FMP METRIC SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 

CHAIR:     M W, NAVSEA 04

CO-CHAIR:  R H, SSBATH 

Day One

The subcommittee meeting started late in afternoon of the first day of the three-day FMP conference.  The subcommittee attendees totaled eight people including the chairs.  The activities represented were NAVSEA (1), BIWPYWLO (1), SUPSHIP BATH (2), PHD NSWC (1), NORFOLK NSY (1), COMNAVAIRPAC (1), AND SPAWAR (1).  Introductions were made.

     This session focused on benchmarking and process reviews.  The Chair provided an overview on benchmarking including defining benchmarking terms.  The Demning theory of PLAN-DO-STUDY-ACT was presented.  This theory is the bases for the benchmarking process.  Each subcommittee member was then given a copy of the Department of the Navy Benchmarking Handbook: A Systems View.  The Navy 10 step benchmarking process was reviewed.

     The subcommittee then received a visual of how to do a process review.  A genetic demo was used for the first part of this training.  The second part reviewed was a real process review.  This was an internal benchmarking project conducted by the Naval Shipyards.  This review included a flow chart of the steps this team of shipyard folks used and included lesson learned from the undertaking.  Their project execution was based on the Navy benchmarking process.

Day Two

The focus of the morning session was ‘stand-up’ considerations for the creation of the Metric team.  We discussed the team charter.  The charter was drafted prior to the meeting and presented for agreement or modification.  The agreed to charter was outlined in four billets.  Based our charter we discussed and agreed on what our roles would be within the FMP.

     The group then moved the discussion to the metric structure and philosophy.  It was agreed that the metric structure would encompass the big three, quality, cost and schedule.  Under these three we agreed that “In-process” metrics as well as “end process” metrics are needed.  The group also agreed on the development of policy metrics (i.e. overall milestone adherence, FMP budget performances, etc.).  The philosophical discussion center on process/sub-process mapping and business rules, maximize auto-collection method and process/metrics training.          

     The team reviewed the flow charts of the FMP process as well as the D-30 process. The planning sub committee provided the flow charts.  Discussions centered on how the ‘boxes’ in the flow charts are actually executed.

     During the afternoon, the group reviewed the eight action items assigned by the ESC.  We interviewed people from the Planning and AIS subcommittees to gain a better understanding of the action items intent.  We review in detail the SPAWAR metrics on the JCF and SAR process.  No two activity's timeline for performing this process was the same.  Other associated problems were within the LAR/RLAR processes, as well as SID, SAR, material and funding processes.  From these interviews and reviews the group agreed a formal process review was needed.

     The day ended with the group identifying the key players needed to accomplish this process review.

Day Three      

     The group summarized the events of the first two days and established its agreements and actions.  The group then selected Mr. R H as the Metric Co-chair.  After completion, we drafted our brief for the ESC.  

Agreements:

1. The metric subcommittee charter and roles.

2. The metric structure and philosophy.

3. Election of a co-chair.

4. The need for metric training.

Actions:

1. New action item (which combined the 8 previous action) to review the execution of the FMP process.  The proposed review is tentatively targeted for February 00.  The goal of this project is to review the process and gain understanding.  This will enable the subcommittee to identity areas within the process where measures are needed.

a. Chair and Co-chair will review, in detail, the FMP strategic goals prior to the process review to ensure the reviews focus in line with these goals.

b. Chair will solicit the services of a facilitator who also will provide “just in time” metric training for the process review team.

c. Chair and Co-chair will draft a letter announcing the process review and provide a POA&M for this project.  In addition, the letter will identify the expertise needed for the process team.  The letter and POA&M will be forwarded to SEA 04M3 for distribution.

d. SPAWAR subcommittee rep will host the process review. 

R/M K W

NAVSEA 04  

