If there are concerns about individual AIT installations, the ILSWG requests that the Planning Subcommittee provide specifics and the responsible SPM will then be requested to address the concern with the AIT sponsor. 

Action Item 1/99-L-22 (FMP Policy Implementation Conf.)

Issue:  How do we determine the appropriate levels of logistics for equipment?  Provide methods used to determine appropriate level of logistics support required for a COMBAT or HM&E system.  Hardware Systems Command sponsors and ICPs who participate in the Logistics Subcommittee are requested to provide a brief with examples of the different mechanisms used to determine the appropriate level of logistics support required for an item.

Discussion:  While the appropriate level of logistics support may sometimes be perceived as an independent decision process following system acquisition (e.g., a set criteria for each type of equipment), this is not the case.  Mr. Matheny (Vredenburg) provided a presentation during the 13 April 99 ILSMG meeting which depicted the development of logistics support in a typical SPAWAR scenario.  In this case, an essential driving factor was the Operational Requirements Document (ORD) which mandated a maintenance philosophy and set requirements for a supporting logistics posture.  Note that the ORD precedes actual equipment/system acquisition and is unique to the equipment/system being deployed.   

Conclusion:  The ILSWG will sponsor a presentation during the next upcoming FMP Conference that will address how the level of logistics support for equipment is determined.  Also note that Acquisition Reform has significantly impacted this area where the current emphasis is now total ownership costs (including logistics) over the life cycle of an equipment or system.  This is discussed in the Defense Acquisition Deskbook which can be found at WEB page http://www.deskbook.osd.mil/.
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