FMP Policy Implementation Conference 

PLANNING SUBCOMMITTEE MINUTES

June 26-28, 2001

Fair Lakes, Virginia

Tuesday, 26 June 2001

Planning Subcommittee:  Chair: Puget Sound Naval Shipyard

                                         Co-Chair: Norfolk Naval Shipyard


Subcommittee Chairman opened the subcommittee session with a review of the agenda, taskings and goals.

· Schedule:
· 1300 to 1600 Tues

· 0800 to 1600 Weds

· 1330 to 1400 Brief to ESC

· 0800 to 1200 Thurs

· 0930 to 1000 Brief to ESC

· Break into Working Groups by noon on Wed

· Back together for Subcommittee wrap-up at 1030 on Thurs
· Strategic Goal

· Integrate FMP / D-30 / PPBS processes to a single process that supports modernization and Battle Group interoperability requirements by FY05

· Other Goal Assigned by ESC

· Review and streamline the process to initiate, develop, and finalize the documents/data required to authorize ship configuration changes

Working Group Reports:

· FMP Milestones:  Steve Murray, Puget Sound Naval Shipyard provided an overview of the ESC approved milestones

New FMP Milestones (Latest Acceptable Dates)

· JCF Submitted




A-16 / D-32
· JCF Approved




A-14 / D-30

· Task/Fund SAR Data Development

A-14 / D-30

· ICDs Delivered to Planning Yard


A-14 / D-30

· Complete SAR Data Development

A-12 / D-28

· Task/Fund SID Development


A-12 / D-28

· SPM Authorization Letter



A-12 / D-28  

· Approve SAR Tech Description


A-11 / D-27

· Issue Drawings (non-AIT)


A-6 / D-22

· Final Material Reconciliation 


A-6 / D-22

· Identification of AIT Support Service 

Requirements




A-4.5 / D-20.5

· ILS Cert Plan Approved by SPM


A-4 / D-20

· Issue AIT Drawings



A-4 / D-20

· Start of Availability Window


    A/ D-16  
· Other Issues:
· D-29 Identification of Shipalts (Position Paper)  A position paper has been developed that makes the CINCs aware that drawing development actions will be taken based on the proposed (D-29)  and initial (D-28) baselines.  It was also agreed that after the milestones were approved and promulgated, that the Joint SYSCOM forum would be used to present this position paper 

· Road Mapping (Position Paper)  A draft position paper was developed with recommended milestones.  SEA 53 is actively working with the fleets to develop a road-mapping process and the Planning Subcommittee agreed to table this action until after the SEA 53 efforts are complete

· Other Issues: 
The only other problem identified with the milestones was the many items have lead-times greater than 12 months 

· JCF/SAR Process:  Vince Bryan, Norfolk Naval Shipyard

The approached used by the working group was to review the data elements contained in the current JCF and SAR forms as well as the proposed elements in the new electronic JCF and SAR processes to determine if they were needed and by whom.   The change management process was then defined in two parts:

   Part 1:  JCF:  Requirements/data to support approval of the alteration concept by the SPM’s Configuration Control Board

   Part 2:  SAR:  Requirements/data to support evaluation/approval of the SHIPALT

The working group reviewed each existing data element and considered missing elements.  For each element, the following determinations were made: 

a. Is the data element required

b. Is the data element part of the X or Y process

c. Organization responsible for developing/defining the data element

d. When is the data required to be input

e. Does the data element require review and approval (by the SPM)

A listing of the working group’s determination regarding each data element was presented 

The following summarizes the conclusions reached pursuant to overall process issues (i.e., a higher order summary of the results of reviewing the data elements):    

    The working group felt that the JCF process (electronic form) should be maintained.   Several minor additions/revisions to the JCF form were recommended to facilitate the SPM’s evaluation of the concept and resultant impacts.

   The working group felt that a majority of the data contained in the existing SAR form was needed by various organizations to facilitate the Shipalt development process.  Once again, several minor modifications were recommended.  Although the data is needed, the working group concluded that a majority of the elements do not require official review and approval as is 

currently required by the existing SAR process.  The consensus was that only the technical description of the alteration along with the weight and moment impact should be reviewed and approved by the SPM through the cognizant PARM and NAVSEA technical codes. PEO(SUB) and PEO(TSC) concluded that they need to review and approval material information in addition to the technical description and weight and stability data.  It was concluded that the necessity for this review and approval would be contingent on the complexity of the alt.  In a similar fashion to some SPMs delegating authority to the Planning Yard to approve designated D-alt SARs, the SPM will be required to determine/delegate the review and approval of the technical description.  

The following summarizes the new process:  

MILESTONE
DATE
REMARKS

JCF Submitted
A-16
Electronically submitted via FMPMIS

JCF Approved
A-14
Notionally approved/adjudicated  2 months after receipt 

Task/Fund Development of SAR Data
A-14
The SPM shall designate the activity responsible for the development of the SAR data, normally the Planning Yard

PARM Developed SAR Information Completed
A-13
The cognizant PARM shall electronically submit required SAR data within one month of JCF approval

Complete Development of SAR Data
A-12
Notionally completed 2 months after tasking and funding with some fields being continuously updated until start of overhaul

Approve Configuration Description

Report
A-11
The technical description and Weight and Moment impact shall be approved by the SPM or delegated activity designated at JCF approval within one month of SAR data completion

 Wednesday, 27 June 2001
· Business Financial Subcommittee Brief

(Briefing slides for this should be available on the FMP Web Page)

· Revised DSA elements briefed – many errors and questions noted.  This needs to be reviewed and revisited.

· What is/are Alteration Specific and Availability Specific DSA?

· FMP Training

· Four courses:

· FMP 101 – Preliminary

· FMP 102 – For the Fleet Sailor


· FMP 201 – Intermediate Course

· FMP 301 – Seminars for people working in FMP day-in-and-day-out

· These need to be considered in coordination with CONOPS

· AIT Process and Policy: FTCSLANT

· Established in August 1998 by the planning subcommittee at the Fleet Modernization Program (FMP) conference

· Chartered to:

· Review current AIT policy guidance 

· Determine problems

· Provide recommendations for improvement to the FMP Executive Steering Committee via the Planning committee, ensuring policy recommendations are uniformly applied across the SYSCOMs

· What Changed in 9090-310 Rev C?


· Provides requirements for the planning, estimating, scheduling, design and accomplishment of ALL types of alterations

· Updated definitions

· Updated process for AITs conducted both inside and outside CNO Availability

· Updated reporting & briefing requirements

· Updated Quality Process requirements

· What Changed in Draft 9090-310D

· Updated RMMCO requirements

· Updated definitions

· Updated process for AITs conducted both inside and outside CNO Availability

· Updated reporting & briefing requirements

· Added List of Acronyms & Abbreviations

· What’s next?


· Review proposed changes in 9090-310D at FMP Conference (June 2001)

· Update and post on FMP web site by 15 July 2001 (allow 60 day review cycle)

· 04M Adjudicate recommendations (20 Sept 2001)

· Approved 9090-310D posted on FMP web site with the rest of the FMP Manual

During the discussion of the technical spec, several issues were raised that the AIT working group agreed to address: 

· What’s required for AIT Check-in other than the check-in sheet….AIT complained about consistency in expectations between RMMCOs

· When is an AIT complete (when physical work is finished , when all necessary ILS elements are in place, or when a plan to provide ILS is in place)

· Review the various RMMCO processes and provide recommendations to standardize (above the check-in and check-out processes)  

· FMP Manual: NAVSEA 04M

· Most chapters have been put on the web at least once and comments have been received and entered

· New chapter 12 on type commander alts: Big change – only AERs exist…no A&I, etc.

· Chapters 4, 8, and 12 still require some work 

· More work required on JCF and SAR and probably an interim status because NDE needs to be up before these become electronic

· Plan is to have completed posting and correcting all chapters by mid-July, then a 60-day review, and the manual completed and posted on the web by the end of the year

· Metrics: - PSNS and BIW 

· Some metrics have been developed and identified – Process and System - but the Metrics Subcommittee is small and has not yet begun to measure anything

· There is still a question as to whether Metrics Subcommittee will actually start collecting data and doing measurements or if it will come back to the Planning Subcommittee to do

· Summary of process metrics:  

Budget & Funding Measures (Business Financial Subcommittee) 
- Percent times funding not avail when requested

- Percent times funding is not budgeted 

- Percent times budgeted items are not funded

- Lateness of funding past FMP required time

Design & Development Measures (Planning Subcommittee)
- Percent of drawings delivered by approved timeline (i.e. delivery milestone)

- Percent SARs complete at approved timeline

- Percent accuracy of drawings as measured by LAR’s

ILS Measures (Logistics Subcommittee)
- Percent of certified packages that are fully supported at EOA

- Effectiveness of ILS packages in its ability to support the equip

- Of the Alts installed, how many were certified prior to install

Installation Planning & Execution Measures (Planning Subcommittee) 
- Bid cost vs. Planning Estimate vs. Actual completion cost (by Shipalt, compare JCF estimate (FMPMIS), SAR estimate (FMPMIS),  Government estimate based on drawings (SMWG), and return costs (SWMG)  

· Percent of material available at start of work (compare FMPMIS material required dates vs. received dates 

· Question – Why is AMP not doing this?  They do some of it now.   Steve Murray agreed to forward this suggestion to the Metrics subcommittee.

Planning Subcommittee Future Action Items

The floor was opened for submission of any new action items.  Steve Murray provided a brief overview of previous suggestions and potential future tasking from the ESC:  

From current FMP Conference

· Standardized process for development and content of SPM Authorization Letters

· FMPMIS Update Process/review and processing of non-SPM input

· Definition of AIT Completion (Assigned to AIT Working Group)

· What’s required for AIT check-in other than check-in sheet? (Assigned to AIT Working Group)
· Potential tasking to the Planning Subcommittee from the ESC based on the NAVSEA 04 assignment from the CEB
Improve Speed and Agility

Improve configuration control….some potential impacts/ideas include:





SAR/CDR process





SSR/EOH revisions





New SSR Tech Spec

· Potential tasking to the Planning Subcommittee from the ESC based on the FMP process interface with ERP

· Potential impacts include:

FMP Process Owner (NAVSEA 04M)

Planning Subcommittee members on IPT

Planning Subcommittee input on proposed processes

· Ideas from the Dec 99 brainstorming sessions that are not already being worked or overtaken by other circumstances:  
· Electronic Distribution of products

· Get configuration control back to NAVSEA

· Recognize MSC consideration and participation

· Make FMP directive IETMs

· Standardize software deliveries

· New Ideas from Planning Subcommittee: 

· USCG/MSC/Foreign Ship participation/interface

· Improve Speed and Agility

· Commonality of RMMCO processes

· Joint services interface

· Impact of NAVAIR alterations

· COTS – history, current problems, improvements and FMP interface

The above ideas were condensed into the following list and prioritized as follows based on voting from the Planning Subcommittee:  

· Standardize RMMCO Processes    

· COTS 

· Electronic Distribution of FMP Products

· SPM Authorization Letters: Standardize Process

· Joint Service/MSC/Coast Guard/FMS Interface with FMP

· Non-SPM FMPMIS Input process    

· Improve Speed and Agility

· NAVAIR interfaces

· Software

· SSR/End of Overhaul Revisions   

The action to Standardize RMMCO process was given to the AIT Working Group. Christ Christensen, FTCSLANT, obtained and provided copies of existing RMMCO instructions to the working group.  

A new COTS working group was formed.   Holly Jones, PEO(SUB) PMS392 agreed to be the working group leader.  

The Planning Subcommittee broke into working group sessions (AIT & COTS) 

Thursday, 28 June 2001

· Debrief of the ESC (Steve Murray)

· FMP Milestones

· Done deal on the milestones letter – to be signed soon

· JCF/SAR Process

· Problem with “material removed”

· While it is ready to go electronic, the NDE/ERP changeover will delay the implementation of electronic documents…will use hard copy documents in the interim

· Metrics

· Some debate still on whether Metrics SC or Planning SC will do actual measuring…more to follow

The Planning Subcommittee adjourned at 1130 
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