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Enclosure (1):  Working Group Attendees

Working Group Leaders: Chair, Puget Sound Naval Shipyard

                                         Co-Chair, Norfolk Naval Shipyard

Chair, SPM Working Group, opened the working group meeting with a review of the schedule/agenda and the FMP Strategic Goals assigned to the Planning Subcommittee.  Enclosure (1) provides a list of attendees.  Representatives from each SPM were present during the meeting.
The following strategic goals are assigned to the Planning Subcommittee:

· Assigned Strategic Goals

· CONOPS:  Assure Fleet Modernization Program investments address the fleet’s most significant concerns while maintaining clear lines of responsibility for the modernization plan and its resourceing. 

· COMMON PROCESS:  Develop a single common business process that supports modernization, Battle Force interoperability, and the FMP CONOPS/ CFCC requirements. 

· Other Goals Assigned by ESC

· Fleet Strategic Goal (Assigned at last (Jan 02) FMP Conference):  Look at TMA/TMI, develop solutions, develop priorities (with Fleet assist), then engage resource sponsor in getting funding for those solutions.

The following topics were discussed along with the following agreements or action items (all presentation are available on the FMP web site (www.fmp.navy.mil) under the Planning Subcommittee / SPM Working Group area):

JCF/SAR Technical Specifications (9090-210A/500C): Co-Chair, SPM Working Group, provided an overview of JCF and SAR issues.   The following agreements and action items resulted from the discussion:

· A rapid alt process in addition to the one in the FMP manual is not needed

· An enhanced definition of service estimates that includes all required industrial support services is to be included in the SAR Technical Spec (proposed wording reviewed).

· Shipalt Briefs (Title) should be selected by the JCF submitter and be standardized across all Ship classes.   Pursuant to Shipalt Briefs, the following was agreed to:

· There needs to be a formalized process for changing the brief.   The JCF shall be revised and resubmitted to change the brief.

· A new capability needs to be a new alt.   It is not acceptable to change the title and the intent of an alteration.  Ship applicability need to be identified.

· A back-fit needs to be a separate alteration.  The JCF submitter needs to identify ship applicability when submitting the JCF.  It is not acceptable to use Shipalt Increments to distinguish back-fit requirements on specific hulls   

· Some back-fits may be field changes or Ord alts rather than Title K or D Shipalts.   There was some confusion regarding the definition and associated criteria for Field Changes vs a Shipalt.   The JCF/SAR working group took an action item to review the FMP manual and develop the necessary clarifying instructions regarding changing of Shipalt briefs and field changes.
·  It was agreed that the JCF form provided all of the information required to be considered by the SPM CCB process.

· PEO(TSC) had been requesting additional information (such as integration impact) for some alts.  However, PMS400 is taking action to assess their ability to process JCFs without additional information.  It was requested that PMS400 provide an update on their assessment prior to the next FMP Conference.

· It was recognized that additional information for some Shipalts would be required during the design development process above and beyond the JCF and SAR.   The need for this information shall not be considered a failure to follow the FMP process.

· It was recommended that impacts to integrated systems as well as impact to calibration program be flagged in the JCF and SAR.  The JCF/SAR working group took this for action.

Proposed Alterations: Chair, SPM Working,  provided an overview of Proposed Alteration process along with recommendations for improvement.  The following agreements and action items resulted from the discussion:

· It was agreed that a proposed alteration capability should be retained in NDE

· It was proposed and agreed that we should develop an electronic JCF Process.  An electronic JCF would be submitted to the SPM as a Proposed Alt, run through the CCB process, with feedback provided electronically through NDE.

· A concern was raised regarding the PARMs’ ability to enter data into NDE and the associated training required.   It was agreed that a transition period (one-year) would be required.  

· A review of the data elements currently in NDE, JCF data fields, and Proposed Alt Data Elements was presented.   Only a few of the data elements on the JCF form are not currently in NDE.   There were some data elements in the proposed alt module that were not on the JCF form.   The JCF/SAR working group took an action to review this data and develop a set of recommendations 

· Some of the elements on the JCF form not available in NDE were required signatures on the JCF form.   It was agreed that the AIS Subcommittee should consider adding electronic signature capability to NDE.   In the short term, a JCF “report” would be made available that could be signed and retained. (Chair, SPM Working Group,  to generate an AIS Action Item)  Electronic notification of Proposed Alt approval would be made via NDE.

· The FMP Manual requires D, F, and AER be entered as proposed alts and gives the option for Title K alts.   When we move to the electronic JCF process, all alts would need to be submitted as proposed alts.   

Letter of Authorization: Chair, SPM Working Group, provided an overview of the Authorization Letter requirements and associated SPM practices based on a sampling of issued letters.  The following agreements and action items resulted from the discussion:

· Authorization letters shall be retained.  There is much more information than a listing of alterations contained in the letters.

· It was agreed that FMPMIS/NDE-NM must be kept up-to-date as currently required by the FMP manual

· Once the initial Authorization Letter is issued at A-12, it was agreed to allow an optional electronic update process for changes to the list of authorized alts

· The electronic change process would be noted in the letter

· NDE generated notifications would be made an option to prevent users from needing to constantly review NDE.   This notification should be sent at the SPMs discretion since some changes are made to NDE on a temporary basis (gaming function).  Chair, SPM Working Group,  will submit an AIS action item to add this capability.

· Chapter 10 of the FMP Manual needs to include Type “KP” Shipalts (for PEO(SUB))

· The need to review the D-30 Baseline when issuing the alteration letter needs to be action to Chapter 10 as a reminder.

· Minimum content requirements should be included in the FMP Manual

· A recommended Template should also be included in the FMP Manual.   Chair, SPM Working Group,  took action to define minimum content requirements and distribute the developed template for comment to the working group members.  

AIT Technical Specification (9090-310D): Chair, SPM Working Group, presented AIT issues discussed at the FMP Conference.  The following agreements and action items resulted from the discussion:

· It was recommended that the RMMCO be the central point for capturing AIT exceptions.  There was agreement on this recommendation for some AIT installations.   The AIT working group was tasked at looking at the following issues:

· Inside a CNO availability, the NSA should be tracking exceptions

· There needs to a hand-off process where the install goes beyond a CNO availability and/or where deficiencies are discovered beyond the availability, perhaps in another home port.  

· A draft AIT Tasking Letter Template was proposed.   It was agreed that the tech spec needed to address contractual issues and this tasking template should be re-considered upon conclusion of this review (AIT Working Group Action).   
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TMA/TMI:  NAVSEA 05N representative provided a briefing on NAVSEA’s TMA/TMI process. (Critical ship maintenance programs and technical issues, requiring senior Navy leadership attention for resolution).  There are currently 44 Open and Track Items.  

· Process includes problem identification, solution identification, and solution implementation.  TMA Panel screens problems, solutions, and implementation.  

· TMA panel includes Fleet, SPM, and OPNAV.  SPM’s have typically been underrepresented.  Voting is by ballets (i.e., recorded). 

· Develop Business Case. Review analysis through TMA Panel. 

· Refine Business Case (ILS, Technical, Configuration Change, and Training).  Implementation is determined once again by TMA Panel.   There are no “TMA Shipalts.”  An approved solution may be a Shipalt.  

· There is no formal turnover process.  Since the SPM is a participant in the process they should be an active participant in developing and implementing the solution.  SPM is the key to implementing solutions since they hold the money.  NAVSEA 05N’s role is to facilitate funding.     

· Integrating all initiatives into a single database.  Problem has been communications pursuant status of SPM initiatives, including progress on modernization candidates.  

· Information regarding programs is available on the FTSCLANT web site or available from NAVSEA 05 or www.maintenance.navy.mil 

· Action:  SPMs need to ensure active participation in the TMA/TMI process (active member of TMA panel).   

Implementation of Standardized DSA Elements:  NAVSEA 04 M representative, presented the standardized DSA elements developed by the Business and Financial Subcommittee. The following agreements and action items resulted from the discussion:

· A new list of DSA elements have been developed and approved

· SPMs were previously assigned action to review their algorithm for generating DSA and work with their OPNAV sponsor to fully fund.

· Recommendation was to continue funding DSA as a percentage of installation man-days (retain the current method / modify percentages as required)

· Generate DSA for all Shipalts (including D alts)

· Unresolved issue is who should pays for DSA.  (OPNAV Sponsor or Fleet).  Action for FMP ESC to make final determination.  

· SPMs, per FMP Manual, should be funding 1st time SIDs for D and F alts.  Some SPMs fund (TSC and SUB)this while others don’t (CV, EXW, & MUW)

· There was a problem identified with funding of ILS for TYCOM alts.   Some SPMs have agreed to fund ILS.     

· Agreement was for some of the SPMs (EXW/TSC/MUW) to get together and present a united front.

TEMPALTs:  NAVSEA 04M3 Planning and Process representative presented information on Tempalt numbering. The following agreements and action items resulted from the discussion:

· Currently FMPMIS won’t allow direct entry of Temp Alts.  NDE will provide the capability.  

· FMP requires a JCF be submitted to the SPM.   Some SPMs use a tempalt package rather than a JCF.

· Although ILS Cert Form is used, reduced criteria is considered during ILS certification.  

· Agreed that a standardized numbering scheme is desired.  Alt type will be TMP (TA is already taken for TA)  Some use AER numbers to currently track in FMPMIS.  

· Agreed Type “PRT” for prototype should be deleted from NDE.   Suggested that prototype be flagged (in remarks field)  

· Logistics Subcommittee is working on the ILS Cert form for Temp Alts

· Agreed that Temp Alts should be submitted as Proposal Alts by the alt sponsor and then approved by the SPM.  Action to review NDE process to determine how to flag Temp Alts in NDE and convert to type TMP alt when approved.  

Planning Yard Metrics:  Chair, SPM Working Group, presented the task force Mike briefing on Planning Yard drawing processes and associated Metrics.  

· The metrics presented  are a subset of the final metrics that the metrics working group is working on this list is just to answer the immediate quest ion from OpNav therefore metrics such as COP need not be added.  

· SPAWAR requested that the milestone for SID tasking be changed due to final baseline issued at D-24, which is well after A-12 requirement.  It was agreed that we should track the FMP requirements and determine root cause for non-compliance.  

· Quality – question was asked who should weight the “LARs” to determine their value in the quality metric.  Agreement was reached that we should go forward with the metrics as proposed then review the results down the line and tweak as required.  

· Next ESC meeting is 14 Nov.  Metrics as shown will be presented by Metrics Subcommittee. 

· Chair, SPM Working Group,  will socialize the Planning Yard metrics with all of the Planning Yards    

Software Naming Conventions:  NAVSEA 04M representative, provided a briefing on software naming conventions.  No issues or actions resulted from the briefing.  

Meeting concluded.   Action items will be worked and progress reviewed at the next FMP Conference (Jan 03).  
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