VALIDATION WORKING GROUP MINUTES

02 – 04 APR 02

1. The Validation Working Group met in Jacksonville, FL from 02 – 04 APR 02 as part of the overall CDM/ISEA conference.  Mr. Ponko opened the meeting by introducing Ms Allen, the NAVSEA Validation Sponsor, and she provided the group with an updated status of the draft Validation and Audit policies that were submitted by the group.  She advised that the plan was to test the audit procedures on LPD9 (15APR02). Upon successful completion, the audit and validation policy would be forwarded to SPMs for concurrence and then to the CM Forum for approval and subsequent promulgation.  She also advised that the first draft of the new SCLSIS Tech Spec was posted on the CM web site and asked that all review and submit comments to Donna Johnson.  Mr. Ponko completed his introductory comments by asking all to leave their ego at the door and to reiterate that the purpose of our actions was to improve the quality of the logistics products provided to our fleet customer.  The following issues/action items were addressed during the conduct of the meeting:

a. Metrics.  Ms Kris Snell provided updated metrics to show the impact on ship effectiveness had reported validation efforts not been conducted.  The data clearly shows that the largest impact is related to validations performed as part of installation efforts.  Subsequent discussions suggested that a different group of ships be selected for analysis due to the implementation of initiatives such as RMMCO, and SSVA standardization.  Mr. Byrd, NNSY, requested specific information relative to results of LPD analysis.

Action:

(1) Mr. Ponko and Kris Snell to select a couple of ships from recent availabilities, obtain work files from CDM, and analyze impact of validation efforts.  (Mr. Fields suggested ships scheduled for ERP; Mr. Stout requested LHA-2)

b. FTSCPAC/FTSCLANT/ILOLANT Update.  IOLANT/FTSCLANT provided metrics that compared the results of initial and subsequent SSVA efforts on the same ship.  The metrics indicated that a lower ROI was realized during the second round of SSVAs.  Discussion concerning possible explanations included different compare ships, additional SCWA filters, database accuracy improvement, increased COTS utilization, and validation timing.  FTSCPAC did not provide an update due to a change in Validation Working Group representation.  Additional discussion regarding the impact to metrics presented due to the inconsistency between CDMD-OA and TOMCAT in their ability to report a RIC change vice Add/Delete transactions.  It was reported that TOMCAT 4.0, when fielded, would allow RIC changes to be reported.

Action:  

(1) FTSCPAC to develop metrics similar to ILOLANT/FTSCLANT and report at each meeting

(2) FTSCLANT, BIW, and Northrop Grumman to compare 1st and 2nd set of work files to identify validation candidate repeats to assess whether the current process of eliminating records for validation that have been validated within the past 2 years is adequate. 

c. AUTOSIR 547 and 10318.  Require VALDATE when 2nd position of VSAC is “S”.  CDMD-OA will accept a future data in the VALDATE field.  Discussions revealed that approximately 50% of the records in CDMD-OA have blank VALDATES.  Implementation of this new edit check will result in numerous mandatory errors that must be resolved by the CDM.  The committee recommends the future dates not be allowed, an edit check is established to require a VALDATE when the 2nd position of the VSAC is “V”, “S”, or “P”, and allow CDMs to resolve mandatory errors by executing a mass update to populate the VALDATE with a placeholder date that will not eliminate the record from validation candidate selection.  Additionally request NSLCDETPAC investigate feasibility to perform the VALDATE population for the CDMs.

Action:

(1) Mr. Ponko to submit recommendation to IT Committee

d. AUTOSIR 10395.   CDMD-OA allows ISC “J” with VSAC “V” and VALDATE. Request VSAC/ISC mandatory error.  Autosir has been resolved by establishing a mandatory error if ISC “H”, “J”, or “P” and VSAC “V” or “S”. The committee recommends extending the error criteria to include VSAC “P”.

      Action:

(1) Mr. Ponko to submit recommendation to IT Committee.

e. GPETE Initiatives.  Ms Osborne provided a synopsis of initiatives being considered by the GPETE community regarding AIT technology.  Mr. Chergoski also provided a brief on the subject to the entire CDM/ISEA work group. Recommend close action item 010411-78.

f. Update Class/Flight Table.  Action Item: 010802-86.  NAVICP advised that the Class/Flight Table would be revised by the end of the year. Need to ensure revision is completed in time to support CDMD-OA SCWA programming.

g. Action Item 020405-01. During pre-availability ship checks, the CDM uses the expertise of ship-check teams to perform configuration validations of selected compartments/systems.  CDM Assessment Team recommends consideration for possible community wide application.  Discussion indicated that the CDMs routinely receive results of ship checks and reviews drawings as part of the COP development process.  Most activities are resource constrained which prohibits requesting additional validation efforts from ship check teams.  Most CDMs do, however, utilize windows of opportunities for validation efforts when practical.  Recommend no further action and closure of action item.

h. Action Item 020405-06. CDM personnel have established a rapport with activities conducting grooms and receive copies of groom reports.  CDM Assessment Team recommends consideration for possible community wide application.  Discussion indicated that most CDMs currently receive equipment groom reports but the content varies. Recommend closure of this action item and address the issue with existing Action Item 011024-22

i. Action Item 020405-08.  CDM developed and utilizes a digital image repository as a validation tool.  Discussion indicated that full-scale implementation was impractical due to the number and variance of installed equipments.  The committee recommended closure of this action item, however during the out-brief it was recommend that the proposed action be re-scoped for afloat application, specifically for MAMs. 

j. SRS for Audit Candidate Selection/Metrics.  NSLC writing SRS to provide audit candidate selection and metrics capability in CDMD-OA.  A discussion concerning TOMCATs’ understating of data accuracy during audits due to consideration of “corrective action” data vice limiting the calculation to audit “pass/fail” data.  

Action:

(1) NSLC develop requirements for TOMCAT programming change to ensure audit pass/fail data is included in database accuracy calculations.

k. Audit Root Cause Analysis.  Mr. Zeger provided a presentation on the Root Cause Analysis process and requested the group to review and provide comments.  FTSCPAC indicated their disagreement with the category “Audit team Error”. NSLC agreed to revise.

Action:

(1) Working group to review and provide recommendations to NSLC.

l. Impact of “J” Source Code validation candidate elimination.  Action Item 0110NorthropNorthrup Grumman advised that they believed the number of records submitted by FTSCPAC has decreased since implementing the policy change.

Action:

(1) Northup Grumman to provide statistical data to determine impact of policy change.

m. PMA Sked 3.0 Demonstration.  Kisan Pandit, 04M, provided a demo. Sked is a shipboard scheduling/planning tool for the completion of PMS. Sked 3.0 pulls configuration data from OMMS-NG. Configuration is tied to equipment within a work center. The sailor aligns the MRC maintenance requirement with the appropriate configuration item. Complete OPNAV Form 4790/2K are submitted to report completion of PMS action. The 2K includes all configuration data for the RIN listed.  Sked 3.0 does not generate OPNAV 4790/CKs; however the Windows CE palm version has the capability.

Action:

(1) Ms Allen to lead sub-group to determine feasibility of using completed PMS and maintenance actions to update the VALDATE for a configuration record in CDMD-OA thereby eliminating it from consideration as a subsequent validation candidate for the period to be determined by the action item in paragraph 1b above.

n. Capitalizing on shipboard groom visits. Mr. Christiansen, FTSCLANT, provided a report on the prototype effort at FTSCLANT to capture configuration data from equipment groom teams. The process entails technicians taking a modified validation form with them when performing the groom, nameplate data is validated, problems resolved by assigned validator.  First attempt did not produce complete and accurate data from the technician. FTSCLANT proposes utilization of SVT assets.  Subsequent discussion questioned what minimum data is required to ensure accuracy of existing CDMD-OA data and update of VALDATE and the necessity to utilize an already burdened SVT.

Action:  Ms Allen to lead sub-group to determine minimum equipment data necessary to ensure accuracy of existing CDMD-OA data, groom team training requirements, coordination of manpower requirements, and to develop an execution plan to capitalize on equipment groom visits.

o. FOSSAC New Construction Configuration Audits.  During the SCLSIS Audit Root Cause Analysis presentation at the FLSIC conference, NAVSUP committed FOSSAC to performing New Construction configuration validity audits.  The Validation Working Group was tasked to work with FOSSAC to determine the best approach.  Mr. Palos, FOSSAC, informed the group that FOSSAC did not have the resources or the technical expertise to accomplish the NAVSUP tasking.  Subsequent discussions indicated the FOSSAC could and would provide two personnel to assist in any audits on new construction ships however training would be required.

Action:  Ms Allen to lead sub-group to determine the best approach for auditing new construction ships considering the differences in contractual data requirements and SCLSIS initialization, necessary manpower requirements, and to develop an execution plan.

p. RNV Code Change Recommendation.  Currently, SCWA programming eliminates records from consideration as validation candidates if the RNV is “1” or “3”.  It is desired to eliminate RNV “4” (Inaccessible) however there is no value to indicate those that are temporarily inaccessible due to industrial work etc.  Recommend establishing new RNV Code to document “temporarily inaccessible”

Action:  Mr. Ponko to submit request to Data Element Committee

q. SVT Resources vs. Requirements.  FTSCLANT reports current SVT requirements to perform battle group audits and SSVA are beyond the capability of existing resources.  Planned audits of selected ERP ships and FTSCLANT’s prototype of obtaining configuration information from shipboard grooms is expected to exacerbate the problem.  Discussions ensued regarding the optimum utilization of existing resources, streamlining the validation procedures, and identification of validation personnel requirements.

Action:  FTSCLANT/FTSCPAC to review existing procedures, identify expected man/day production output values, validation/audit requirements and anticipated out-year resource requirements and shortfalls.

r. Operational Validations.  A need exists to identify additional information for the Operational Validation Category of efforts identified on the previously developed Validation Effort Matrix.  The information needed includes Sponsor, Sponsor POC/Ph#, Team composition (number and skill sets), type of report produced (hard copy or work file), distribution of report, composition of report (100% reporting (all) or problems only (4790/CK).

Action:  Mr. Ponko to contact CNAP/CNAL to obtain information for their efforts, Mr. Phinizy to provide data for FTSCLANT, Mr. Elkins for FTSCPAC, and Mr. Heinly for NSWCPHD.

s. A systemic issue was forwarded to the VWG by the SERLEC regarding duplication of effort that occurs during the validation of equipment resulting from the ILO database reconciliation process.  Equipment that falls out as the result of the Class compare is validated.  Even though the validation may prove the accuracy of the configuration in the CDMD-OA database, the equipment will continue to fall out with each  database reconciliation because the process screens only on APL and fails to consider validation dates.  The SERLEC recommended that the screen for the Class compare function be expanded to include validation date in order to break this continuous validation cycle.

The validation working group has addressed this issue in the past and the proposed policy includes the VALDATE in the selection criteria.  

2. The next Validation Working Group meeting is tentatively scheduled for the August timeframe at BIW.

3. During the individual committee out briefs, the Validation Working Group was assigned the following additional action items:

a. Review the proposed new equipment discipline codes (DISC) and their effect on the validation process.

b. Review VSAC tables in the proposed revision to the SCLSIS Technical Specification to ensure they correspond to our previous recommendations.

c. Re-open action item to investigate feasibility of using a digital image repository of equipment with the specific focus on potential shipboard application, particularly in the MAMs area.

d. The air community reported that ROCKETS has many of the functions we want to have added to TOMCAT and SKED including audit counts, CK submission, etc.  Ms Allen to arrange for a ROCKETS demonstration.

