Meeting Minutes for FMP Conference

15 – 17 January 2002

Logistics Subcommittee

Attachment (a) Material Working Group Minutes.

PEO TSC, Logistics Subcommittee Chairperson opened the meeting by explaining where the Logistics Subcommittee’s position was within the FMP program and what we will be covering at this conference.

Before detailed discussion began, introductions were made by the participants.  Upon completion of introductions, PEO TSC, Logistics Subcommittee Chairperson tasked the committee members to come up with thoughts or ideas and state what their chief issues of concern are.  He also wanted to address issues that have not been addressed in Sections 7, 8, 9, and 12 of the FMP Manual and provide those issues and comments to either himself or Co-Chairperson of the Logistics Subcommittee.

PEO TSC, Logistics Subcommittee Chairperson a brief on the history of the FMP Manual.  He stated that the manual had not been updated since 1993 and that there are many processes that are being done now that have not been documented.  He stated that this subcommittee’s goal is to come up with a single process by looking at the current process and implement it into the D-30 process.  There was some discussion on the differences of the current process, the D-30 process, and the difficulty in transitioning from one process to the other.  He wanted to determine what it would take to achieve this goal.  He stated that the main objective of this committee is to support the Fleet.  The Fleet is our customer and everything we do is for the Fleet.

Hesitated that there has to be discipline in the process.  If there is no discipline in the process, the process will fall apart.  He stated that there are a few issues with the D-30 process but it is a working process if followed.

PEO TSC, Logistics Subcommittee Chairperson wanted to know if there were any last minute changes that needed to be done to the sections of the FMP manual before its release in March.  Chairperson of the ILS Working Group stated that the ILS working group was done with its section.  The biggest issue they had was revising the ILS Certification Form.  The form was signed and adjudicated by NAVSEA 04M3.  He stated that the ILS Certification Form should be viewed as a living document that will be updated as changes occur.

In Section 7 of the FMP Manual the Material Working Group has changes that need to be adjudicated.  NAVICP Mechanicsburg, Material Working Group Co-Chairperson, stated that the Section 7 FMP milestones in Figure 7-1 do not support the FMP A-16 and D-30 dates.  She stated that the Material Working Group needed to take some time this conference and work on the milestone dates.  A few other small issues needed to be worked on in Section 7 as well.

NSLC Jacksonville, stated that there were a few things in Section 8 of the manual that needed finalizing also. PEO TSC, Logistics Subcommittee Chairperson tasked R T to set up an adjudication meeting in February to finalize the section of the FMP manual before the March due date. PEO TSC, Logistics Subcommittee Chairperson wanted to give a background on issues the first day of the conference, so the rest of the conference can be spent on specifics.  The committee will split into their separate working groups on Thursday.

There was some discussion on the JCF/SAR and its relation to the ILS Certification Form.  There was also discussion on the subject of the MOA with NAVICP and DLA.  It was stated that there needs to be a NAVAIR representative available to address the issues on the MOA as well as other issues.  The discussion turned to Technical Specification 9090-500.  Pat Schwarz stated that she needed the official title to the document to reference in Section 7.  It was stated that the correct title was “Ship Alteration Record”.

There was more discussion on the JCF/SAR and the 9090-500.  The JCF and SAR was revised to use electronically.  Due to the current NDE issues there is now a requirement to re-revise the documents and revert back to the paper route for JCF’s/SARs. PEO TSC wanted the committee to really look at this issue and make sure all logistic elements will be addressed if they are not going the electronic route. PEO TSC, Logistics Subcommittee Chairperson brought to the committee’s attention that if they do not go the electronic route that there will be two separate documents that will go to different places.  This will cause problems.  There was more discussion on this issue and it was stated that it is believed that the SAR would be used for a technical description and would only identify the top level ILS the logistics would be listed on the ILS Certification Form.  All Long Lead Time (LLT) material would be listed on the SAR.

PEO TSC, Logistics Subcommittee Chairperson gave a brief history on 9090-500 and 9090-210.  It was stated that there needs to be some clarification on the definition of LLT material.  There was discussion on LLT and as to where it would be supported.  It was decided that the definition in the FMP Manual of LLT would be the definition that would be used.

There was a presentation by on Software changes identified in Section 8 of the FMP manual.  There was some discussion on software and how it will be identified in the system.  C K gave a brief on what is being done in software and how it will be tracked.  It will be tracked as record type 2 in CDMD-OA.  She also stated that software would use the same system as hardware. PEO TSC, Logistics Subcommittee Chairperson wanted to know what document would be used to implement a software change.  It was stated that the same vehicles used to implement hardware changes would be used for software changes as well, however it would still be identified as a software change.

The question was raised as to how would configuration control be performed on software changes with the ILS Certification Form.  C K stated that the software guidelines would be listed on the CM Website WWW.CM.NAVY.MIL. PEO TSC, Logistics Subcommittee Chairperson tasked the committee to review the guidelines and provide comments in at the adjudication meeting for Section 8.5 of the FMP manual.  There was discussion on if Section 8 should be signed without the software section.  There was discussion and some concern on how to stop undocumented software and hardware changes from being installed.  Carolyn stated that the new process should be accommodating.  If it is not accommodating activities will always try to circumvent the process.

The discussion turned to the subject of AERs. Logistics Subcommittee gave a brief on his meeting with the TYCOMS during the rewriting of Section 12.  He met with the 6 TYCOMS to standardize their process on AERs.  It was decided that there would be one common language between the Subs and the Carriers.  It was decided that the ILS Certification forms would be the processes for AER certification.  All AERs will have a SID of some form and ILS Certification Forms.  The AERs will be funded by the TYCOMs and approved by the SPMs.  The question was raised as to why some changes were Title “K” Alts on some ships and AERs on others.  It was decided that all changes will use the same vehicle and they will be supported in NDE-NM.

There was more discussion on the FMP Manual.  Pat Schwarz wanted to know if there were any guidelines for the format. PEO TSC, Logistics Subcommittee Chairperson stated that he would talk to S S about the FMP manual format.

DLA Headquarters, gave a presentation on the new WEB-based DLA SPR Validation tool.  The FMP current process is accomplished by passing emails from the DLA centers to NAVICP-M, who adds the hull number, ship class, SHIPALT number and identifies the SPM/TYCOM and passes the enhanced email to the SPM/TYCOM POC.  Responses go back to DLA by the reverse route.

DLA has met their goal of developing an automated process for validations.  All accepted SPRs in DLA’s file that are 90 days from being included in a new procurement and have an individual value greater than $10K are submitted to the services for validation.  The new process captures SPRs by Project Code, Routing Identifier code and matches the documents against a POC matrix.  An email with a link to the Web site is then forwarded to the POC.  The POC matrix has been developed so that if the first POC does not respond to the SPR validation request, a second and a third (if required) request can be sent to a POC in a higher management position.

There are valid concerns with this process and matrix.  The SPR “document” is an 80-card column MILSTRAP transaction.  All fields are currently being used.  Not included in this data for DLA is the SHIPALT number.  The SPR validation request is for a SPR document number that is generated from NAVICP-M’s PRISM.  That document number is not currently forwarded from PRISM to FMPMIS.  The SPM/TYCOM will not be able to match the document number to the SHIPALT unless the document number is passed to FMPMIS via the PRISM return file and is visible to the SPM/TYCOM in FMPMIS.  There is also the question of how to identify the correct TYCOM to validate the TYCOM programming.

NAVICP-M took for action – Investigation of returning the SPR Document number to FMPMIS via the PRISM file return; the possibility of including the SHIPALT number in the 80-card column document and the completion of the matrix for the initial stand up of DLA’s system.

It was suggested that the SHIPALT number could be passed in the supplementary address field of the SPR document instead of the UIC/DOCAC of the activity expected to requisition the material.  However, DAASC would reject this document with an invalid UIC/DODAC.  Further investigation is ongoing on the resolution of these issues by NAVICP-M and the AIS team.  Representatives of the AIS team were present for this discussion.  The SPR validation program is expected to be in place by early February 02.

It was stated that there needs to be some trace ability on the AERs and they should be identified numerically.  The numerical numbers should fit into a field in NDE-NM.

NAVSEA 04M3 gave a presentation of Fleet Strategic Goals.  He provided two goals for the committee to discuss and try to solve. 

1. (Objective A) Restore the Material condition standard of our operating forces to C1 with C2 as the floor.

  A-1.  Identify actions required to increase material condition from C2 to C1.

  A-2.  Look at TMA/TMI, develop solutions, develop priorities (with Fleet assistance) then engage resource sponsor in greeting funding for those solutions.

 (Objective B)  Ensure infrastructure is fully capable of supporting readiness requirements.  Restore spare parts inventories to the level required to meet CNO readiness goals.

2. (Objective A) Influence Software & Hardware vendors toward a common interface that ensure easier integration between the systems.

   (Objective B)  Develop a single, efficient Alteration Management process with the System Commands to install the latest combat, C4I and HM&E system Alterations ensuring integrated Logistic support is provided. Develop an improved user-friendly scheduling tool.

NAVSEA 04M3 gave a brief background on the Fleet Strategic Goals.  Commander Sheila Patterson gave a more detailed description in what the Fleet wants and how the committee can assist with those goals.  She requested the committee to identify the activities they represent to get a view of the different areas of expertise.  The question was raised as to what was actually keeping the Fleet from going from C2 to C1.  What is happening in the system that is keeping them from accomplishing this?  The Commander’s main concern was the deploying forces.

There was discussion on different ideas that can help take the Fleet from C2 to C1.

Co-Chairperson of the Logistics Subcommittee gave a status on Section 9 of the FMP Manual.  He felt that Section 9 should be updated and worked with Cathy Moreland on ORDALTS. Section 9 covers Equipment Alterations (MACALTS, ECS, FCs, ORDALTs, etc). Co-Chairperson of the Logistics Subcommittee gave a heads up on standardizing the FMP policies on ORDALTs.  The FMP stated that the recommendation is for the activities to use the ILS Certification Form for their ALTs and Changes. Logistics Subcommittee  requested that P S spread the word about the ILS Certification Form to PHD.  He stated that he knew PHD had an ILS Waiver process however he is trying to standardize the process.

P S bought up the Tomahawk issue and the problems they were having with ORDALTs.  She stated that there would be a MIL STD developed to assist with the Tomahawk issues and ORDALTs. Logistics Subcommittee stated that he wanted one standard process for equipment ALTs. PEO TSC, Logistics Subcommittee Chairperson  requested that P S obtain a copy of the current instruction that is being used so they can generate a standard process for equipment ALTs.
The discussion turned to NDE and how it fits into the ERP. Logistics Subcommittee  gave a brief on this issue.  R T stated that NDE issues would be difficult to solve due to the ambiguity of the community’s requirements.  She felt that in order for the committee to try to solve the NDE issues the committee needed to map out the communities’ requirements.

P S said there needs to be some clarification of what the community’s requirements are. PEO TSC, Logistics Subcommittee Chairperson felt that before the committee tries to solve the NDE issue they needed to complete the FMP Manual before March.  P wanted to schedule a meeting with the committee during the April or May time frame to discuss NDE and ERP and the functional requirements that are necessary to the system.

Scheduling of next FMP or Logistic Subcommittee meeting will be announced at a later date.

ACTION ITEMS

ACTION #  ACTION






STATUS
0102-1
PEO TSC, tasked the committee

Open

members to come up with thoughts or 
ideas and what is their chief
issues of 
concern that haven’t 
been addressed in 
Sections 7, 8,
9, or 12 of the FMP Manual. 

0102-2 
PEO TSC will try to find a 

Open

NAVAIR representative to be 
present
at the adjudication 
meeting in 
February for the signing
of the MOA.

0102-3
PEO TSC will talk to Sharon

Open

Shaw regarding the FMP manual 
format
and get back with Pat
Schwarz with answer.

0102-4
PEO TSC tasked Rosemary 


Open

Travis to set up an adjudication

meeting to review Section 8 of 
FMP Manual
in February.  A list
was posted for
volunteers for
the meeting.
0102-5
PEO TSC tasked the committee

Open

members to review the Software
guidelines and provide their 
comments
for subsection 8.5 of 
the manual at
the adjudication 
meeting.

0102-6
PEO TSC will put in a request

Open

to update the MILs regarding the 

the DLA database to help meet the

validation requirements.

Attachment A

Meeting Minutes for FMP Policy 

15-17 January 2002

Material Working Group

P S opened the meeting by describing the tracking of changes to Section 7 of the FMP Manual. There was more discussion on the tracking of changes before the adjudication of comments to section 7 began. 

One of the main issues that were discussed were the inconsistencies in the milestone dates in the D-30 process and the A-16 schedule.  The milestone dates were corrected and the changes will be added to the manual. The adjudication continued with section 7 of the FMP manual.

The discussion turned to the subject of the Material Dictionary.  SPAWAR just assigned a person to generate the NDE-NM dictionary.  Jackie Reavis raised the question as to whether SPAWAR is on the MOA and if so they should be required to use DLA and NAVICP as their supply system. J R also stated that if SPAWAR would enter material required into NDE-NM the supply system would be able to support their installations.  J R would talk to B T about seeing if SPAWAR would agree to sign the MOA to use DLA and NAVICP as their material supply source. 
P S gave information on NAVICP’s drop in sales for FMP.  M M felt that this problem would increase due to funding.  The topic of the SID Completion Metrics was discussed.  Jackie Reavis wanted to identify the implication of late identification in this metric.  She is in the process of obtaining the information necessary to generate this metric.  M M stated that obtaining this information might prove to be a difficult task for those activities that do not kit.  J R will provide her information for the metrics in two weeks.

P S felt that there is no way for the NAVICP Office to measure the information for the metric.  Mary McDonough felt that the metric would not change the problems because funding will always be an issue.  J R stated that the working group still needs to make the community aware of all of the problems that will arise due to late funding and late identification.  R D stated that another issue that should be shown by the metrics is that with late identification it can change supply from GFM to CFM making it hard for the supply system to support an activity.  The question was raised on how the information should be collected and to whom should this information should go.  It was decided that the working group would collect the information until the Metrics committee establishes a general format on how the data will be dispersed.

The working group met with CDR P to provide assistance in having the TYCOMs sigh the MOA between DLA and NAVICP.  P S gave the CDR a brief history on the MOA.  She described the pros and cons and explained how the TYCOMs signing the agreement would benefit the Fleet.  Upon completion of the meeting, the working group rejoined the Logistics Subcommittee for the duration of the conference.

Scheduling of next FMP or Material Working Group meeting will be announced at a later date.

ACTION ITEMS

ACTION #  ACTION






STATUS
Jan02 -1
action

Open

to review section 7-3.10.5.2 

Validation Requests from DLA to 

NAVSEA for DLA Managed Material 

including Table 7-4 and provide

comments by first of March. 

Jan02-2 
action to forward

Open

Enclosure 1 FMP SHIPALT MOA to 

Rick Dennet for his review. 

Jan02-3
talk to B

Open

T about seeing if SPAWAR 

would agree to signing the MOA to

use DLA and NAVICP as their supply

source.

Jan02-4

time line to have 

someone from SPAWAR to complete

the Material Dictionary.  (It was

stated that Donna Smith would do 

the material dictionary updates

for SPAWAR.)
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