T-ADC(X) ORD Change Matrix


8/17/1998


No.�
Comment�
Comment Source�
Resolution�
Amplification�
�
1�
Under “Capabilities Required Cargo Capacity” after first sentence add “Cargo Stowage will allow configuration of a loadout that includes a mix of ammunition and dry cargo.”�
CTF-63


Commodore Kline�
Concur


Approve�
To allow for “convertible” cargo holds.�
�
2�
General Description of Operational Capability (para. 1) - Recommend deleting the phrase “U.S. Merchant Marine” from the first sentence of the second paragraph.  While a valid secondary option for crew manning, it should be a fall-back position.


�
MSC PM1


Mr. Nelson�
No Change�
Other crewing options are currently being considered by congress. �
�
3�
Under “General description of Operational capability” 1st Paragraph 2nd sentence delete “and AOE 1 Class Ships”�
PACFLT.


Bob Loken�
Modified Change�
Make following change instead.  1st. paragraph, 2nd sentence after “The purpose of ADC(X)” insert “operating in concert with the T-AO’s”�
�
4�
Capabilities Required (para. 4) - In the second sentence of the first paragraph recommend substituting the phrase “operated by an MSC civilian mariner crew” for the phrase “operated by a civilian U.S. crew.”�
MSC PM1


Mr. Nelson�
No Change�
The operator is not known at this time.�
�
5�
Under “Capabilities Required” In 1st. paragraph, 5th. Sentence after “replenishment of U.S. add “RIMPAC”�
PACFLT.


Bob Loken�
No Change�
Our UNREP systems & equip. are not compatible & interchangeable with SEATO and all RIMPAC Navies.  �
�
6�
Under “Capabilities Required”  In 2nd. Paragraph, 1st. sentence after “with existing and planned U.S.” insert “RIMPAC”�
PACFLT.


Bob Loken�
No Change�
Same Rationale as above.�
�
�
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�
7�
 Capabilities Required (para. 4) - The last sentence says the T-ADC(X) “...normally will be expected to operate in company with other naval forces,...” and therefore requires minimal self-defense capability.  Actually the approved Mission Need Statement (MNS) specifies this ship’s role as a “shuttle ship.”  Shuttle ships normally operate independently, transiting from the resupply port to the Battle Group.  I agree the self-defense capability should be minimal, however, recommend the supporting logic be revised to accurately justify the conclusion.�
MSC PM1


Mr. Nelson�
Add Clarification�
Insert “when in theater “ after .. “Since ADC(X) will normally be expected to operate in company with other naval forces …”�
�
8�
.Cargo capacity (para. 4.a.i) - paragraph 4 of this section stipulates a cargo fuel capacity of 25,000 barrels.  Recommend the T-ADC(X) have no “cargo” fuel capacity.  The requirement is only for a single-ship refueling capability, similar to the current T-AE and T-AFS., consisting of a single-probe rig to starboard with one 3,000 GPM transfer pump.  In a Battle Group environment, where the T-AO and T-ADC(X) are functioning as a constructive AOE station ship, the T-ADC(X) refueling capability permits replenishing a distant picket combatant with one CLF ship vice sending both.  Alternately, if the T-ADC(X) is being escorted by a combatant in its transit to/from the resupply port, it can refuel its escort at least once.  Recommend the fuel provided come from the T-ADC(X)’s “bunkers,” which can include an extra 100,000 gallons for the combatant refueling.�
MSC PM1


Mr. Nelson�
N42 Decision Required�
Trade-off study being accomplished now and will be presented to N42.  Eliminating cargo fuel significantly lowers USCG stability requirements.  Maintaining stability without cargo fuel will require Navy imposed stability requirements. This will be treated as a separate study and decision.�
�
9�
Under “System Performance Cargo Capacity” 1st. paragraph, add to list of “Cargo Stowage” this item, “Bottled Gases”�
PACFLT.


Bob Loken�
No Change�
AOE’s & T-AO’s carry bottled gases, T-ADC(X) need not have them since one of these ships will typically be with the battle group.�
�
�
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�
10�
Cargo Capacity (para. 4.a.i) - paragraph 5 specifies a cargo fresh water capacity of 200 MT without any justification.  Recommend this capability be adequately justified or deleted.  Neither the T-AE nor T-AFS carry a “cargo fresh water” capability.


�
MSC PM1


Mr. Nelson�
No Change�
Decision to add 200 mt cargo water came from ORD workshop in which the fleet and MSC where well represented. Acquisition cost estimated at $160K/ship.�
�
11�
Connected Replenishment (CONREP) Stations (para. 4.a.ii) - Recommend this entire section be revised.  It lists more capability than is required to accomplish the ship’s mission.  The five cargo STREAM stations (3P/2S) and one liquid cargo STREAM single hose delivery station (1S) are necessary.  Some capability for receiving fuel is also required, but not separate stations, discrete from the dry cargo rig stations.  A)  The double-probe delivery system to port and associated pumping capacity, b)  the separate sliding padeye station and, c) the double-probe receiving fuel station appear unnecessary.  Astern refueling capability needs to be validated, since the capability is not required and is rarely exercised.


�
MSC PM1


Mr. Nelson�
No Change. Pending cargo fuel decision.�
Cargo fuel rigs are a function of the cargo fuel requirement. If cargo fuel is eliminated then the stations will need to be reworked. �
�
12�
Vertical Replenishment (VERTREP) (para. 4.a.ii) - The second sentence mandates a helo deck strong enough to land an H-53E or V-22.  Recommend this requirement be reviewed, since its inclusion requires additional deck strengthening at increased cost.  There are no CH-53’s (cargo) remaining in the Navy’s inventory.  The 33 MH-53 (minesweeping) helos sometimes execute cargo missions to the CV and LHA.  But further distribution within the CVBG or ARG is done with smaller organic helos or by CONREP.  For the same reason recommend the requirement to land a V-22 be validated.  The lighter H-46 and H-60 deck loading capabilities appear sufficient to satisfy all operational requirements.�
MSC PM1


Mr. Nelson�
No Change�
Cost analysis show the impact of the land only requirement for V-22 and H-53E to be 100K/ship. The structure is primarily driven by the fork truck loads.�
�
�
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�
13�
Under “Vertical Replenishment (VERTREP)”, in line 1, after “Capable of Landing” add “Launching (28VDC Start Power”�
PACFLT.


Bob Loken�
No Change �
NAVAIR Technical Bulletin currently referenced covers these requirements.�
�
14�
Under “Vertical Replenishment (VERTREP)”, change the helicopter designators from “H-46D/H-60” to “H-46D/CH-60”�
PACFLT.


Bob Loken�
No Change�
See change 28 below.�
�
15�
Under “Vertical Replenishment (VERTREP)”, at the end of section, add “The helicopter control station --is recommended.”�
PACFLT.


Bob Loken�
No Change�
The Aviation Bulletin cited in the ORD already covers these requirements.�
�
16�
Cargo Handling (para. 4.a.iv) - The rationale for requiring climate controlled freeze and chill prestaging areas on the transfer deck is not self-evident.  Recommend this additional capability be justified.�
MSC PM1


Mr. Nelson�
No Change�
This capability has been overwhelming requested by the fleet at both the ORD workshops and mission system workshop.  The capability will allow advance prestaging of freeze and chill which has not been possible in the past.�
�
17�
Under “Cargo Handling” section, at the end of the section, add “MHE should be such as to require minimum maintenance.” �
PACFLT.


Bob Loken�
No Change�
Assume intent to have all equipment require minimum maintenance – Lowest LCC—if we single out only MHE the wrong signal can be given.�
�
18�
In the original T-ADC(X) concept, all holds were envisioned as being convertible from freeze/chill boxes to ordnance magazine stowage.  The ship’s utility is enhanced exponentially by the ability for it to serve as either a full T-AE, a full T-AFS or any proportional mix between the two end states. While current technology may not be sufficiently advanced to implement this suggestion at low cost, recommend it at least be explored with appropriate design engineering expertise. 


�
MSC PM1


Mr. Nelson�
No Change�
Both ORD and performance specification allow for convertibility of holds including freeze and chill holds. The point design does not have ordnance capability freeze/ chill holds because it was shown to not be cost effective.�
�
�
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�
19�
Mobility Section - Max. LOA of 210 meters will not fit in Lualualea, HI.�
PACFLT.


Bob Loken�
No Change�
  It is correct that 210 m will not allow pier access. Cargo capacity requirements would need to be reduced. Anchorage  is available. AEs are the limiting size vessel which have pier access. �
�
20�
In Environment Section certain higher temperatures are recommended.  120(F Air.�
PACFLT.


Bob Loken�
No Change�
Too Large a total ship design impact (costly). �
�
21�
Under Environmental, Safety and Health Compliance Section, question asked “Double Hull”�
PACFLT.


Bob Loken�
No Change Necessary�
Current CFR’s require the T-ADC(X) to be double hulled.�
�
22�
Under Cargo capacity in the List of dedicated cargo stowage, add “Hazardous Cargo” and “Flammable Cargo” and deleted “Candy & Film”, Aviation Film”, “Dry Cell Battery” and “Portable Ordnance Handling Equipment” all of which are stored in general holds.�
Delmar Villard


PNA�
Concur


Approve�
Design Development Necessitate Changes.�
�
23�
Under “Other System Characteristics” 3rd. paragraph, after “Command Standards” add “Unless Notified Differently by MSC.�
Delmar Villard


PNA�
Concur


Approve�
To agree with MSC’s modified design standards for Habitability.�
�
24�
In section 4avii Mission Profile, add the following sentence to the section “The T-ADC(X) ship design should account for the notional mission operating profiles of Attachment B with continuos operating status.”�
Jim Willis


JJMA�
Concur


Approve�
Response to action item 54 from spec. reading session - all other recent ORD’s have this requirement [(MPE) and the LPD 17]. Additionally all older TLR’s of other ship designs had this requirement.�
�
25�
In Attachment B, Delete the current peace time operating profile and substitute the attached profile. �
MSC PM1


Al Edkins�
Concur


Approve�
Daily profile not used. Categories rearranged for consistency with wartime profile.�
�
�
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�
26�
In Section 4avii, Environment under outside wet bulb summertime temperature delete “31C (87.8F)” and substitute “30C (86F)”�
Jim Willis


JJMA�
Concur 


Approve�
Response to action item 62 from reading sessions for correct Persian Gulf temperatures which is what is intended.�
�
27�
In Attachment A, add row for Torpedo Countermeasures, Threshold – “None”, Goal “NIXIE - AN/SLQ-25A”�
Jim Willis


JJMA�
N42 Decision Required, Pending threat analysis�
Response to action item 81 from the reading sessions.  Initially, response was no, but the rest of the CLF fleet has this so T-ADC(X) should also.  They are installing NIXIE on CLF ships under the FMP program for those that currently do not have NIXIE.�
�
28�
In Section 4aii, 1st. sentence delete “H-46D/H-60” and substitute “H-46D”.�
Jim Willis


JJMA�
Concur


Approve�
Response to reading session action item 169.  To eliminate any confusion the H-46D in all cases would be the worst case ship design impact for the helicopter facility requirements.�
�
29�
In Attachment A, Degaussing System “GOAL” column, insert “Degaussed magnetic signature will conform to 25% of  the level specified in OPNAVINST C8950.2 for Group B ships.  Minimize Extra Low Frequency Electric (ELFE) signature”�
NAVSEA 03D


Jeff Smith�
N42 Decision Required, Pending threat analysis�
An Advanced Degaussing system will be required to meet 25% of the OPNAVINST.   Material cost estimated at $1.6M / ship. Minimizing ELFE signature will require Active Shaft Grounding at $100K / ship.�
�
30�
In Attachment A, delete the feature “Electromagnetic Pulse Protection” in its entirety�
NAVSEA 03D


Jeff Smith�
Concur


Approve�
Response to further questions asked by both the SHAPM & the Sponsor.  Feature  considered too costly.�
�
�
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�
31�
In section 4a.i  under Cargo capacity: delete “The ship will have the cargo capacity to stow and efficiently move either the total AFS or the total AE notional loadout. Notional loadouts for the AE and AFS missions are contained in reference f.” and insert“The ship will have the cargo capacity to stow and efficiently move ordnance  at a quantity and rate sufficient to satisfy the Non-Nuclear Ordnance Requirements and corresponding stores consumption.  The cargo stowage and handling will be based on notional load lists derived from NNOR 1997 utilizing the FY03 Scenario. The notional load lists will capture the extremes on the range and depth of naval ordnance. Stores capacity will be sufficient to satisfy battle group demand during the same period.”�
NAVSEA 03D


Jeff Smith�
Concur


Approve�
The requirement replaces general load requirements with specific requirements tailored for the T-ADC(X).�
�
32�



Remove the "references" section from the ORD.  The following additional changes are required to accomplish this:


Delete the first sentence of the first paragraph in Section 1, General Description of Operational Capability.


Delete the last paragraph in Section 1, General Description of Operational Capability.


Delete the first sentence in Section 2, Threat, and substitute "A summary of the System Threat Assessment Report (STAR) will be included when completed."


Change the tenth paragraph in Section 4.a.iv, Cargo Handling, to read "Deck heights on the T-ADC(X) will be designed to safely and efficiently handle cargo.".


Delete the asterisk and its note in the table in Section4.a.vi, Mobility.








�
ROH,  A. Litteken�
Concur


Approve�
The ORD should be a stand alone document, the addition of references may require that they be updated when the ORD is reviewed at the next Milestone.�
�
No.�
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�
33�
Change all references to "ADC(X)" to "T-ADC(X)".�
ROH,  A. Litteken�
Concur


Approve�
The first sentence in the second paragraph of Section 1, General Description of Operational Capability, implies that this system will be a "T" ship.�
�
34�
Change all references to "Appendices" to "Attachments" and move the list of attachments to follow Section 7.�
ROH,  A. Litteken�
Concur


Approve�
This information should follow the ORD rather than lead into it.�
�
�



Peacetime. - The notional operating profile is a 90-day peacetime employment period as a shuttle ship. The duration of each phase is shown in the following timeline.  Overhaul availability is one time per year.  





	Phase	Description	Total days		 Percent


1	Voyage repair period	14	16


12	In port (cargo XFR, refuel, training)	21	23


2	Transit	17	19


3	Underway replenishment	386	420


	(Resupply of battlegroups)


4	Resupply from other ships	  2	2


5	Transit	17	19


4	Voyage repair period (in port)	14	16


Total	90	100





Day 	1	2-4	5	6-8	9	10-13	14	15-17	18	19	20-22	23	24-27


Phase	5	3	5	3	5	2	5	3	5	4	3	5	2





Day	28	29-31	32	33-35	36	37-40	 41	42-44	45	46-48	49


Phase	5	3	5	3	5	2	5	3	5	3	5





Day	50-53	54	55-57	58	59-61	62	63-67	68	69-71


Phase	2	5	3		4	3	5	2	5	3





Day	72	73-75	76	77-90


Phase	5	3	5	1
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