VALIDATION WORKING GROUP MEETING

18-19 JULY 2000

A Validation Working Group Meeting was held at LANTFLTILO in St. Julien’s Creek, VA on 18-19 July 2000.  The Validation Working Group is an Action Team Subcommittee under the Standardization Team within the CDM/ISEA Working Group.  Mr. Tom Ponko (Team Leader) opened the meeting with a discussion of action items from the previous meetings.

Ms. Kristen Snell (NSLC MECH) presented research updates on a proposed validation effectiveness metric.  Ms. Snell analyzed USS LABOON (DDG 58) and USS ANZIO (CG 68) databases, specifically change transactions and RIC changes.  She measured allowance effectiveness using data where a validation was conducted and compared it to the effectiveness if a validation had not taken place.  USS ANZIO had little difference in effectiveness due to the validations, but USS LABOON had a lot of changes due to the validation efforts mostly in the area of COP data.  If the validation had not taken place, the effectiveness would have been significantly lower (4%).  CDR Marcinek (FTSCPAC) and Ms. Snell will look at two ships from the STENNIS Battle Group for the West Coast.

CDR Marcinek reported that it is more difficult for FTSCPAC to differentiate validation candidates by origin.  A possible way to separate the data is to look at the Adds, Deletes and Changes and back track.  The numbers FTSCPAC have now are based upon aggregate numbers from TOMCAT reports.  All of the data goes into TOMCAT and the identification of the data origin is lost.  The East Coast uses a manual process and data origin is retained to allow for validation effectiveness comparison visibility.  According to Ingalls, the East Coast averages about 400 record validations during an Availability, while the West Coast averages about 4000 record validations.  Mr. Ed Gale (LANTFLTILO) will look at the East Coast validations being conducted during the availability in order to make a better comparison of East/West coast efforts.  The validation candidate selection criterion also differs between coasts.  The West Coast looks at both G and J codes for validation candidates while the East Coast only looks at the G codes. Mr. Ponko stated that there is a need to marry East and West Coast validation data from an Availability to resolve the validation number discrepancies.  Calibration Recall Information System (CRIS) is used to get inventory and deliver to ILO the updated test equipment inventory.  ILOLANT does not validate Test Equipment, but tailors Adds, Changes and Deletes based on METCAL reports. FTSCPAC conducts a 100% sight validation of all test equipment.  It was argued that Test Equipment is too dynamic and should not be validated.  Mr. Gale said that 300-500 Test Equipment Adds, Changes and Deletes were sent to Ingalls during a single Availability, and therefore would not add value to validate these items.

According to FTSCPAC, Mr. Dick Sackett (FTSCPAC) had difficulties putting SCWA data into TOMCAT.  Also, FTSCPAC is using an older version of TOMCAT, version 3.0 vice 4.0 that has been available for more than a year.  Mr. Springs and Mr. Shackelford are going to investigate why TOMCAT version 4.0 has yet to be made available to FTSCPAC/LANT.  Also, they will look into the possibility of having the data origin provided on the TOMCAT record and then this origin could be tracked for metrics and validation improvements.  The East Coast ships use a manual process outside of TOMCAT, which results in a greater ability to trace the origin of data records.

Validation Matrix

The group then reviewed the Validation Matrix for updates.  This Matrix provides the different Navy activities that perform validations and the types of validations they perform along with POCs.  The group developed this matrix during previous meetings.  One change that was brought up was that CSRR is now a C5RA.  The remaining changes to the matrix were minor clerical modifications. Mr. Ponko took an action to contact SPAWAR for more SPAWAR validation information.

SCWA Functional Decision Flowchart

Mr. Ponko then presented a series of flowcharts titled ‘Ship Class Wide Analysis – Functional Decision Flowchart’ which will be utilized to transition SCWA into CDMD-OA.  These charts serve as a means for narrowing down the candidates for a validation.  The first chart breaks out the ship type between Mine Warfare, Submarine, and Surface Ship.  Records are then eliminated first based on AINAC of EQ or SQ in an effort to remove AELs.  Then records of only critical ESWBS are retained (SWABs for submarines).  Finally non-critical APLs are removed to arrive at the target ship records.  This process is followed for two more ships in the class to serve as comparison ships.

The target ship is then compared with the other two ships with matching records being eliminated from validation consideration.  Then records are added that are found on the compare ships, but not on the target ship.  The final flowchart merges potential Adds and Deletes to derive potential validation candidates.  One last series of filters then takes place.  Records with an LSSC not equal to “A” in first position or an ISC not equal to “G” are eliminated.  Valves that are less then 2” and records with an Equipment Designator Code (EDC) = “V” are also eliminated.  The remaining records are validation candidate worthy and are exported to TOMCAT in SDIF format.

Some XRICs that were recommended for elimination might be critical in the ESWBS, so a decision was made to keep XRICs as validation candidates.  Also, how would AIT installations be resolved when the TYCOM orders a validation of the system that may not fit the validation criteria?  AITs appear to be something that still won’t be able to be controlled.  Also, a timeframe for the compare process needs to be ascertained.  Possibly a window of 18 months for comparing the Type 2 Records.  ISC not equal to “G” could be keyed on the reporting date. Two other filters were recommended.  One filter is to use APL Nomenclature ‘CCAs’ to eliminate the validations of embedded circuit cards.  The second filter would be to use the SCAT Code to reduce validations of portable test equipment.  Ms. Snell requested that the group inform her ASAP of any other recommended filter changes because once put into CDMD-OA, the filter changes will be much more difficult to implement.  CDR Marcinek stated that she would talk to her West Coast POCs for any changes they would like to see made.  Mr. Ponko will also re-post the flowchart on the CDM/ISEA web-site to elicit more comments. 

Proposed 2nd Position VSAC Assignment Matrix

Mr. Ponko then presented the Proposed 2nd Position VSAC Assignment Matrix which had been developed at a previous meeting for comment.  There were a few changes on the chart, which will be updated on the web-site.  The group talked about the need to get the new 2nd position VSACs into the Tech Spec as allowed values.  Ms. Donna Johnson (SEA 04L511) is currently rewriting the Tech Spec and took for action.

Mr. Ed Gale (ILOLANTACT) then provided a number of charts providing validation results over the last two fiscal years based upon the different areas of SSVA ( G-CAT, SCWA, and DC4ILO). ILO is conducting trend analysis that may ultimately reduce the number of Validations that need to be conducted.  Discussions from the chart followed.  It was agreed that regardless of how many changes to a particular record are made, if the changes are made to the same record, it should only count as one change.  Ms. Robertson (Ingalls) asked for the criteria for changing the EFD.  Mr. Springs stated that if it’s not completely wrong, it shouldn’t be touched and he took action to look into the subject to verify.  Ms. Robertson also said that TOMCAT gets rid of * and #s which are being counted as Next Higher Assembly changes and as fields changed in TOMCAT.  She took an action to present this problem formally to Mr. Springs. It was also agreed to analyze the benefit of validation efforts in three ways:

1. Maintain “return rate” statistics for process improvement of the various candidate selection methods.

2. Maintain “impact” statistics based upon effect on ship’s allowance effectiveness.

3. Maintian “validity improvement” statistics based upon percent of improvement to CDMD-OA.

Develop Candidate Selection Criteria 

Meeting participants looked at the VSACs and their elements, which accompanies the 2nd position assignment of the VSAC.  The code of “V” is installed Record Type 3 data.  The code of “S” is ship confirm APL and install.  The code of “P” calls for confirmation of item’s presence, but not a check of APL confirmation.

The group discussed the valid timeframe between validations for Type 2 Equipment Records.  The group agreed on one Operational Cycle (2 years) as the minimum time between validations of equipment.  Other VSACs to be looked at are “R” – record verification only, and “N” – record submitted without quality review.  If the reason not validated was either ‘2’ – insufficient name plate data, ‘4’ – inaccessible, ‘5’ – insufficient record check, or ‘6’ – other, a validation should be conducted.  The group expressed concern that every two years the same equipment would be revalidated. The data in the future years will be studied to ensure that repeated validation to the same record does not become an issue.

A criterion for upgrading or downgrading VSAC was developed.  The first chart assumes no RIC change while the second chart includes changes to the RIC data.  The codes along the top indicate what is received by the CDM, while the codes along the side are the current codes.

CODE
V
S
P
R
N

N
V
S
P
R
N

R
V
S
P
R
R

P
V
S
P
P
P

S
V
S
S
S
S

V
V
V
V
V
V








CODE
V
S
P
R
N

N
V
S
P
R
N

R
V
S
P
R
N

P
V
S
P
R
N

S
V
S
P
R
N

V
V
S
P
R
N

The group had some comments about the charts.  It was stated that no one would actually send a record coded ‘N’, the CDM provides that particular code.  Also, there was a question over whether a serial number change or a RIC change should be the criteria for the second chart.  The group consensus was that no other DEN equates to a configuration change unless one changes the RIC.

Define Trusted Data/Trusted Activity

During the first Validation working group meeting held in Keyport, WA, the group tasked themselves to define ‘trusted data’ and ‘trusted activity.’  Currently, CDMs flush workfiles coming in.  They do not verify every APL.  The thoroughness of the data scrub by the CDM depends upon who has submitted the workfile.  According to Ms. Robertson (Ingalls) workfiles with changes to Ship Fields are the only records automatically processed. 

The group believed that by having a ‘trusted activity’ (either by definition or figuratively), the data in turn will be ‘trusted.’  Mr. Ponko reiterated that the group was not directed to develop criteria for ‘trusted activity’ or ‘trusted data.’  It was up for the group to decide if they wanted to define these terms formally or not.

Ms. Sheryl Wright (NSLC PACIFIC) said that the best way to improve the data coming from the ISEAs is to improve the relationships and communications between the CDM and ISEA.  Both activities must show that they are capable of accomplishing standardized repeatable processes.  Ms. Sally Pritsch (SEA 04L524) is currently developing a CDM certification process while Mr. Millard Thomas (SEA 04L521) is developing a certification process for ISEAs (both certifications are for Configuration Management).  Mr. Thomas said that SEA 04L5’s intent is to certify the organization and it’s processes and not the individual ISEA or CDM.  It is too difficult and expensive from the NAVSEA level to certify every individual in the organization.  When someone violates the process, the organization would be held responsible.

Group members expressed concern that within an organization, some people will be strong while others will not produce as accurate a product even while the organization itself is certified.  Mr. Shackelford said there must be feedback to the ISEAs in order to educate them in what they are doing wrong and teach them the correct procedures.  Ms. Donna Johnson (SEA 04L511) said that the SCLSIS Tech Spec 9090 700 series should be more closely followed.  The updated version of the Tech Spec will include Procedures for the CDMs and ISEAs to implement the instructions provided in the Tech Spec.  For now, the Validation Working Group will allow the other CDM/ISEA teams to work on the CDM and ISEA certifications and once they are completed, they can be worked into the Validation procedures.

Identify Redundancies

The Working Group discussed the problem of Validation Redundancy.  There is a lot of anecdotal evidence alluding to multiple validations of the same equipment, but the group wants to identify the means to find hard evidence of redundancy and track validations.  The group discussed the ability of CDMD-OA to provide validation data output.  Mr. Ponko took an action to submit an SRS proposal to get a canned report put into CDMD-OA providing validations performed and record churn.  Ms. Snell also will look at USS ANZIO and USS LABOON to investigate the best way to find validation and record overlap on the two ships.

Mr. Ponko then emphasized that the group is tasked to develop validation policy for SEA 04L, but since SEA 04L does not control the purse strings for most of the activities performing validations, the policy must be something the variety of activities are willing to follow.  For now, it was agreed that it is too early to develop policy, but the group will be briefing the CDM/ISEA group at the next conference.  Also, Mr. Ponko is scheduled to brief the CM forum on SSVA and Ms. Pritsch will be briefing the forum on all of the CDM/ISEA group activities including the Validation Group.      

