VALIDATION WORKING GROUP MEETING

17-18 JANUARY 2001

A Validation Working Group Meeting was held at FTSCPAC in San Diego, CA. on 17-18 January 2001.  The Validation Working Group is an Action Team Subcommittee under the Standardization Team within the CDM/ISEA Working Group.  Mr. Tom Ponko (Co-chair) convened the meeting with an overview of the agenda and past accomplishments.  Ms. Rosemary Travis’ (Co-chair) opening remarks emphasized the need to implement a streamline process that is suitable for both coasts.  Mr. Ed Chergoski (SEA 04L52) emphasized the importance of formulating an effective process in a timely manner due to the high level of visibility being given the validation process.  

Ms. Kristen Snell (NSLC MECH) presented updates on the validation metrics effort(Action Item 991021-36).  The compiled data is taken from selected ship’s workfiles to measure the impact on COSAL effectiveness had the validations not occurred. Ms. Snell has received information on only five of the eleven ships requested subsequent to the last meeting.  Mr. Ponko has taken an action to follow-up with Boston and Norfolk Naval Shipyard for the additional data.  SEA 04L5 has questioned whether or not workfiles processed and allowance effectiveness can be combined to formulate a single chart.  Ms. Snell will attempt to compile data in that manner.  The group has requested the L class be given priority when updating metrics information.  

Judy Siegfried addressed the ability to compile data and determine on-site logistics representatives (OSLR) impact on the validation effort (Action Item 001025-60).  Ms. Siegfried determined that CDMD-OA does not maintain a multiple audit history for each workfile making data compilation difficult.  The group looked at different options for extracting data from CDMD-OA.  The following are guidelines available for categorizing source of actions:  the sequence number, the VSAC code, and the automatic selection by UIC.  Mr. Ponko and Ms. Travis took an action to contact Mr. Jim Taylor about capturing data from query regarding workfile history without processing an extensive SQL.  

SCWA TRANSITION TO CDMD-OA

Mr. Tom Ponko gave an overview of the SRS. Discussion resulted in a number of modifications to the SRS. Mr. Ponko will revise the SRS and post on the website for final review. 

VALIDATION METRICS

Mr. Tom Ponko reviewed the Validation Matrix that provides POCs for Naval activities performing validations.  The matrix has been resorted based on three different types of validations:  installation, maintenance and operational.  The group has agreed that the installation validations are mandatory while redundancies need to be addressed in the other categories.  One option presented was to submit a workfile each time an item is validated during operatioal grooms.  Ms. Darlene Robertson suggested that repetition may me reduced if SSVA files were received in a timely manner.  Per FTSCPAC, the files are forwarded a day following completion.  Ms. Robertson took an action to follow-up and confirm turnaround time.  Any additional changes to metrics POCs should be forwarded to Mr. Ponko.

Ms. Robertson voiced a concern about the number of errors being introduced into the system with the acceptance of incorrect WCRE information from unidentifiable sources.  Files forwarded from SVTs are being treated as ILO files.  The data integrity is questioned until source verification.  The group consensus is to limit WCRE changes solely to ship. Mr Ponko took an action to present this recommendation at FLSIC.   Ms. Snell took an action to track volume of changes in workfiles as a result of WCRE errors.  The information is to be forwarded to Mr. Ponko for inclusion in brief.

VALIDATION REDUNDANCIES

To alleviate validation redundancies,it was recommended that all site validations be reported even those not resulting in a change to the record.

The updated Tech-Spec when available will be posted for comment on www.cm.navsea.navy.mil.

SSVA COMPARISON


The revised handout will be posted to the website. At the next meeting, a comparison will be done for NON-TAT ships.  Mr. Ponko took an action to contact SEA 04LR to find out what they are validating with regards to RADIACs. 

Ms. Robertson believes SSVAs have a positive effect on the fleet; however,  SSVAs document all changes submitted as errors regardless of necessary corrective action.  FTSCPAC took an action to formulate a process limiting changes noted to those that are deemed absolute errors.  It was noted that it was more important for serial numbers to match than EFD changes.  Mr. Chergoski took an action to update the Tech-Spec to limit EFD or PRID changes unless absolutely necessary.  

VALIDATION POLICY

Previous agreements:

1. All sight validation efforts must be reported

2. Validation definition modification…to include comparison against     SCLSIS/SNAP data and appropriate transaction reporting.

3. VSAC assignment matrix

4. Only equipment with supply support (Maintenance Only)

5. No software (Maintenance)

6. No < 4” valves 

7. No Imbedded CCA etc.

8. Eliminate MCC as qualifier

9. ISC “G” only as qualifier

10. No X-RICs as qualifier.

Types of validations:

1. Installation

2. Operational

3. Maintenance

Operational Requirements:

1. Reporting everything validated.

