Validation Working Group Meeting

24-26, October 2000

Little Creek, VA

The Validation Working Group met during the CDM/ISEA Workshop held 24-26 October 2000 in Little Creek, VA.  The group welcomed Ms. Rosemary Travis (NSLC Det Jax) as Mr. Tom Ponko’s (A2Z Inc) co-chair.  Ms. Travis brought her recent experiences working with the NSA ILS LRT (Logistics Review Team) to the meeting.  The NSA ILS LRT traveled to the SUPSHIPs over the summer to investigate their ILS problems and to eventually recommend solutions to SEA 04L5.  Recommendations to SEA 04L5 were made a couple of weeks ago.  Ms Travis said that during the visits, a number of problems with Validation redundancy were uncovered and that she would help tie the findings of the LRT to the work being done by the Validation Working Group.


The meeting then went into the action items.  Ms. Kristen Snell (NSLC Mech) updated the Validation Metrics that she has been working on.  The metrics developed take into account two questions: (1) What is the overall cumulative effect of validations on ships’ readiness? And (2) Can we reduce the amount of validation without hurting ships’ readiness?  The Validation Metrics use allowance effectiveness to measure how the ship’s combined configuration and allowance computation model are supporting the ship’s readiness.  SNAP assigns a Source Code, which shows if a part was on hand and allowed when the part is requested. This information is then used to determine the impact on effectiveness if the validation, which drove the part onboard, had not been conducted.  Ms. Snell had been looking at CG 68 USS ANZIO and DDG 58 USS LABOON.  She presented her findings to the group.  The next ships she is going to look at are CG 73 USS PORT ROYAL and DDG 59 USS RUSSELL.  To help Ms. Snell on the next two ships, CDR Marcinek (FTSCPAC) will provide Ms. Snell the upcoming Availability date for those ships.  


To help aid in improving the viability of the metrics Mr. Ponko will contact other CDMs to provide historical data from the last two years.  CDR Marcinek will provide ships in the STENNIS Battlegroup to be looked at and also ships in the TARAWA ARG to look at. CDR Varvel (CNSL) will pick a ship from each class in the current deployed Battlegroup for research.  Ms. Judy Siegfried (BIW) will take action to examine the feasibility of gaining visibility of work done by OSRs on the workfiles to help quantify OSRs impact.  Ms. Snell will attempt to tie the presented files back to the number of not carried requirements and refresh the CG 68 and DDG 58 data.


CDR Marcinek provided an upfront ID of Validation Candidate Source data.  She looked at what went into TOMCAT on TAT ships.  She reported that they were unable to import SCWA candidates into TOMCAT but that the data could be made available.  Currently ILOLANT bases SCWA information on a HSC compare in CDMD-OA while FTSCPAC compare RICs only using EOA databases.  FTSCPAC will soon be forced into the CDMD-OA scenario when OMMS-NG is fully deployed.  Some other differences are that FTSCPAC only uses  SVT on TAT ship SSVAs while FTSCLANT SVT performs the validation for all east coast SSVAs.  Moving SCWA into CDMD-OA would help with standardization between the coasts.  


CDR Marcinek presented FTSCPAC CILS/SSVA Validation Results.  The results looked at Adds, Deletes, and Confirms.  Mr Gale provided an update on LANTFLTILO results.   There is an obvious disparity between the number of validations conducted between coasts. Mr. Ed Gale (ILOLANT) advised that they work off ship provided inventory lists for test equipment, radiacs, small arms, and night vision devices rather than perform sight validation.  The adds/deletes from this effort are submitted to the CDM and not included in FTSCLANT SVT results.  He picked four ships at random to display the impacts of the SSVA/ILR on a given ship.  Three of the four ships investigated were in a Tech Manual Review (which may have effected the results) and DDG 74 was going through a Configuration Review.  Mr. Ponko is going to take these numbers along with work done by Mr. Springs and find a commonality with the FTSCPAC SSVA numbers so that a viable comparison can be made.  Mr. Gale said that the graphs he presented reflect Adds and Deletes and that Changes may effect the data slightly, but not enough to make a statistical impact.  The greatest way to measure impacts is when the ships go through the process for a second time.  The EISENHOWER Battlegroup is returning shortly and results should be coming back soon and impacts will be measured.  CDR Marcinek is going to look at non-TAT ships to see what info they are receiving from the validation effort.  Also, she said that she would look at the LMS information from the monthly reports that are disseminated.  


The team then took a look at the Validation Matrix that was developed during the first meeting held in Keyport last year.  The matrix lists all of the activities doing validations that the group knows of including types of validations, description of the validation, periodicity, sponsor, purpose, when it takes place, the systems validated, the validation candidate selection criteria, and the VSACs involved.  The only changes that were recommended was to add SURFPAC on the C5RA (Operational) SQQ-89 (100% logistics) Validations and to include a new type of Validation called an ACE. Ms Travis requested the matrix be modified and sorted by type of validation.


The team then discussed the Decision Table for Upgrading/Downgrading VSAC Based upon Transactions Received by CDM.  It was recommended that changes be made to the first table (No “RIC” Change Necessary) to include location and serial number.  It was also recommended that a couple of the VSACs be changed (tables can be found on website).  The group agreed that serial number should be a factor and discussed whether or not location should be.  Comments can be made on the website.  Changes to the matrix and VSAC Tables will also be posted on the website.


The SRS was briefly discussed.  FTSCLANTs input has been built into the SRS verbage and FTSCPACs input has been received, but not yet built in.  Recommendations can still be made and forwarded to Mr. Ponko.


The team then revisited the SCWA Functional Design Flowchart.  The team looked at the first three charts that takes a configuration file from a target ship and compares it to two others.  It was noted that the submarine community is not performing SCWA, but they will be left on the chart for now.  Changes being made by the Data Element Working Group will be built into this flowchart.  Mr. George Chambers (SQQ-89) said that the Validation Worthy Code would be very helpful if it’s populated.  Also, the quantity of ten rule in the Tech Spec for Validations needs be looked at.  Mr. Ponko ran through the compare process.  The compare ship is compared to the target ship using RIC and ESWBS (Mr. Springs has recommended against using Location).  Matches are eliminated as Validation candidates.  After all of the comparisons are completed, four files remain.  They are (1) Target Ship not on Compare Ship #1. (2) Target Ship not on Compare Ship #2. (3) Compare ship #1 not on Target Ship and (4) Compare Ship #2 not on Target Ship.  Location is once again eliminated on the charts that follow.  The filters are to eliminate anything that does not drive repair part support.  If they even add interim support, they are kept as a possible candidate.


Other actions or discussions stemming from the SCWA Flowcharts: Mr. Ponko will look at  MCC or another criticality code other than ESWBS for valves smaller than 4 inches.  It was determined that imbedded CCA should be eliminated as a Validation Candidate because they would be impossible to validate.  Also, portable equipment and SCAT could be eliminated with some other variables that Mr. Springs has determined makes a part unviable for validation.  It was suggested that the team looks at the categories of elimination that aren’t as clear cut to make sure the team isn’t eliminating parts that should be receiving validations.  For VSAC codes of S or V, it was determined to use a two year timeframe between validations for potential deletes.


Upon completion of the SCWA Flowchart Analysis, general discussions took place.  Should CDMD-OA key on when a Validation took place?  Why are workfiles being touched more than once for a change?  What is the Validation Selection Criteria?  How much Validation and Workfile redundancy is there?  Ms. Travis reiterated that focusing on the upfront policy will clear up many of these questions and will be the easiest way to reduce validation redundancy and improve validation efficiency.  To help answer some of these questions, Ms. Paula McMahan (CDM Ingalls) was to poll the CDMs at the CDM only meeting following the working group meetings to find out who sends them workfiles, when are they sending workfiles, what are they sending in the workfile, and what activity provides the funding


Ms. Darlene Robertson (CDM Ingalls) said that there are EFD change issues that she is receiving.  Problems with the EFD that she has previously reported on are still occurring.  She said that she will provide a more specific written description of the problems to Mr. Ponko and CDR Marcinek.  Ms. Robertson also reported that there are a number of problems with the workfiles she receives.  Next Higher Assembly, WCRE, EFD and codes are incorrect on records that she is receiving.  Also, she receives Parent RICs that aren’t really Parents (do not have supply support).  Mr. Ponko said that for the next Validation meeting, people performing the Validations will be invited in order to discuss how the Validations are currently being done and how they should be conducted.


CDR Marcinek then presented a pitch titled Shipboard Validation Results Analysis.  The pitch presented findings from nine FTSCPAC SVT ships.  The findings displayed the systems that were the bulk of the Adds and Deletes and recommended changes at the front end of the logistics process.  


All presentations and updates will be provided on the CDM/ISEA website at http://www.nslc.navsea.navy.mil/cdm/index.nsf.  The next meeting will be held January 17-18, 2001 in San Diego; details will follow.  It is recommended that everyone review the documents on the website and make comments as appropriate to facilitate the efficiency of the working group.

New Action Items:

· CDR Marcinek to pull TAT versus non-TAT ships for Validation Metrics compare.

· Mr. Ponko to contact other CDMs not present at the meeting to provide historical data for other ships from the past two years based upon TYCOM’s ship selection..

· CDR Marcinek to provide ships from the STENNIS Battlegroup for Validations Metrics.  Also, to pull ships from the TARAWA ARG to look at the effects of not having a C5RA.

· LCDR Varvel to pull one CNSL ship from each class of ship from the Battlegroup currently on deployment for Validation Metrics study.

· CDR Marcinek to provide to Ms. Snell the next deployment and upcoming availability dates for USS PORT ROYAL and USS RUSSELL.

· Ms. Seigfried to obtain a means for obtaining the OSRs impacts to workfiles.

· Ms. Snell to tie files on NSN back to not carried demand and find impacts by refreshing the USS ANZIO and USS LABOON data.

· Mr. Ponko to take Validation numbers from FTSCLANT and FTSCPAC and compile them so that valid comparisons can be made even with the differing procedures between the two coasts.

· CDR Marcinek to take a number of non-TAT ships to determine validation data for these ships.  Also, to look at LMS information from the monthly reports that are produced.

· Ms. Snell to graph ‘G’ source code requirements from Validations.

· Mr. Ponko to look at MCC or criticality code other than solely using ESWBS to determine valve candidate selection for validation.

· Mr. Ponko to ‘put into a holding tank’ parts that are being eliminated for validations in the SCWA process to keep visibility of what is being eliminated to ease tweaking of the criteria over time.

· For the Aged Planning Data filter, Mr. Ponko and Ms. Snell will study the impact of J coded parts slipping past the Install Date + 6-9 months.  They may be thrown out as candidates due to the D-30 process.

· Ms. Robertson to provide with documentation EFD change problems to CDR Marcinek and Mr. Ponko.

· Invite Validators and more ISEAs to the next meeting in January to discuss how validations are currently being performed and receive input from the on-hand experts for changes that could be made to the process.

· Mr. Ponko to resort the Validation Matrix by Category vice Activity to ease redundancy comparisons.

· The group will reemphasize changing policy and attacking the validation problem at the beginning of the process.

· Mr. Ponko to put all charts, graphs, presentations, changes, etc. and the website. 

· Ms. Paula McMahan was to poll the CDMs at the CDM only meeting following the working group meetings to find out who sends them workfiles, when are they sending workfiles, what are they sending in the workfile, and what activity provides the funding.

