JOINT INDUSTRY-NAVY IMPROVEMENT INITIATIVE 12 SEPTEMBER 1996 CONFERENCE MINUTES

OPENING REMARKS:
Capt Dave Armstrong welcomed the attendees and in particular acknowledged the participation of Military Sealift Command (MSC) and Maritime Administration (MARAD) Representatives. He highlighted the fact that JINII is a cooperative effort between Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) and the maritime industry to collectively improve our business operations. Toward this end, he pointed out that NAVSEA has endorsed the JINII Web Page, one of the action items, which became active in early August. The JINII Web Page is the primary public source of information for the entire industry and government concerning the proceedings of JINII conferences plus the status of issues presented by JINII to the Executive Steering Group (ESG) for JINII. He also emphasized that JINII Conferences are open to industry as is the access to the JINII home page. Capt Armstrong solicited input from the participants concerning enhancements that the JINII membership would like to see in the contents of the web page. Access is URL: http://www.navsea.navy.mil/jinii

GENERAL PROCEEDINGS:
The agenda for the day was reviewed. It was pointed out that the booklet at each seat contained the proposed agenda and a complete copy of the JINII Web Page, new items that were received before the conference convened and finally a copy of a recently signed letter from Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Research, Development & Acquisition) (ASN (RD&A)) concerning Maintenance Management and Accounting System (MMAS) for Ship Repair Contracts that is of interest to the group. It was noted that the contents of the web page include the mission statement, objectives and charter for JINII, the minutes from the 14 December 1995 and 28 February conferences and has copies of each active JINII issue for reference during the proceedings. New items can be submitted using the JINII Proposed Item Template included in the web page. The general objectives for this conference were reviewed and included: 

· Overview of JINII for new participants 

· Review status of current JINNI issues 

· Present new JINII items 

· Invite expansion of JINII ESG to other government activities 

· Demonstrate JINII Web Page and solicit recommendations for improvement 

· Develop list of action items/assign responsibilities 

· Identify tentative date for next JINII conference 

 JINII OVERVIEW:
Capt Armstrong presented the overview. The membership of the JINII ESG includes NAVSEA 071 (Chair), 071 Rep, NAVSEA 028, NAVSEA 00L Rep, New Construction SUPSHIP Commanding Officer, Repair SUPSHIP Commanding Officer, plus Ad Hoc members as required to properly address specific items where exceptional knowledge of the subject is required. 

JINII membership is open to industry and government. It is important that NAVSEA 071 have current addresses to ensure that pertinent information is provided to those interested. The JINII Web Page does not have the capability to identify addresses of those who visit the page but a "guest book" where addresses can be logged is being considered for convenience to those who are interested to be included on the JINII mailing list.

Additional subjects included discussions as follows:

· Home Port Association meeting was held in Washington in May 1996. 

· Initial JINII meeting was 14 December 1995 in Washington. The minutes of the proceedings are included in the web page. The meeting included: 

· Review of the draft charter and proposed JINII organization/membership. 

· Proposed ESG membership and function. 

· Decision to review 53 existing issues and redefine valid issues in standard format. 

· Second JINII meeting was again in Washington on 28 February 1996. Minutes of the meeting, in the web page, included these significant items: 

· Approval of the JINII Charter. 

· Revised the ESG membership as a result of Federal Advisory Committees Act (FACA) requirements. 

· Presentation of 24 items by industry. 

· Action to examine use of World Wide Web for JINII.  

JINII: A forum for Navy and Industry Representatives to work together for the purpose of improving the business and technical processes involved in the repair and construction of Navy ships. 
SUMMARY OF JINII ITEMS
A quick review of the JINII items discloses the following statistics: 

· 25 Items were submitted by: 

· American Shipbuilding Association. 

· San Diego Ship Repair Association. 

· NORSHIPCO 

· North Florida Shipyard 

· NAVSEA 

· Item summary: 

· 10 Technical items 

· 7 Contract items 

· 2 Material items 

· 2 Quality Assurance items 

· 1 Environmental item 

· 3 Miscellaneous (non-technical) items 

One item, homeport differential, has been returned to industry since it is outside the scope of the charter and discretion of JINII to address. It was recommended that industry pursue other alternatives since the substance of this issue is bounded in a congressional mandate.

 JINII-CONTRACT AND BUSINESS PRACTICES STATUS:
A summary of the status of the contract and business practice items and discussion on each issue was lead by Capt Armstrong. 

Item I-3 Consolidated General Material Purchases.

Summary:
· Recommendation for consolidated procurement of general material (i.e. plate steel, pipe) across shipyards and Navy shipbuilding programs. 

· Advantage - (cost reduction) - The Navy may be able to benefit through reduced costs through larger volume purchases. Long-term stable relationships between shipyards and vendors may also result in a more robust supplier base. 

· Disadvantage - (concerns of other organizations) - A consolidated material procurement program raises certain legal and contractual questions that must be thoroughly reviewed. 

· American Shipbuilding Association (ASA) (submitted) suggests establishment of Material Procurement Working Group under the auspices of National Shipbuilding Research Program (NSRP). 

· ESG agrees with concept. Concur that joint working group would be good approach to develop specific proposal. 

JINII Discussion: ASA has not established an internal study group but rather considers that this issue could best be addressed by a working group such as NSRP. Mr. Bowler, ASA, will discuss the possibility of a forming a Joint Material Procurement Working Group with Capt Mortimer, Chair, Executive Control Board of NSRP. Action Item 1. 

Item I-4 Procurement of Navy Common Equipment 

Summary:
· The Navy may be able to gain efficiencies by having shipyards acquire certain equipment common to most Navy ships. Examples: LM2500 gas turbine engines, RAS/FAS equipment, fire pumps, desalinators, air compressors, A/C plants, etc. 

· History - similar approaches have been used on individual shipbuilding programs that span more than one shipyard, e.g. FFG-7, CG-47, SSN-688, DDG-51. 

· Advantages - (cost reduction) - The designated shipyard for a piece of equipment could also be assigned life cycle support functions that would further minimizes the need for government infrastructure. 

· Disadvantages - (concerns of other organizations) - This is a complicated proposal that will take a significant effort to thoroughly evaluate. 

· Implementation of this proposal is currently a business decision on the part of the Program Manager. 

· ESG recommends that industry or joint working group develop specific proposals for submission to ASN (RD&A). 

JINII Discussion - ESG reiterated that the process the government uses for procuring common equipment to support a specific program is a business decision of the Program Manager. Industry opined that this should be a common process and that all Program Managers should collectively attempt to conserve Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy (SCN) funds. A consolidated effort would capitalize on the cost advantage provided through the purchasing power associated with bulk procurement of material that is common to new construction and/or repair and modernization in all Navy programs. A pilot project would be appropriate to demonstrate a "proof of concept". This is a candidate for the Acquisition Reform Office to investigate since it appropriately falls under the parameters for induction as a Single Process Initiative of the Acquisition Reform Act. The objective is to obtain the authorization of ASN (RD & A) to adopt this proposal under acquisition reform. Capt Armstrong will request the Acquisition Reform Office to take the issue of Procurement of Navy Common Equipment as an item under their purview. Action Item 2.

Item I-5 Material Management Accounting System
Summary:

· Industry recommends that Defense Federal Acquisition Supplement (DFARS) Subparagraph 242.72 and 252.242-7004 should be deleted from ship repair contracts. 

· MMAS is a method for planning and controlling inventories in which projected inventory levels are computed from present inventories and from planned activity that will affect inventory levels. 

· DFARS 242.71 imposed only on larger shipyards. 

· ASN (RDA) has approved a request to waive this requirement. Notification will be made to SUPSHIPS/applicable contractors. 

JINII Discussion: This item will be completed when the letter is officially forwarded by SUPSHIPS to the appropriate contractors. Copies of the basic letter from ASN (RDA) were available to JINII members who desired copies.

 Item I-6 Interport Differential:

Summary :
· The Navy is being negatively impacted by the provision of Section 8028 of the FY 1995 Defense Appropriations Act which requires that no funds available to the Department of Navy be used to enter into any contract for the overhaul, repair, or maintenance of any naval vessel homeported on the west coast of the United States which includes changes for interport differential as an evaluation factor for award. This has created an unfair competitive advantage for east coast shipyards over the west coast yards. 

· This issue requires a change to law. 

· Beyond the scope of JINII. No further action on this item. 

JINII Discussion : It was noted that JINII, including the Navy Chain of Command, has no authority in this regard and it was proposed that industry seek Congressional support for this issue. Item closed.

 Item I-7 Use of Level of Effort Contract Specifications :

Summary :
· Level of effort specifications can cause problems for a prime contractor: 

· Bidding a pool of hours and material does not recognize the efficiency and capability of the prime as part of the evaluation process but only the lowest price. 

· Accepting undefined work scope due to specifications not defining the required work to the contractor. 

· JINII ESG agrees use of Level of Effort specifications can be abused in ship repair contracting. 

· ESG requests industry provide examples of excessive use of Level of Effort. ESG will review these examples with SUPSHIPS and Fleet customers to establish future guidance. 

JINII Discussion : The ESG noted that this is typically an undefinitized effort associated with events such as Light-Off Examination (LOE) preparations, DD reports, etc. It was pointed out that this is a subset of the AIT issue that will be discussed later. One example was that a Jacksonville FFG availability package was 30% LOE. MSC Representatives stated that in certain instances their availability packages contain 20K to 30K man-hours of Level of Effort work but they too are evaluating the impact of this issue. NORSHIPCO also noted the proliferation of Level of Effort work and suggested that consideration be given to make such effort a time and material clause in the contract or perhaps re-institute the "chit" system. Discussion included concerns associated with having to manage a front loaded labor pool with no real schedule for anticipated work, which is similar to the reservation for man-hours under the old At the Governments Request (AGR) issue. In all cases the administrative burden associated with reservation of man-hours for unspecified work is overly burdensome to the point that an alternative to Level of Effort must be found. It was also recommended by the ESG that contractors address this issue directly with the Commanding Officer of the SUPSHIPS where any perceived abuses are occurring. Industry will provide specific examples, which the ESG can pursue including working with the SUPSHIPS to resolve. Action Items 3 
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Item I-8 Alteration Installation Team (AIT) Assist Pool Specifications
Summary:
· AIT Support Services work items provide labor and material pools for use in supporting AIT’s. Requirements can be for a variety of trades over the entire contract period and may also include provisions of AIT storage facility and office space. 

· Prime Master Ship Repair (MSR)/Agreement for Boat Repair (ABR) contractor issues with use of these work items: 

· Disruption of production schedules and planning due to unspecified quality and types of trade requirements. 

· True cost of AIT work not considered when additional work requirements are accomplished by prime contractor through pools. 

· AIT contractors should be required to be self-sufficient and perform work under same rules as a MSR holder. 

· Recommendation is to eliminate requirement for prime contractor to provide the AIT’s with skilled tradesman and material procurement personnel. 

ESG comments: A number of AIT issues are currently being reviewed by NAVSEA, although it is unlikely that AIT assist work items will be eliminated. ESG will review forthcoming update of AIT instruction to require better definition of AIT support requirements.

JINII Discussion: All costs associated with an AIT effort, such as those associated with office space, assist labor, utilities, ships force contributions of labor and material, etc., are not being captured. Any estimate associated with providing and AIT should be based on anticipated total costs as if the AIT was fully self-sufficient. The customer’s perception, that the AIT is a good deal, is substantiated by the fact that a significant portion of the costs for support services are acquired from sources other than the ordering organization or as invoiced by the AIT team. Some improvements have been noted following recent messages concerning the AIT’s. It was noted that the TYCOMS are supportive of the AIT initiative. 

The argument is that all AIT work should go to the Ship Repair contractors who have a full service capability (one example cited concerned a proposed AIT contract under procurement by a FISC that has one half million man hours of effort for aircraft elevator repairs and supports both coasts). SUP 02’s interest should continue to be to support "what is in the best interest for the Navy?” The Naval Supervisory Activity (NSA) is often eliminated from participating in AIT efforts. In some instances Fleet Technical Support Centers are in the business as technical administration of AIT’s. The Readiness Support Groups (RSG’s) should generate the requirements to the Fleet Industrial Support Centers (FISC) if the requirement is not under the mission/charter of the Supervisor of Shipbuilding. However, the majority of the AIT’s are coming through the Warfare Centers who have no links to the Ship Repair Industry nor do they have an appreciation for the disruption and added cost to other contractors who are impacted by the fact that their work is not being integrated into production schedules. It was also noted that AIT’s often show up at availability work sites unannounced to either the MSR or NSA who are responsible for administering a scheduled availability under a MSR and/or ABR Contract. The Gov’t is required to identify the contractual requirement in the Commerce Business Daily (CBD) however they are not compelled to ensure that it is published. NAVSEA has revised the instruction related to AIT’s. Action item 5.

Item I-24 Delays with Fixed Price Contracts
Summary:
· A significant time lag exists between identification and settling of change orders with Fixed Price Contracts. 

· Proposed solution is for contractor to submit reports in spec format along with cost estimate which would be forwarded to Contracts Department and copy w/o cost estimate would go to Field Surveyor for development of independent cost estimate. 

· ESG advised by SUPSHIP San Diego that proposed solution is already being utilized in San Diego. 

· Since there is no restriction on a contractor providing reports in the proposed manner, ESG recommends this issue be taken up with the local ship repair contractors and SUPSHIP. JINII will publish this and other local solutions in JINII web site. 

JINII Discussion: In part, the delay is often attributed to the need to fully research the proposed change orders. Validating the scope, impacts and projected cost in support of the customer’s requirements plus obtaining the necessary modifications to funding documents drive the time required. It is hoped that the AUS system will assist in reducing the time that is required to process proposed change orders in FFP and other contract types as well. The ESG recommendation was confirmed. No further action at this time.

 Item - G-1 Elimination of Contract Data Requirements List (CDRL)
Summary:
· DFARS Subparagraph 252.227-7031 requires government to include DD 1423 (Contract Data Requirements List - CDRL) in Ship Repair Contracts. This requirement is redundant since specifications and invoked NAVSEA Standard Items clearly specify what data/reports are required by contract. 

· Previous attempts to waive/eliminate these requirements have been unsuccessful. 

· ESG requests comments from industry. Do benefits to government of eliminating CDRL exceed benefits to contractors of retaining requirement? 

JINII Discussion: It was confirmed that redundant requirements do impact the contractors if for no other reason than to validate that all requirements are being met for the customer. Impacts concerning this item should be validated with inputs from Industry. Action Item : 6.

JINII-CUMBERSOME WORK PRACTICES STATUS:
Capt Bill Needham, Chairman of the Cumbersome Work Practices (CWP) Review Group, gave an impromptu report and provided an overview of the charter for his Review Team. The genesis of this initiative emerged from the Submarine community. This NAVSEA Initiative encompasses new technology, commercial specifications, etc. that could be used to improve our public and private shipbuilding and repair processes. CWP Group looks at "How we can do business better?" including processes in NAVSEA that must be modified to make the change. The Group works to show that a fundamental technical need is justified, that a change is technically safe and can be reliably accomplished. The CWP Team ensures that there is a realistic and an effective measure applied to show that the process that has been recommended to CWP for consideration does in fact cost more now that it needs to cost and that the alternative is subjected to equivalent measures of effectiveness. Several examples were cited where changes have already had positive impacts. JINII is an active player that submits items to the CWP for consideration. CWP an extension from CWP is Engineering for Reduced Maintenance (ERM). The charter for ERM is to institutionalize change and there are 13 items of interest. Action Item 7.
Mr. Mitchell, double hatted on JINII and the CWP Group, had handouts available that provided the following:

CWP OVERVIEW:

· MISSION: Reduce costs of maintenance and modernization without compromising valid technical requirements by: 

· Eliminating cumbersome work practices. 

· Eliminating redundant requirements. 

· Clarifying technical requirements. 

· Updating of reference documentation. 

· Identifying potential military use of commercial specifications and standards without compromising technical requirements.

· TARGET: Specifically targeted by the CWP process are those practices which stem from NAVSEA levied requirements which require headquarters review and approval to modify or eliminate. These practices should include: 

· Submarine shipyard work procedures. 

· Surface ship work procedures. 

· Shipyard initiatives related to specific work processes. 

· Specifications and standards. 

JINII Items under the cognizance of the CWP: Mr. Mitchell provided an update on the Items submitted by JINII for review under the CWP as follows:

I-1 - CRES Closure Couplings: The first meeting on this issue has been held. The expanded use of CUNI closure couplings is approved for DDG Program. The issue concerning the flexibility of pipe is being evaluated by Puget Sound Naval Shipyard. Additional technical information is required for the CRES Issue. Testing will be performed shipboard. There is no completion milestone.

I-1 - Weld pipe versus seamless pipe: The problem is that there is an apparent drop in welded piping integrity by as much as 15% when compared to seamless piping. There is also a cost issue - old standard for welded pipe versus the new technology. Testing will consider stress in each application. The CWP Group is also looking at the process that Industry applies to commercial ships and ascertaining whether there are any ASME Specifications.

I-2 - Navy Shock Database: Private Industry wants access to the database that has been operative since 1986. The expectation is that contractors can reference the database as source information

I-13 - Mare Island Paint System: Mare Island paints meet current National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) requirements for Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) emissions.

I-16 - Mil-S-1222H versus ASTM fasteners: Mil-S-1222 will be revised and limited to Level 1 and SUBSAFE requirements. All others will be SAE fasteners.

I-17 - Mil-P-24691 piping versus commercial grade: CWP is reviewing this requirement.

I-18 - Mil-STD-1625 certification: This is a Quality Assurance (QA) issue. The discussion centered on non-certified dry-docks and their material condition. The recommendation was made that CWP consider ABS Certification criteria or Lloyd’s of London requirements as being sufficient rather than having contractors incur the expense associated with compliance with Mil-STD-1625 in order to dry-dock ships in non-certified docks. It was noted by a NAVSEA Representative that American Bureau of Shipping (ABS) has rules for steel floating dry-docks, particularly those used for construction, that considers plate thickness, training, facilities certification, additional fire fighting and additional compartmentation.

I-19 - Underwater Hull Preparation: The issue was forwarded to the Engineering For Reduced Maintenance team studying Underwater Hull Systems. Navy Ships do not normally dry-dock just to do underwater hull painting. The docking is a scheduled event where many things will occur. Blasting and painting being one event. Action Item 8.

I-21 - MIL-SPEC valves versus commercial valves: There are ten MIL- Specifications on valves being converted into commercial American Society of Testing Material (ASTM) valves being converted for MIL-SPEC use and will be used in future acquisition. The plan is to shift the emphasis and evaluate valves that are required for repairing existing shipboard systems vice those required for new construction.

I-23 - Sea valve fasteners -mandatory replacement: There is no technical requirement to replace all fasteners at the first flange. This is a business decision by SUPSHIPS. 

SUMMARY of JINII CWP Items: CRES Closure Couplings, Weld Pipe, Mil-P-24691 Piping and Sea Valve Fasteners have proceeded slowly. The other Items are moving forward. The CWP is seeking additional information and assistance from Industry on MIL-SPEC vs. Commercial candidate valves that could be evaluated. Additionally, Industry was invited to submit inputs to the CWP Group.

 

REVIEW of Additional JINII Items: Capt Armstrong

ACTIVE:

Item I-9 - NAVSEA Std Item 077-01 (Hazardous Waste): Under review by SSRAC.

Item I-10 - Name Plates: This is a business driven decision and will be an agenda item at the next SUPSHIP Conference.

Item I-11 - NAVSEA Std Item 009-77 (Process Control Procedures): SSRAC.

Item I-12 - NAVSEA Std Item 009-12 (Welding): SSRAC

Item I-14 - NAVSEA Std Item 009-10 (Asbestos): Estimating the quantity of AB that is called out in a work specification for disposal as hazardous waste for an availability is a business decision. This item is being worked by the SSRAC.

Item I-22 - Standard Items - Reduced Associated Unnecessary Costs: There is a list identifying all standard items that is available for review. Inputs were solicited from Industry that would identify the Standard Items that are of the most interest. It was also noted that there could be a requirement for additional standards to be called out.

COMPLETED:

Item I-15 NAVSEA Std Item 009-24 (Tags and Blanks) - Requirements have been modified to specify durable tags.

Item I-20 ISO 9002 -Reduce Government Auditing and Oversight - Use of ISO 90002 is now authorized.

 

NEW ITEMS FOR JINII CONSIDERATION:
Two additional items were submitted for consideration by the JINII ESG:

· Ship Selected Record Drawings (SRD’s) Development and Maintenance Project: A presentation was given by a QED Representative concerning this issue. A copy of the JINII Item For Review form will be added to the listing as Item I-25. Action item 9. 

· Allow Use of Published ANSI welding Procedures: This topic was discussed by an Ingalls Shipbuilding Rep. A copy of the JINII Item For Review form will be added to the listing as Item I-26. This item will be reviewed by the NAVSEA Quality Assurance Group with potential to migrate to the CWP Group. Action item 10. 

SHIP AVAILABILITY PLANNING & ENGINEERING CENTER (SHAPEC) PRESENTATION: Mr. Mike Petz, Director, SHAPEC
The following is an overview of the slide presentation that was presented:
Regional Maintenance Objectives:
· Eliminate Excess Infrastructure. 

· Provide Customer Single Accessible Accountable Provider of Maintenance. 

· Strengthen BFIMA. 

· Integrate Maintenance With Supply. 

· Protect and Strengthen Technical Authority. 

· Provide Compatible Support Systems (AIS). 

Phased Execution:
Three distinct phases for implementing Regional Maintenance have been approved that commenced in FY 95 and will continue through FY 99. This presentation primarily focused on the aspects of Regional Maintenance that concerned Phase Two over the period from FY 96 - 99.

The major parameters in Phase Two are (A) I and D Level consolidation / integration and (B) Regional Maintenance Centers Implementation. 

There are three sub-phases within Phase Two addressing specific tasks as follows:

PHASE 2A - Capacity and Capability Coordination; Shared Assets.

PHASE 2B - SHAPEC Established; Redundant Ship Planning and Engineering

Eliminated.

PHASE 2C - Fleets Responsible for All Ship Maintenance Execution. 

Regional Maintenance Regions:
PACNORWEST, South West, Pearl Harbor, WESTPAC (TBD), North East, Mid-Atlantic, South East, Ingleside. 

Current SHAPEC Initiatives:
· A detailed Concept of Operations is being developed that distinguishes how the concept for SHAPEC will be applied for different availabilities. A customer review team is participating with this initiative. A preliminary draft has been developed for the SSN 688 and CVN operations and is circulating for comments. 

· Portsmouth and Pear Harbor NSY’s are performing joint planning for the SSN 723 availability. 

· Automated Information System (AIS) requirements are under review to determine the planning and engineering information requirements, evaluate existing / planned systems and databases and coordinate with regional maintenance IRM initiatives. 

Industrial Advanced Planning Program (IAPP) Pilots:
GOAL: To define a SINGLE standardized planning process and product that can be used by SHAPEC for ALL Navy maintenance (public, private and I-level).

· USS LABOON (DDG 58) FY 97 SRA - SUPSHIP Bath (SBATH) will write the repair specification, Bath Iron Works (BIW) will write the SHIPALT specifications as the Class Planning Yard, SUPSHIP Portsmouth (SPORT) will perform an electronic transfer of the specification package to the Baseline Advance Industrial Management (BAIM) system and Norfolk Naval Shipyard (NNSY) will perform the availability. 

PURPOSE: 

1. Demonstrate that a Bath-based SHAPEC DDG 51 Det (SBATH + BIW) can co-plan DDG availabilities for public execution. 

2. Serve as a model to help define the IAPP business rules required to enable a seamless electronic transfer of data from AUTOSPEC User System (AUS) to BAIM. 

· USS BRISCO (DD 977) FY 97 SRA - SPORT write all specifications and NNSY will perform the availability. 

PURPOSE: 

1. Demonstrate that a SUPSHIP and a Naval Shipyard can co-plan an availability for execution in a public yard using a common planning product. 

2. Serve as a model to help define the IAPP business rules required to enable a seamless electronic transfer of data from AUS to BAIM. 

· USS SAIPAN (LHA 2) |FY (& SRA - SPORT write repair specifications and NNSY write the SHIPALT specification as the Class Planning Yard and NNSY perform the availability. 

PURPOSE: 

1. Demonstrate that a Norfolk-based SHAPEC LHA/LHD Det (SPORT + NNSY) can co-plan LHA availabilities. 

2. Demonstrate that SPORT can write repair specifications for the LHA class that can be utilized by a public shipyard. 

· USS TARAWA (LHA 1) FY 97 SRA - SPORT write the SHIPALTS, SUPSHIP San Diego (SSSD) write the repairs and SSSD solicit to private sector. 

PURPOSE:

1. Demonstrate electronic transfer of specifications between SPORT and SSSD. 

2. Demonstrate that SPORT can write SHIPALTs for the LHA class. 

· USS RADFORD (DD 968) FY 97 SRA - SUPSHIP Pascagoula (SPASC) will write un-modified 2-E specifications for SHIPALTS, NNSY to add additional BAIM data element requirements and write repair specifications using AUS 

PURPOSE: 

1. Demonstrate that a Naval Shipyard can plan an availability using SUPSHIP AUS installed remotely at NNSY. 

2. Demonstrate that a Naval Shipyard can modify a SUPSHIP prepared 2-E specification for execution at a Naval Shipyard. 

3. Continue developing DD 963 Class common planning products library. 

 

Status of SHAPEC: 
· SUPSHIP Bath designated as DDG 51 class SHAPEC. 

· SUPSHIP Jacksonville designated FFG & class SHAPEC. 

· Southeast Region realignment kick off 11 Sept 96. 

· MIW SHAPEC: Mine Warfare Community PAT was established 15 May. 

· SSN 688 Class SHAPEC: Detailed POAM established with concurrence of SEA 92, SUBMEPP and TYCOM Reps.  

Specifications Management Working Group:
Existing group chartered under SUPSHIPs to manage standardization of work package specifications.

· Expanding membership includes public and private D-level and I-level planning. 

· Standardizing work package structure to enable electronic information sharing. 

· Developing reusable and common work packages for D-level (public and private) and I-level sectors. 

· Serving as the executive agent for SHAPEC planning product format policy development enforcement. 

· Developing common procedure for establishing, using and maintaining national and local databases. 

General Discussion by JINII:
It was noted that at no time has the planning process considered the Private Sector capability in a region. The question was asked if it was the intent to do so? The response pointed out that the Private Sector must be involved. The focus of the SHAPEC initiative concerned improving the efficiency of the Shipyards and SUPSHIPS and specifically the infrastructure of the four shipyards that remain after the Congressional action addressing BRAC. The discussion also highlighted the fact that the Fleet is orchestrating Regionalization issues.

The development of the Concept of Operations also includes the BRAC mandates concerning integrating the PERA Surface into SUPSHIP Portsmouth and PERA CV must be realigned by the year 2000. The question was asked, “How does this align with the Planning Yard and Planning SUPSHIP duties?” The AUTOSPEC User System (AUS), which is used to prepare 2E specification for both private and public applications, is one example where there are already joint initiatives between the SUPSHIPS and Shipyards plus others being evaluated as highlighted in the brief. Fleet MRMS will also be integrated into the IRM process that supports BAIM and the Integrated Fleet Maintenance Model (IFMM). 

The SHAPEC initiative is concentrating on the Planning and Engineering organizations and fleet maintenance processes in an effort to make them more efficient. The Concept of Operations is focusing specifically on the Navy Shipyards.  The integration of the SUPSHIPS will also be a factor in re-engineering the infrastructure to meet the changing business operations to support Fleet Maintenance.

NAVSEA will not stand up a SHAPEC for all ship classes, for example those that are approaching decommissioning age.

The Naval Shipyard Supply Departments are now integrated into the Fleet and Industrial Support Centers (FISC). There is a working dialog with SUP 02 and NAVSEA 02 in an effort to determine value added from various initiatives and proposals that are emerging from many sources including SHAPEC and shipyard realignments. There is no intent to totally displace the SUPSHIP supply department that provides the direct link between the Government and Shipbuilding and Ship repair Contractors. 

The question was asked, “What is the anticipated relationship between the SHAPEC and AIT’s?”  It was noted that AIT’s are not on the SHAPEC scope. Other studies are ongoing concerning AIT utilization. Currently, NAVSEA sees no interface between the AIT and SHAPEC initiative.

________________________________________________________________________

DISCUSSION - SHIPYARD & SUPSHIP MANAGEMENT: RADM Tom Porter, Deputy Commander for Naval Shipyard and SUPSHIP Management
The Naval Shipyards are working hard to make better use of facilities at the four remaining public yards.

Regional Maintenance is proceeding along it’s approved timelines. Two of the major phases that specifically involve NAVSEA 07 are Phase 2B which stands up SHAPEC and Phase 2C moving the Navy Shipyards under Fleet Claimancy. The shipyard move has not been approved by the four stars but plans are continuing.

The Maintenance Support QMB is moving forward and ensuring that the plans and proposals that are being worked by various groups make sense. It is possible that a shipyard will be used as a pilot to validate the migration from NAVSEA to the Fleet Claimancy before final approval of the Phase 2C concept.

Regional Maintenance is not being embraced as aggressively by NAVAIR. They are more concerned about having I level and D level maintenance activities/functions integrated than is the Ship side of maintenance.

The FY ‘97 and ‘98 budget picture still looks uncertain and there is not enough money to fund the public and private CNO availabilities. There is a serious funding short fall in FY ‘97 and a move to "plus-up" the maintenance budget by approximately $150M.

There is now a signed agreement by the National President of the Metal Trades Union that embraces having multi-skills across trade skills and moving away from single skills. This is a significant accomplishment that will benefit our Public Sector workforce.

JINII Homepage and other WEB applications will continue to enhance the communications between industry and the government. If we embrace the concept and use the available means of communications to address problems we will improve our business processes, which JINII is all about. NAVSEA’s desire is to make communications easier between all players. The JINII Homepage is an effective tool and we should use it to help get our jobs done. 

NAVSEA’s Commanders Forum, included Flags and SES and others from NAVSEA and the Field, recently met in Keyport, Wash to update the NAVSEA Strategic Plan that is due to be out in Jan ‘97. The old Plan has been updated and packaged differently. The Forum received input from the Field Commands. The revised Strategic Plan will be "buffed up", followed by a one day review in Washington to ensure "buy in" from the Field Commands, since they must help implement it, and the Plan will then be distributed. The Naval Shipyard and SUPSHIP Strategic Plans will play off of NAVSEA’s.

The recent O’Bannon availability was accomplished at Kings Bay rather than in the Norfolk Naval Shipyard. A question was asked, ”Is this happening again in future planning?” There are no more planned availabilities, such as O’Bannon, nor was it a factor at the recent Fleet Scheduling Conference. A Trident Refit Facility (TRF) has "Major League" I level facilities but most of the work that is accomplished there falls under the category of I level capability despite the fact that there is civilian workforce at the TRF’s. There is a desire to take a Trident availability and accomplish it at TRF Bangor.

Congress continues to mandate that work be allocated on a 60/40 basis. One hard issue is how do you then allocate $150M shortfall. The desire is to see a large portion go to the Private Sector however there are an equal number of backers with public interest and want to proportion it out to the Public Sector. 

There are other cash problems that must be considered, DBOF is one where our NAVCOMP portions funding shortfalls over the FY’s that may or may not be in the best interest of Fleet Maintenance business processes. For example, cash surcharges on man day rates in the Navy shipyards have been set for FY 97. So who pays the "delta"? If CINC’s are paying for the promised shipyard workload, based on projected availabilities, and funding shortfalls are allocated across all budget lines, then the Fleet must pay out of pocket. To emphasize by taking our current situation, what source of funds would Fleet use to offset the anticipated revenue that the Navy Shipyards expect/ were promised from the availabilities that were scheduled and planned for and today will not be accomplished unless we can reprogram money from all available sources to offset the $150M shortfall in maintenance funding. We must fund our Private Sector contracts that play into the calculations for the 60/40 split. This entire Congressional mandate needs to be reevaluated under our current set of operating conditions and with a significantly altered fleet composition.

Another factor influencing our strategic planning is CORE workload. DOD has defined the CORE. However, after the elections there will be more work required in this respect. Today the Joint Chiefs of Staff war fighting strategy includes simultaneous support for 2 Multi-Regional Conflicts (MRC's)’s using 340 ships which are maintained by the public and private industrial capabilities. This strategy will be reassessed in the mandated "bottoms up" review that follows the Nov election and the report that must go to the President elect concerning the readiness of the Military infrastructure. The calculations for determining the Navy CORE maintenance requirements are driven in large part by the number of MRC’s or portions thereof that we must support and whether or not we will refuel our remaining SSN 688 class submarines. 

The changes that we are undergoing or that are proposed, such as Regional Maintenance, Navy Shipyards going to Fleet claimancy, etc. will have a tendency to bias toward the public vice private sector. SHAPEC is not addressing any issues associated with the Planning Yard functions; these are business decisions that are made as strategic elements of a ship class life cycle maintenance planning. NASSCO is working to become the Planning Yard for AOE’s and the contractor who builds the LPD 17 will be the planning yard for that class. The Planning Yard assignment for each class will be made based on best value for the government.

Prior to moving the shipyards to the fleet, a detailed and independent analysis must be performed and it’s recommendations approved for implementation. Examples of the problem, approximately 60% of Puget Sound Naval Shipyard’s work today is funded from non-fleet sources so who determines priority, payment schemes, etc. Portsmouth Naval Shipyard will continue to be in the submarine refueling business for some period of time, this isn’t fleet funding. 

There is a continuing concern over the loss of corporate knowledge as we downsize and also due to the accompanying age creep and it’s impacts on approved programs. In the engineering disciplines it is projected that within 10 years we will not have sufficient workforce talent to perform our mission. This is occurring throughout the government. The average age of government employees is 44, which is 4 to 5 years higher than it was 6 years ago. We can’t get away from the Reduction In Force (RIF) syndrome but we must bring in "new blood" and get them trained to replace our outgoing talent. We could have had a superb Apprentice training program 6 years ago but in our current downsizing and under the current rules of government employment they would have gone first. NAVSEA is trying some cooperative programs where the younger employees buy the books to increase their proficiency in a selected field and the Navy Shipyards are working with them for training. This will provide some new sources of talent but it is not a robust alternative. NAVSEA Warfare Centers are hiring engineers but we have to many in the field already.

Unused facilities at our Naval Shipyards are a concern as an unprogrammed and very burdensome cost. This maintenance expense has not been factored into the budgets, neither to fund their upkeep after they are vacated nor to demolish them. For example, NNSY facilities are scaled to support a workforce of approximately 40,000 people. Alternative plans are being evaluated where facilities can be leased to private enterprises or in some cases the Fleet is using them for ships berthing.

 JINII Discussion and Q & A
AIT’s work is big business with a total annual outlay for these services that could approach $200M. The Navy shipyards are as interested in this work as are MSR / ABR contractors. Many Program Managers perceive that an AIT is a more cost effective alternative but many of the services and support costs are being paid by other sources such as NAVSEA or TYCOMS. The AIT alternative is no better than a private or public yard and there are myths in certain SYSCOMS that this is the case. In discussing this topic further it was noted that the SYSCOMS arguments that it is cheaper to use an AIT typically does not does not account for the costs of: (1) MSR facility use, (2) manpower support that must be provided by the contractor and/or ships force to support the AIT team, (3) safety and quality assurance services, (4) environmental concerns, (5) disruption to other contractors production schedules and (6) overhead and other costs associated with travel and per diem, (7) surcharges assessed by public yards. The total costs for AIT’s must be addressed to provide a fair and equitable assessment as to the cost effectiveness of this initiative for the government. MSC does not utilize the AIT concept The Coast Guard has reportedly pulled certifications where AIT like support has been utilized to accomplish work and logistic support was questionable and/or completion of prerequisites for certification was uncertain.

Warfare Centers are not industrial facilities and should not be accomplishing D level work. Undersea Centers are in some instances accomplishing D level work as portions of the workforce are committed to this level of effort.

In some regions, PACNORWEST was cited; Regional Maintenance initiatives are encountering complex issues. For example, the interface between the Naval Shipyard and Trident Refit Facility presents unique challenges with merging capabilities. The government will need time to work through initiatives warranting detailed analysis that support informed business decisions.

JINII WEB PAGE PRESENTATION: Capt Dave Armstrong
Each JINII attendee was provided a hard copy of the entire JINII Homepage as it appears on the WEB. A live demonstration, using Microsoft Internet Explorer, was given that included a review of the NAVSEA Homepage and Contracts Directorate (NAVSEA 02) Homepage. This easily established and remote set up was accomplished in a conference room environment using a laptop with a modem access and an overhead projector to simultaneously display the information from the WEB onto a screen that the audience could view. The JINII WEB site includes: JINII Mission and Objectives, JINII Charter, Conference Minutes, all JINII Issues under review and their status, and a form for submitting an item to JINII for consideration. The date of the last status review/update to each specific JINII item will be included in the future. It is also intended to add a Guest Book so that those who access the JINII Homepage can log in. The WEB address is - http://www.navsea.navy.mil/jinii/toc.html - and problems can be addressed to webmaster@www.navsea.navy.mil

MSC Reps noted that their WEB site address is- www.msc.mil

Best Manufacturing Practices has a WEB site www.bmpcoe.com, which provides a source for benchmarking across the country. 

JINII members were encouraged to use these and explore information from other sites.

 OPEN FORUM:
NAVSEA 028 provided copies of the draft dinal DFARS language concerning Past Performance and it’s use in solicitations. MSR’s and ABR’s should receive a copy approximately 30 Sept. Via their local SUPSHIP office.

ASA and Shipbuilder's Council of America (SCA) have additional items, from their previous review, that will be submitted to JINII but the desire is to get to closure on some of our active ones before adding more. Some frustration was expressed concerning the time that is being taken to get items through the process and in particular this was evident with items submitted for resolution by groups other than JINII.

VADM Sterner attended the second JINII meeting and will be extended and invitation to participate in the next JINII meeting. Action Item 11.

CLOSING COMMENTS: Capt Armstrong
In his closing remarks Capt Armstrong noted the progress that JINII has made and the excellent support from the private industry representatives. He expressed his appreciated for the input from MARAD and MSC and the open discussions and frank participation of the JINII members. This forum is a major communications vehicle that should be used to improve our day-to-day business operations and in particular the support we provide for our customers, the Fleet. Participation was encouraged from other entities in the Maritime Industry. It is intended that the JINII Homepage be a primary link to report progress. It is important that everyone who is interested in our business processes become familiar with communicating via the WEB to get the most current information on issues that are being worked. Significant changes can occur between scheduled meetings. It is also very important that the lines of communication between Contractors and their respective SUPSHIP offices continue and be used to the maximum extent.

The current plan is to have the next JINII meeting in May and perhaps concurrent with the annual Home Port Association meeting in Washington. American Society of Naval Engineers (ASNE) typically meets in May also so this time frame may be appropriate too. It was pointed out that an interim meeting may be in order for Jan to coincide with DOD’s "bottom up" review. There were other near term Congressional proceedings noted that have the potential to impact the Shipbuilding and Repair Industry that would also argue in favor of a Jan meeting. Capt Armstrong will follow up with a proposed date. Action Item 12.

There was a desire expressed that in addition to VADM Sterner, we invite RADM Paul Robinson to participate since he is now the new Deputy NAVSEA. Action Item 11.

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 1600 with compliments expressed to NAVSEA 071 for the orderly and substantive proceedings of the meeting.

NEW ACTION ITEMS:
1. Mr. Bowler, ASA, will discuss forming a Joint Material Procurement Working Group with Capt Mortimer, Chair, Executive Control Board of NSRP. 

2. ESG will request the Acquisition Reform Office to take the issue of Procurement of Navy Common Equipment (I-4) as an item under their purview that relates to acquisition reform. It was also proposed that a pilot project be established to assist with analysis of the proposal. 

3. Industry provide examples of excessive use of Level of Effort Contract Specifications (I-7) to the ESG who in turn will take appropriate action. 

4. Industry provide specific examples of abuse of the Level of Effort or As Government Requires (AGR) clauses to the ESG for appropriate resolution with the SUPSHIPS. Industry will also address this issue directly with the Commanding Officer of the SUPSHIPS where any perceived abuses are occurring. 

5. Capt Armstrong will discuss JINII issue I-8, relative to AIT’s, with the code responsible for the revision to the NAVSEA Inst. He will include a recommendation that the revised NAVSEA AIT Instruction be made available on the WEB. 

6. Industry submit inputs that can be analyzed by the ESG to assist in analyzing and validating the impact of duplicative Contract Requirements discussed in JINII Item G-1. 

7. It was requested that the Charter for the CWP Group, Capt Needham's email address and the address for the CWP WEB page be provided for the attendees. Mr. Mitchell has for action. 

8. Mr. Mitchell will contact Dr. Holmes to see if more Industry input is needed concerning the JINII Item I-19 - underwater hull surface preparation and paint systems. 

9. Add new JINII Item I-25 Ship Selected Record Drawings (SRD’s) Development and Maintenance Project to the JINII Home Page. Mr. Mitchell. 

10. Add new JINII Item I-26 Allow Use of Published ANSI welding Procedures to the JINII Home Page. Mr. Mitchell. 

11. Invite VADM Sterner and RADM Paul Robinson to the next JINII meeting. Capt Armstrong. 

12. Determine best alternative for the next JINII meeting date to include as early as Jan ‘97 as appropriate for results of "bottom up" review. Capt Armstrong. 

