FMPMIS (Logistics) Update User Group Meeting Minutes

October 30, 2000 - November 3,2000


AGENDA

MANAGE AVAILABILITIES

Monday, 30 OCT 2000:

0900-1130
NDE FMP Rehost and Data Business Rules Working Group Meeting Process Review and Setup 

Monday, 30 OCT 2000:

Registration for Manage Availabilities 

1230-1249
Opening Remarks and Ground rules 

1250-1350 Manage Availabilities Documentation and Screen Review

1351-1349
Informal Break

1400-1500
Manage Availabilities Documentation and Screen Review

Tuesday, 31 OCT 2000:

0900-1010
Manage Availabilities Documentation and Screen Review

1011-1019
Informal Break

1020-1130
Complete Manage Availabilities Documentation and Screen Review

1131-1229
Lunch

1230-1340
Manage Availabilities Report Review

1341-1349
Informal Break

1350-1429
Complete Manage Availabilities Report Review

1430-1500
Manage Availabilities Summation and follow-up tasking assignments.
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	228-935-4285

	Thomas, Barbara
	ThomasBT@NAVSEA.NAVY.MIL
	NAVSEA 04M311
	602-1152 x118

	TROUT, Greg D.
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Manage Availabilities 

Monday, 30 October 2000 – Tuesday, 31 October 2000

Mr. Charles Anderson opened the meeting at 12:34 p.m.  His opening remarks consisted of the following: a brief orientation of the office facilities; a statement regarding the purpose of the meeting; the ground rules; a review of the POA&M.  After Mr. Anderson completed his opening remarks, he introduced Mr. Ron Hanson who led the discussion on the Manage Availabilities documentation and screen review.

Mr. Hanson distributed revised working copies of the Managing an Availability Documentation.  This document, based on the previous document sent out earlier in the year, included user comments and feedback.  During the discussion on the Manage Availabilities documentation and screen review, the following items were noted:

1. Viewing OPNAVNOTE 4700.   Legacy FMPMIS has a sub-module that displays the annual notice which provides for depot level availability notional intervals, durations, maintenance cycles and repair mandays for all ships of the U.S. Navy.

a. It was noted that the current copy for display is way out of date.

b. Ms. Valerie Johnson (N43) stated that this Notice is being placed on the CNO web site.

c. The general consensus of the attendees was that it is no longer needed in FMPMIS.

d. As an enhancement, it was suggested that we add a hyperlink to the CNO web page.

e. It was also stated that we would look into the possibility of updating the text files as a fix to the current sub-module.

2. SPM role and CNO Availabilities.  The working copy of the document states that a SPM role can only add a SPM Availability.

a. It was stated that a SPM is authorized to add a CNO PSA Availability type.

b. The current application will not allow a SPM role to add this type of Availability.

c. Ms. Johnson will look to see if there is a policy authorizing the SPM to add PSAs.

d. There was a recommendation that the Business Rule concerning SPM abilities be modified to specifically state that a SPM can not propose to change a CNO, TYCOM, or MSC Availability.

3. MSC role and CNO Availabilities.  A clarification of business rule pertaining to MSC Availabilities was requested.

a. Section 9-9.7.5 of the FMP Manual states MSC will be responsible for configuration control for all ship classes listed in paragraph 9-9.5.  This responsibility will include all Fleet Modernization Program Management Information System (FMPMIS) updating and management of modernization material provisioning and Integrated Logistics Support (ILS).

b. Section 9-9.7.7.2 states that MSC will develop quarterly availability schedules and provide to N43 for entry into FMPMIS.

4. It was recommended that the business rule which states 'FLTCINC must approve any proposed CNO Availability made by the TYCOM' be changed to 'must act on any proposed CNO availability made by a TYCOM'.

5. There was a discussion on a need to include and denote New Construction availabilities.

a. Alts installed on a new Construction are included in the brief when installed on other ships.  Normally features added during New Construction are back-fitted on older ships.  There's a need for originating source of information (dates for avail, type, ).  Type is based on OPNAV4700, dates from Tycoms based on ship deployment/ship operating cycles

6. Fiscal Year Alpha is being used for multiple purposes.

a. Some use it for Split Availabilities (when the work is being performed at both a private and public yard).

(1) The SUPSHIPS and private yards have different Man-day rates.

b. Some use it to track changes.

(1) Ie. If you change a DED Availability, a new Fiscal Year Alpha is generated.

c. We need to determine if the Financial Office also uses the Fiscal Year Alpha field.

7. An enhancement is needed to notify all concerned when a new Availability that does not go through an approval process has been created or added to the database.

a. Currently, the TP1 report is used.  There is no formal process for notification.

b. It was recommended that the e-mail notification process currently utilized whenever a proposed change to an Availability is added to the database be used as a basis.

8. 'Editing Existing Availability'.  Discussion/comments on various fields follow:

a. OP30S STATUS data field.  This was originally created for CNO so that they could query funded Availabilities.  The system definition states it is 'A flag to indicate whether the Type Commander has agreed to fund the Availability, and if so, in which budget'.

(1) This field is currently not being used and so far has not been included in NDE.

(2) We need to inquire as to whether or not the Budget Office uses this field.  It was suggested that it might have something to do with an Availability going DED.  (Change Flag could be the field used by the Budget Office).

b. Active/Reserve Status data field.  Who is maintaining this?

(1) Bob Buckley used to update this field.  Currently it is only updated when Ms. Johnson (N43) requests the FMPMIS Support Office to make a change.

(2) Ms. Johnson suggests we try to establish a datalink to NVR to maintain currency.  However, the NVR is not up to date.  Need to identify an authoritative source.

(3) The field heading is inaccurate.  The status of a ship can be other than Active or Reserve,.  eg,. Foreign Military Sales.

c. Create ID data field.  Ms. Johnson mentioned that her name is shown in some records but that she didn’t create them.  It was also reported that L. Nelson is entered in some records erroneously.

(1) Mr. Greg Trout is to look into this.

d. ALT MDR data field.  Man day rates

(1) Need to determine how do these rates for the Yards get into the database.  SEA04X is responsible.  Does SEA 013 enter?

(a) Manday rates are originated in 04x and emailed to Norma Higgs for manual load  (avail manday rate table is not changed) – The PGM rate table in the program module is used.  There are no automatic triggers in the database to update the rates.  Question as to why/who changes the avail md rate.

(2) Some attendees felt it should not be displayed because of competing Yards can view the data.

(3) Questions arose as to how good is this data.

(4) TYCOMs need to view this information to project expenditures.

(5) SPMs use for budgeting.

(6) The Man-day rate is tied to an Availability and only shows when editing the data.

e. AVL Admin page.

(1) The heading is wrong for the contract section of the page.

(a) Need to change 'Only Private Activity data can be displayed': to Only Public Activity data can be displayed'.

(b) There was a general consensus that this section be eliminated.  The contract related data fields are not currently included in NDE.

(c) SEA04X2 does need the data, but they are getting it from a different source.

f. Terms.  Some attendees didn’t like the term DED and wanted to use “Cancelled” or something similar.

(1) There may be some SEA013 Budget issues.  Must still have DED Avails.

9. Approving a proposed change to a CNO Avail.  Discussions\comments:

a. It was noted that private yards are sometimes treated as a public yard and the e-mail notification of proposed changes to CNO Availability is sent to the wrong person in the NAVSEA 04X office for action.

(1) NAVSEA 04X1 is responsible for acting on Private yard Availabilities and NAVSEA 04X2 is responsible for Public yard Availabilities.

(2) NAVSUPACT data field.  When a TBDxx is entered in this field for an Availability, the system tends to treat this as a Public Activity.

(3) The Yard is usually designated TBDxx when a public yard has not been assigned.  This typically applies to subs.  Most surface ships are assigned to private yards.

(4) There needs to be a clarification made on defining the use of TBDxx.

b. Also there are occasions where a proposed change to an Availability results in the moving between public and private yards.

(1) A recommendation was made to change the development of the approval list and e-mail notification procedure to include both NAVSEA 04X1 and NAVSEA 04X2 for action.

c. Business rule concerning a minor change.  Recommendation made to expand on the definition of what constitutes a minor change.

d. Currently when a TYCOM makes a change to the start date of less than 35 days to a CNO Availability, only LANTFLT is notified.

(1) This type of change occurs frequently.  CNO must print an entire Change report to compare with their list of Availabilities.

(2) It was recommended that a better notification system be developed.

e. The approval process currently includes Roles who have purely a 'review/comment' acknowledgement requirement.  Example:  Resource sponsors and in some cases SPMs.

(1) It was recommended that these roles be removed from the actual approval process.  However, they should still receive e-mail notification whenever an 'approver' took action on the proposed change.

(a) There are some types of Availabilities that are designated as 'owned' by the SPM.  In these cases the SPM will remain in the approval process.

(2) CNO requested that for an enhancement that the program displays on their view only proposed changes that have been approved by all subordinate roles and that they are the last one to take action.  Currently the system displays all proposed changes that are awaiting any pending action.

f. Recorded business rule in the documentation implies that a proposed change of the start date of less than 35 days is minor.  It was recommended that a clarification be made that any change resulting in the start date being moved to a different Fiscal Year be considered a major change and thus requiring a formal approval process.

g. It was recommended that when a individual 'Approves/Disapproves' a proposed change that a confirmation option be included to commit/abort the action.

(1) Additionally it was recommended that the program specifically identifies what proposed change is being approved/disapproved.  The current program 'blocks out' the previous screen.

h. It was recommended that whenever the 'owner' of any Availability type makes a change to their respective Availability or add a new Availability they 'own', an e-mail notification be provided to all applicable individuals.  Current rules stipulate that no approval process is required in these situations, thus no e-mail notification is provided.

(1) Currently, the only notification is through running the TP1 report.  A better method of communicating the presence of a new availability is desired.

i. It was recommended that the OP30S Status and OP30S Year be removed for the 'Comparing data with the original Availability' view screen.  It has no bearing.

j. There was some discussion concerning the 'Update Proj MD' view for proposed changes.

(1) This screen was originally created for TYCOMs because they didn't have any place to enter manday data when an Availability was changed.

(2) AIRPAC could not enter mandays (TYCOM role).

(3) Multiple roles overlap as to who can make changes.  Need to tighten up as to who can actually make the changes on this page and the respective fields.

k. Special e-mail notification.  Current system allows a individual to re-notify other individuals of a proposed Availability.  The process displays a list of eligible recipients from which the initiator is to select from.  It was recommended that the process actually create the list from the Chop Chain list instead of requiring the user to enter.  Also it was thought we would need to go down to the ship and class level to prevent individuals from receiving notification for ships they are not responsible for.

(1) The eligible recipient listing is based on the Chop Chain list.

(2) In the re-notification process, the initiator may not want to send the message to all listed individuals.

(3) Will need to research to see if there are actually some instances where individuals are receiving notification for ships they are not responsible for (other than noted in the public/private yard problem).

10. Designated Approvers.  It was recommended that the introduction to this section (4.4.1) of the documentation read ''..(the column labeled RANK denotes the pecking order within the notification list).  Also it was recommended that all RSP roles be removed from the table.

11. Types of Availabilities.  Table identifying the different types of Availabilities.

a. It was recommended that CNO type Availabilities that are no longer identified in the 4700 Notices be removed.

(1) In that FMPMIS maintains a historical record of all Availabilities, this may not be viable.  However the table can be redesigned.

b. Need to add the TYCOM FMAV (Fleet Maintenance Availability) to the table.

c. PSA - New construction.  No one is entering the dates.  The SPMs have the dates but cannot enter into the database.  CNO will enter if SPMs provide the dates.  The ownership should change to SPM.  We need the authoritative source authorizing them to enter data.

12. Approved Availability Archive.  For an enhancement it was recommended that Sort by Approval Date capability be provided.

13. Issue/enhancement.

a. Track work subcontracted by individual shipyards.  The fleet is no longer concerned after passing the money to the shipyard.  If the shipyard contracts part of the work to a private yard, the part contracted out does not show in FMPMIS.  It should be entered as a separate NSA so that it can be tracked.  The West Coast is splitting the Availability and entering them into FMPMIS.  The East Coast yards are not.  Do we address work going to individual shipyards versus the NSA.  Fleet is sending money to yard who takes a portion and gives rest to SUPSHIPS.  See if FMP supports this as a policy.  Public/private split of work is major issue.  You can enter different NSAs for an avail (could be an issue in our HMS db) – Pacfleet does this but Lantfleet does not – NAVSEA is not getting the information back as to how much work went to private activities.  Public yards can contract out to private without using that data as private yards “taking” business from public.  Fleet has to guarantee mandays to public yards and report those days.  Issue is the money goes up without visibility.  This is a planning/estimating problem that is not a FMP policy / FMPMIS responsibility.  NAVSEA 04X2 reports to Congress the split of work and can’t get an accurate picture – wants info in FMPMIS.  Policy has to address the “need” for contract information in FMPMIS.  04x needs to propose to planning committee.

AGENDA

MANAGE ALTERATIONS

Wednesday, 01 NOV 2000:

0845-0859
Registration for Manage Alterations

0900-0919
Open Remarks and Ground rules

0920-1020
Manage Alterations Documentation and Screen Review

1021-1029
Informal Break

1030-1130
Manage Alterations Documentation and Screen Review

1131-1229
Lunch

1230-1340
Manage Alterations Documentation and Screen Review

1341-1349
Informal Break

1350-1359
Complete Manage Alterations Documentation and Screen Review

1400-1500
Manage Alterations Report Review

Thursday, 02 NOV 2000:

0900-1010
Manage Alterations Report Review

1011-1019
Break

1020-1059 Complete Manage Alterations Report Review

1100-1130
Manage Alterations Summation and follow-up tasking assignments.

1131-1229 Lunch
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	NAVSEA 04M314
	703-602-1152 x116

	COVINGTON, Gale M.
	CovingtonGM@SUPSHIP.NAVY.MIL
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	NAVSEA 04M311
	602-1152 x118

	TROUT, Greg D.
	TroutGD@NAVSEA.NAVY.MIL
	NSLC LANT (CHM)
	703-602-4105

	WILKERSON, Evette
	WilkersonEE@NAVSEA.NAVY.MIL
	NAVSEA PMS490L9
	703-602-5159 x359


Attendee List for am Thursday, 2 Nov. 2000 - Manage Alterations

	NAME OF ATTENDEE
	E-MAIL ADDRESS
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Manage Alterations

Wednesday, 1 November 2000 – Thursday, 2 November 2000

Mr. Charles Anderson opened the meeting at 09:00 a.m.  His opening remarks consisted of the following: a brief orientation of the office facilities; a statement regarding the purpose of the meeting; the ground rules; a review of the POA&M.  After Mr. Anderson completed his opening remarks, he introduced Mr. Ron Hanson who led the discussion on the Manage Alterations documentation and screen review.

Mr. Hanson distributed revised working copies of the Managing an Alteration Documentation.  This document, based on the previous document sent out earlier in the year, included user comments and feedback.  During the discussion on the Manage Alterations documentation and screen review, the following items were noted:

1. In providing an overview of the Manage Alterations document there was a general discussion on the topic of Proposed Alterations.  This sub-function of the Alteration module appears to be utilized by only a small number of individuals.

a. Ms. Barbara Thomas stated that all SPMs had signed up for the Pilot Program Proposed Alteration module per a previously issued FMP policy letter.  She further stated that training was needed for some people using this tool.

(1) Some attendees don't recall 'signing up' or seeing this policy letter.

(2) Carriers and Sub programs don't use.

(3) One organization uses the module to allow number sequence for IRAT/BTR

(4) Some questions that came up included; should the module be used for those things that are not Alts yet and for Alterations that have not been assigned an Alteration number.  Currently there is a mixture, some have numbers, some don't.

(5) Carriers want to add new Alt types.

b. There was some concern that Proposed Alterations are staying in the system too long.  Only approximately 25% are being approved.

c. Need to clarify how each SPM understands/uses the Proposed Alteration module.

2. Create an Alteration. 

a. The working document states that when adding a new alteration, if a user does not provide an Alteration Number, NDE-FMP assigns a unique number.

(1) All attendees were opposed to this statement.

(2) The owners want to be responsible and want to be able to continue to assign numbers as they do now with the current system.

(3) Alt numbers can be assigned out of sequence.

3. Manage Alteration Generic Alteration Information/Search Tab. 

a. There were comments stating that the default viewing option for this screen differs from the default on the TP11 reports.  The TP report defaults to both Active and History records.  The default Viewing Preference on the search screen for Generic Alteration Information is Active records.  

b. Sometimes info is entered without all the information or JCF data - in particular budgets.

c. Adding New Alteration.  Questions/discussion held on who originates numbers for classes and how are numbers assigned.

(1) Alteration Numbers are grouped by Ship Class.  

(2) Some numbers are blocked for each Ship Class.  

(3) The origin of the numbering system is unknown.

d. It was noted that some system default information are not being updated after creation

(1) AMT_PRI data field.  The default of F99 may be a problem being populated initially – ie priorities are not being used..  AMT PRI means priority within a class – not estimates.  

(2) Mandays populated initially only as default -  are not being updated later or at all.  

(3) Alt Flags.  Default sets all flags to 'N'

(a) Need policy update to enforce the update of codes. 

(4) Users like the default values but the data is meaningless unless they can update.

4. Manage Alteration Generic Alteration Information/Additional Tab.

a. The P1 data information is being pulled from multiple tables and data entry screens.  Users are confused as to which one to use.  The data can be different depending upon which data entry form/report you are at.

(1) Question - Can you have more than one P1 line item for an alteration?  

(2) Question - Why does the P1 info on the programming view differ from the P1 on the additional view?  

(a) The Additional page of the Generic Alteration Information function is Alteration specific.  The Additional page of the Programming function is hull specific.

(b) Need to check with the Program Module (SEA 013) as to how the P1 is generated.

(3) There are no separate funding lines in the TP11, (SSDS is separate all the time but no visibility).  

(a) Ms. Thomas says SPMs must break it out so the report can reflect this. 

(b) Mr. Ray Calliotte says TP5 is related to TP11.  

(c) Mr. Joe Delatorre suggests creating a separate AIT avail to cover this. Similar to what SPAWAR does.  Can do AIT for avail.

(d) SPM can assign an AIT Availability and it will show up as a separate funding line.

5. Manage Alteration After Posting Set Applicables for New Alt.

a. If a ship is removed from the applicable ship listing utilizing the 'Set Applicable' function, the user needs change the Status Code to 'N' on the Mandatory page of the programming sub-module.  

(1) It was recommended that the system do this automatically.

(a) Needs research

6. Manage Alteration Remarks Screen.

a.  As an enhancement, users would like to be able to copy this information to additional ships.  In formation contained in the Mandatory and Addition pages can be copied but not this page.

7. Delete an Alt section of the Document.

a. The introduction is very confusing.  It needs to be rewritten.

b. Also for all practical purposes, an Alteration cannot be deleted.  Alterations are archived for historical purposes.

c. There are additional codes for the ICANC field.

(1) When canceling an Alteration, the applicable ships are designated non-applicable.  Ships already completed are left completed and the Alt ICANC flag is set to a value other than 0.

8. Creating a Proposed Alteration

a. Question was asked – What to do if the SPM has proposed and approved an Alteration and a TYCOM disapproves it.

(1) It should remain in the database so that it can be reviewed by the other TYCOM for approval/disapproval.

b. Proposed Alteration Mandatory Screen

(1) As an enhancement users desire that the Alt Purpose and Alt Desc information is moved over to the Generic Alteration table when it is approved.

c. Proposed Alteration Additional Screen

(1) As an enhancement – Change the term ‘Link’ in ‘Link to an Existing  Alt #’ to 'Assign to an Existing Alt#'

d. Proposed Alteration Ship Data Screen

(1) It was interpreted that this screen is used for Planning and Scheduling Out Years.

(2) There is some concern that this page allows the user to program the proposed alt before the alteration is approved.

(a) This does not commit the money (Program Module).

(b) The Budget process only looks at the Generic Alteration Table.

e. Question – Does the scheduling information move into the Alteration Table when the proposed alteration is approved?

(1) Yes - but need to verify.

9. Proposed Alteration Spreading Interface

a. The title of the view screen for this function says 'Alt Request Ship Spreading Interface'.  Since Alt Request is a valid alteration type, the name should be changed to ‘Proposed Alt’ instead of ‘Alt Request'.

10. Approving an Alteration

a. The heading for this section of the documentation should state 'Approving a Proposed Alteration' so as not to confuse it with Adding a Generic Alteration.  This whole section deals only with the Proposed Alteration sub-module.

b. The introduction of this section generated considerable discussion among the attendees.  It will need to be reworked to include points from the discussion.

(1) SAR tasking can be incremental at the discretion of the SPM.  Process of numbering is discretionary as to the entering of the number being advanced at which point in the process.

(2) SPMs do not use AA per policy but do enter an SA with a signed JCF for SAR development.  The SAR date is left blank until signed.  Advanced alteration status is not needed – request change to policy.

(3) An Advance Ship Alteration Number is an Alteration Number preceded with an ‘A’.  This indicates that the JCF and SAR have not been signed off.  Once the JCF is signed, the proposed Alt becomes a  ship alt and the AA changes to SA.

(4) The JCF should be signed before moving to the Generic Alteration Table.  This is not policy driven.

11. Setting Applicable Ships.

a. The working documentation states there are no known Business Rule specific to setting applicable ships.

(1) Users want to ensure they see only their ships.  They do not want to have to scroll through other ships.

(a) Current database rights do this.  But for emphasis purposes a business rule is suitable

b. Legacy FMPMIS doesn't allow setting applicability to other hulls (classes).  Need to investigate two problems and fix within legacy.

(1) Currently each carrier is assigned a class to itself.  Therefore, you can only see or set the Alt Applicable to one ship.  

(2) Others also stated that they can not set the applicability flag on other ships.

c. Enhancement – Users desire to see which Alt is being made applicable to the ship/s.

(1) Current system process blocks out the previous screen.

d. If a user make additional ship/s applicable to an existing Alt or changes a ship status to non-applicable, a warning message is issued stating SAR revision is necessary or the change may not take because of violation of a business rule.

(1) Enhancement - identify the violation and force the user to correct any data that is in violation before posting.

12. Copying an Alteration to Other Ships.

a. Question – Does this function allow users to copy/spread data across classes?

(1) No.

13. Spread Data to Other Alterations.

a. The attendees felt this function is not needed.  The logic is missing as the data to copy is mandatory to establish the alteration in the first place.

14. Alteration – Programming Sub-module.

a. This sub-module functionality was not included in the original documentation forwarded to the user community for review and feedback.

b. This sub-module is not used to program K & P Alterations.  These alterations can only be programmed/budgeted in the Program Module (formerly known as SABRES).

(1) K & P Alteration information in this sub-module is for display purposes only.

c. Carrier representatives indicated that they have an addition function capability in this sub-module pertaining to cost estimating.

(1) Will need to include it in the rewrite of the Manage Alteration documentation.

d. Need to fully identify what roles can complete the Industrial mandays section on the Mandatory page.

(1) TYCOM representative indicate they do for 'D' Alterations

e. There appears to be little usage of the Additional page for this sub-module.

(1) Need to check the policy on the use of the SID_STAT_CODE and SID_STAT_DATE.

(2) Carrier representatives indicated they use the PGM Comments, the SID_STAT_CODE and SID_STAT_DATE.

(3) Other groups need to know if they should be using also.

f. Attendees desire an audit trail to keep track of all changes to the data to show serialized transactions.

(1) Apparently there used to be an Ad Hoc based on date timeframe provided by the user.

g. Attendees also would like to be able to select multiple hulls when programming and unprogramming Alterations.

15. Reporting Requirements - Enhancements 

a. CINCs would like to see any proposed changes for Availabilities to be included in the 4710 reports.

b. TYCOMs would like to be able to download this report in a format other than ASCII text.

(1) Not doable today - has multiple lines

(2) Ms. Patti Sturges indicates they have a macro or script which creates and Excel spreadsheet for this purpose.

16. Business and System Generated Rules.

a. On the final rewrite of the Manage Alteration documentation, need to remove all rules that are not applicable to Alterations.  Also it was recommended that data elements be spelled out.

b. System rule 7 – Need to check the policy that backs this statement.

c. System rule 9 – Data element is no longer needed, thus rule is not needed

d. Business rule 7.1.1 and 7.1.4.  Combine.

(1) Be specific about the type of Alteration?  (7.1.1 & 7.1.4.)

(2) TYCOMs can add Proposed Alterations but they cannot add a Generic Alteration.  Also, SPMs can delegate the authority to add.

(3) SPMs can also edit ‘D’ Alterations.  SPMs are not concerned with ‘F’ Alterations.

(4) ‘F’ Alterations are not supposed to be in the current FMP database.

(5) The Carrier group is adding them.

(6) ‘F’ Alterations may be in RMAIS and will probably go into NDE.

e. Business rule 7.1.9 – Check on the Alteration Status Code changing to ‘B’.  It is believed that the Budget Office changes ALT_STAT_CODE to ‘B’ for ‘K’ Alterations.

(1) Task - Ask Chris Mathis to clarify all Business Rules making sure that they reflect the actual business flow.

(2) Question – If you remove the data in the FY field, does the Alteration Status change from being budgeted?

f. Business rule 7.1.10 – Remove.  The other mandatory fields are not listed as a business rule.  Either list them all or list none.

g. Business rules 7.1.6, 7.1.17 and 7.1.18 – Put all of the rules for ALT_TYPE = ‘ER’ together.

h. Business rule 7.1.19 – Question – Who uses the Work Center Code field?  This field may be used by the Maintenance world although their data does not match up with what is in FMPMIS.

(1) They should be feeding FMPMIS not FMPMIS feeding RMAIS.  (2Kilo form).

(2) The Carrier group is not using WC_CODE

(3) Research if the other classes are usingl

i. Business rule 7.1.20 – Check policy to see if the COST_EST_AIT field is still required.

(1) The Carrier group is putting this information in on the first screen in the regular man-day fields.

(2) TYCOMs and SPMs (‘D’ Alts) determine if it’s an AIT Alteration.  If it’s designated AIT and you enter man-days, the man-days are for AIT.  You don’t need the AIT man-day fields.  The same holds true for the man-day estimate fields.

(3) Question – Are the AIT Estimate fields being used.

(a) SPAWAR handles the funding for AIT Alterations.  Although the data is not always entered, the Planning Yards should be entering the AIT estimates.  The estimates that are being entered are not that good.  SPMs and TYCOMs use the status reports to keep track of their budget.

(b) Higher-ups are looking at FMPMIS, it’s their only tool to get information.  We must make sure that the data being entered is ‘good’ data.  This includes the estimates.

(c) Cost Estimates are not always broken down in to man-days, material, etc.

j. Business rule 7.1.27 – Needs to be reworked.

(1) Users are working around this rule by removing the Programming (FY).

(2) Questions arose regarding valid values for ALT_STAT_CODE.

(a) TYCOM Alt Status Code Table has a status code of ‘H’.

(b) Other codes need to be added.

(c) Codes used by LCRS will be taken care of in NDE.

(d) Users did not know what the code of ‘R’ was used for.

(e) Users cannot pull reports on New Construction if they cannot enter the proper codes.  

(f) The codes that the Carrier group needs are in the ALT_STAT_CODE Library but they cannot use them because of this rule.

(g) The SPM role does not see the additional values in the ALT_STAT_CODE table but the TYCOM role can see them.

1. Ms. Gale Covington will send Mr. Anderson a list of the needed codes.  Mr. Anderson will forward the list to Mr. Pat Turner in order to present to the AIS Committee for approval of the change in the rule.

k. Business rule 7.1.35 through 7.1.50 pertain to the Material Module.

l. Business rule 7.1.51 – NID Role is related to Availabilities – not Alterations.

m. Business rule 7.1.55 - Need to research what business policy is this rule based upon?  (SEA-013)

n. Business rule 7.1.56 – Mandatory fields.  All are defaulted to ‘N’, the ‘U’ value is not being used.

o. Business rule 7.1.57 – If it is marked as AIT we do not need the COST_EST_AIT field.  

(1) Enhancements

(a) Streamline this process.  Some use the COST_EST_IND field when both AIT and IND (Carriers – Increments).

(b) Put all of the actual data in a box so that they are more visible.

p. Business rules 7.1.66 and 7.1.67 – Need to be reworded.

(1) The ICANC is applicable to an Alteration and the ALT_STAT_CODE is applicable to a hull.  ICANC applies to all hulls applicable to an Alteration.  Add a reference to this rule.

q. Business rule 7.1.69 – This rule is not true for ‘D’ Alterations.  This rule must be reworded by Alteration Type.  The SPM is the authoritative source for ‘K’ and ‘KP’ Alterations.  TYCOMs are the authoritative source for ‘D’ Alterations and AER  (TY_STAT_CODE).

(1) Business Process Problem – The policy is that Alterations cannot be marked complete until receipt of the ILS report stating that it is complete.

(a) Some are entering ‘C’ even though they don’t have the ILS report.

(b) The policy is that ‘R’ should be entered when the installation is complete but the ILS report has not been received.

r. Business rule 7.1.72 – Applies to the Material Module.

(1) Problem – Should be applicable to hulls not Alterations.

(a) IBOM of ‘8’ indicates that no material is required.  The system allows you to change an IBOM to ‘8’ when you have material loaded on some ships.  It also allows you to spread the IBOM of ‘8’ to other ships that have material already loaded.

s. Business rule 7.2.1 Applies to Proposed Alterations.

(1) Ms. Barbara Thomas stated that we need to make a call on the Pilot Program Proposed Alterations.  She also stated that we need to decide if the Submarine group will be allowed to use the Proposed Alteration Module.

Issue – not all alterations are in FMPMIS but will be in NDE.  Need to see where the line is drawn by policy on those alts that do belong in FMPMIS – all Modernization will be there.  

IN THE REWRITE OF THE MANAGE ALTERATION DOCUMENTATION, ENSURE THERE IS A CLEAR DISTINCTION BETWEEN PROPOSED AND GENERIC ALTERATIONS.
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Thursday, 02 NOV 2000 (continued):

1215-1229 Registration for Manage Materials
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Manage Materials Documentation and Screen Review
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Lunch

1230-1340
Manage Materials Report Review
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Complete Manage Materials Report Review

1430-1500
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Manage Materials 

Thursday, 2 November 2000 – Friday, 3 November 2000

Mr. Ron Hanson opened the meeting at 12:30p.m.  His opening remarks consisted of the following: a brief orientation of the office facilities; a statement regarding the purpose of the meeting; the ground rules and a review of the POA&M.  After completing his opening remarks, Mr. Hanson led the discussion on the Manage Materials documentation and screen review.

Mr. Hanson distributed revised working copies of the Manage Material Documentation.  This document, based on the previous document sent out earlier in the year included user comments and feedback.  During the discussion on the Manage Materials documentation and screen review, the following items were noted:

1. Procurement Management

a. There is a need to clarify the terminology used when referring to equipment and material categories.

(1) General consensus was 'Equipment' was construed to mean HSC provided material.

(2) Identify the difference between Miscellaneous Material and Incidental Material.

(3) Most materials have assigned stock numbers.  Therefore the users need clarification on Stock No. Material.

(4) The users are not familiar with the term TID for Temporary Material.  Recommended that the term 'TID' not be used.

2. Security Roles

a. Attendees feel that the PARMs should be more involved.  They should be performing the Material ID search in order to pickup their requirements.

3. Adding New Material.  Group comments/discussion

a. The COG has to relate to the piece of material.

b. Ms. Sharon Carr O’Brien enters for SPAWAR.

c. DLA Cogs are entered by NAVICP – should be NSLC MECH.

d. NAVICP should enter only NAVY related material.

e. Ms. Pat Lombard enters some 2S COGs.

f. Ray Calliotte entes 2J and 2F COGs.

(1) Obtains the needed information from the responsible Life Cycle Manager when he needs to add new material.

g. DLA should enter Defense-wide material.

h. Defense Material moving to Navy material and vice versa, should be updated.

i. 2S COGs migrated.  They are managed by NAVICP and funded by NAVSEA.  NAVSEA retains 2S COGs until NAVICP picks up funding.

j. We need to identify who is responsible for entering the COGs.

4. Managing Procurements.

a. It was noted that the P1 data field is on either the Mandatory page or the Additional page, dependent on the category of the material being worked on.

(1) For consistency purposes it was recommended the P1 data field be on one page.

b. Clarification is needed on the Last Support Date field

(1) Some interpretation is it is used when the Equipment/Material is being transferred to another activity.

(2) On the Additional page a date can be entered in this field without causing the Active Support Flag being change.

(3) If the Active Support flag on the Mandatory page is changed to 'N' then a date is required in this field.

5. Edit Equipment Material.

a. It was recommended that the Introduction note that specific fields can only be updated.  The Material ID itself and any characteristics data should never be changed – only superseded.

b. Mandatory Tab

(1) Question – Who requires/owns the Acquisition Number?

(a) Remove it if it is not being utilized.

(b) May be used by AAAs or PARMs.

(c) Indication it may be used as Acquisition Status Codes from PRISM.

(2) Question – Who requires/owns the SPR Response & PPR Response fields?

(a) Used in corresponding with the DLA/Item Manager.

(3) Enhancement – We need to be able to track the PPR Response and the SPR Response.

(a) PPR Response – Text field defining the code.

(b) SPR Response – Two digit alpha and 2 digit numeric code.

1. Because the SPR field is not long enough, the Acquisition Number field has been used for this data.

2. Redefine the PPR Response field as SPR/PPR Reply and make it long enough.

c. Additional Tab

(1) Enhancement – Users would like to see the SPM Comments.  At this time they can only see them on the 4720 and BOM Equipment reports.  Being able to view the SPM Comments might impact the comments entered by NAVICP.

(a) Example Process – Currently one battery has two suppliers.  There is a discrepancy with one product and it cannot be used.  What do you do when you need an item from a specific manufacturer?  Solution – Have a new NSN established in order to get the proper equipment.

6. Bill or Material and Equipment (BOME)

a. Need to correct the last sentence in the Introduction to read "…NAVICP enter and edit item material information." vice "requisition information."

b. Enhancement – Establish a process to get the Requisition Information from the ROMIS and MAT database.

(1) Requisition Number, Ship Date and Receive Date.

(2) If the Requisition Number is entered, the requisition information should be retrieved from PRISM.

(3) We need to obtain some information from ROMIS and MAT.

(4) MAT and ROMIS are updated from NAVICP.

(5) We need to interface with MAT, ROMIS and NAVICP in order to obtain all of the information that is needed.  

(a) ROMIS Contact – Patti Perez – FoxPro database.

(b) MAT Contact – Pat Mitchell

c. Security Roles

(1) Questioned why TYCOMs were listed.  They do not load Bill of Material (BOM). 

(a) The pure TYCOM role does not have this capability.

(b) A TBM specific role does have the capability.

(c) There was some thought they may use it in the Proposed Alteration Module.

(d) Need to review the policy and identify the specific data that role change enter/change.

(2) Re-evaluate the Security Roles.  Some probably could be rolled up together (NAVICP, DLA & SPM)

7. Developing the BOM for an Alteration.

a. Enhancement – Automate the ID of drawing information for material on the BOM and requisition information for material identified on each drawing.

b. Need to clarify the statement in the Introduction section pertaining to Planning activity and SPMs identifying drawing information.

(1) The drawing does not have the Requisition Number.  The SPM or Planning Activity builds a list of requirements from the JCF, SAR, and the SID.

(2) If you enter more than one drawing and the same material is on more than one drawing, the quantity is to be rolled up.

8. Hull Search

a. Rewrite the user interface section pertaining to the ICANC and Alt Status Code.  Incorporate the Ms. Holly Jones' comments.

(1) If the ICANC is in the range of 1-6, indicating a history record, do not allow editing. 

9. Bill of Material and Equipment – Edit Alt Item - BOMEGA page

a. All attendees were in agreement to either remove the field QTY REM (Quantity Removed – Rip Out) or change it to mean Quantity remaining.  

b. It was noted that in Shipyard block, the SPM role can edit the Order Date, Received Date, and RDD fields.

(1) Need to research and check the policy on who is responsible.

c. Question arose as to who uses MilStrip Com?

(1) Mr. Ray Calliotte indicated he does.

d. BEDD data field generated considerable discussion.

(1) Comes from the PRISM Interface and is editable.  Once you place the Requisition, the BEDD Date doesn’t matter.  Each yard may have a different requirement for how far in advance they want the equipment, i.e. 30 days or 90 days.  Material dictionary kept track of who was responsible for the item but it isn’t updated.

(2) Most responsible parties are not updating this field.  JCF has a POC but they don’t know the BEDD.  The 2 SCOG Material Item Managers need to load this data.

(3) NAVICP now manages material versus headquarters.  Ms. Pat Schwarz will ask Kevin, a 2S COG item manager what their procedures and instructions are for FMPMIS.

(4) Enhancement – Add a field to capture the user-id of the last person who updated the data.

10. Bill of Material and Equipment – Edit Alt Item - Comments page

a. The Procurement Manager would like to enter remarks.  

b. There is not enough space in the Comments field.  

11. Bill of Material and Equipment – Edit Alt Item – Drawings page

a. The Material information was retrieved from a magnetic tape at one time.  It is now a manual process.

b. Enhancement – Retrieve the Material information from the Drawing.  There would have to be an exact match of the material id.

12. Bill of Material and Equipment – Edit Alt Item – Item Requisition page

a. Fix – This should not be for a SPM role, it should be for a Planning Yard or Installing Activity role.

b. Enhancements 

(1) Would like to upload the data from the Planning Yard.

(2) Would like to be able to add multiple items at a time (currently, you can only add one stock number at a time).

13. Bill of Material and Equipment - Mtl/Equip page - Selecting New option

a. It was noted that sometimes the NSN is entered in the Material DESC field instead of the nomenclature.

14. Bill of Material and Equipment – Temp Mtl page - Selecting New option

a. Enhancements - Problem: You have to go to two reports in order to see all of the information you have entered for temporary material.  

(1) Users would like at the minimum to have a view option for all of the information, especially the SPM Comments.

(2) Problem - Manufacturer information it is needed by NAVICP.

(a) Add Manufacturer’s Cage Code and Planning Yard Part Number.

1. The Cage Code is currently on the MEGA_CONST Table.

(b) At least one of the five manufacturer fields should have data entered into it.  If all five are blank, the SPM Comments field should become mandatory.

(c) Desired fields.

1. Part Number

2. Piece Number

3. MDL Number

4. DWG Number

5. MILSPEC

6. Planning Yard Part Number

7. Drawing Number

15. BOM&E – Editing Alt Item Section

a. Need to rewrite the Introduction.  Current wording is too confusing.

(1) SID is the acronym for Ship Installation Drawing versus Information.

(2) Delete the where clause after (Ship Installation Drawing).

b.  It was noted that most procurement data should come from the PRISM database.

16. Superseded Material section.

a. Only SPM or who they designate should be able to supersede material.

(1) Remove the Shipyard Role

(2) TYCOM Role may pertain to the Proposed Alteration Module only - Need to verify.

b. Enhancement – Notify the SPM when NAVICP enters into the Material Dictionary that an item has been superseded.

(1) The SPM now has to check the Superseded Ad-Hoc query and the data is not always available in the report.

17. Superseded BOM section.

a.  Remove the Shipyard Security Role.

18. Copy BOM and Equipment section

a. Remove the Shipyard Role

b. TYCOM Role may pertain to the Proposed Alteration Module only - Need to verify.

c. Question – What is the difference between Spreading and Copying BOM data?

(1) The Copy BOM feature can occur across classes, spreading only occurs for a particular class.  (Exception – Carriers have a separate function since each carrier is assigned a unique class.)

19. Copy Material and Equipment section – Alteration Selection option

a. Enhancements - Change BOMEGA to BOM.

(1) Users would prefer to not have the split screen.

(a) Mr. Greg Trout says the screen is split because of the size of the table.

20. Reports.

a. Ms. Pat Schwarz indicates the TP10 Report is different than the text in the FMP Manual.  It corresponds to the TP10A report.  She needs information on the TP10 report so that she can update section 7 of the FMP Manual.

(1) Mr. Trout is to provide her the information.

b. TP1 Report – Change from CNO Availabilities to Availabilities since it encompasses all Availabilities.

21. Business and System Generated Rules.

a. On the final rewrite of the Manage Material documentation, need to remove all rules that are not applicable to Material.  Also it was recommended that data elements be spelled out.

b. All references to P Alterations should be changed to read KP Alterations.

c. System Rule 1.  Ms. Schwarz advises users to not use 1 in the COST_EACH field.  If the user enters 1, funding may not be adequate to complete the alteration.

d. System rules 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 12, 20, 21, 22, 25 and 26 are not applicable.

e. System rule 8.  This rule should not matter if the alteration is complete or not applicable.

f. System rule 9.  Refer to Ms. Jones comments pertaining to this rule contained in the Hull Search section.  If ICANC is in the range of 1-6, indicating a history record, do not allow editing.

g. System rules 28 through 29.  Remove these rules and obtain the data from ROMIS and MAT for 2 COGs.  (Or go to their source).  Users will have to enter data for the rest.

(1) Question – From where did the 90-day requirement come?

(a) 90 days may not be enough time if they have to receive the material, repack it and ship it to another location.  

(b) The person procuring the material is the owner of this data.

h. Business rule 2.  Needs clarification.

i. Business rule 5.  Change the verbiage from ‘an existing Temporary Material ID’ to ‘a Temporary Material ID’.

j. Business rule 6.  Identical to system rule 8.

k. Business rule 7.  Identical to system rule 9.

l. Business rule 8.  Modify the rule.  SPMs authorize the Planning Activities.

m. Business rule 9.  This applies to the BOM.  Material Managers can supersede material in the Material Dictionary.

n. Business rule 10.  Change the word ‘there’ to ‘their’.

o. Business rule 11.  This rule applies to the SPM role.  To document a stay of supersession after the 30-day period, the information can be entered in the Remarks field.  Unsupersede is not a word.

p. Business rules 15 and 16 apply to alterations.

q. Rules 17 through 19 only apply to components of a consisting of item.

