CM ERP IPT Open Action Items

Lead – Debra Wood


Action Item Number
Action Item
POC
Due Date

1

All members of IPT to take back recommended core critical data elements to get input, concurrence.  CM ERP IPT comments to be provided to the CDM/ISEA Data Elements committee.
All IPT members
05/30/01



2

During discussion about 04L5 PMS continuous Validation chart, SUBLANT stated that they no longer do PMS Inspections.  SURFLANT stated that for surface ships they are still done.  John Collins to provide info on whether the Carriers still perform PMS Inspections or not.  In addition, to investigate whether the carrier program would agree to conduct the additional continuous validations during PMS inspections.
John Collins
05/18/01

3

Based on Continuous Validation chart, the criteria for determining High Confidence level/Low confidence level needs to be established.  Also determine the data elements to be reviewed for confidence level (to be given to CDM/ISEA Validation and Data Elements Committees).
All IPT Members


4
To put discipline/process in place to 

obtain data from resources that 

conduct ship visits.
Debra Wood


5

To form a small committee to look at total tech data package requirements (What data elements?  Text?  Drawings?) to establish best formats for future new construction contracts.
Chris Love


6
For next IPT meeting, Milt to explain to group how the Functional Location, standard Navy-wide ESWBS assignment, and current ship class specific cross-reference table process will work/flow.  Also to explain the different functional location structural levels.
Milton Myers
08/22/01

7
To define deployment for purposes of 

suspending ASI processing.  (Up to sixty 

days after deployment the ship still 

processes ASIs.)
All IPT Members


8

Bob to provide Rusti Mitten-Rynard (NAVICP) and Steve Case (NSLC MECH) with information on when the last LANT Battle Group deployed.  NAVICP/NSLC Mech to pull transaction data from last BG.  Investigate data churn volume, at what point and what type of R-triggers were dropped.  In addition, to determine effectiveness impacts (improved or reduced) based on whether or not ASIs are played during deployment.


Bob Milburn -

Steve Case -
05/25/01

06/15/01

9

To contact AIRLANT/PAC for concurrence/impacts of suspending ASI processing on carriers during deployment concept. 


John Collins


10

To provide NAVICP/NSLC MECH with 

pulse point data on USS NORFOLK.  Data 

churn/types of data changes during six 

month deployment.
Don Fisher
05/18/01

11
To schedule a SAP demo during next CM ERP IPT meeting (prior to ERP meeting).  The next IPT will be scheduled in July 01 timeframe (after initial load of CM data in June).
Debra Wood
08/21/01
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1. Status/Comments:  SUBLANT-Concurs with recommendation.


Jon Rucker (PRC)-Initial review of core data elements in Category 1 are sufficient.  PRC is currently evaluating the other 5 categories of data elements. 


Pam Smith (NSLC DETPAC)- It seems that the proposed list does little to minimize the number of data elements required to identify configuration and drive parts.  Looking at CDMD-OA and discounting process data elements such as RIN, Validation Date, et. al., it seems that the only elements not listed are DOVC, WCRE, WCRC (which is proposed for deletion anyway), and VSAC. Further, if these data elements are indeed critical for identification and to drive parts, these are the data elements that should be validated in the cleaning effort.  Further, few changes need to be made to current configuration data systems.  It seems most of the information is required.


  


With regard to the SAP effort: SAP has no matching data elements for many of the proposed data elements.  Much of this information is to be placed in the “Classification” area, which may turn out to be a mistake.  Recognizing that the Phase A SAP effort is a prototype and the use of SAP as THE configuration management tool has not yet been decided, eventually the identification of configuration items may be via SAP data elements.  We should work toward that end, phasing out data elements that cannot be mapped and employing and familiarizing ourselves with the SAP method of identification.  Also, it is essential that this effort should be coordinated with the NAVICP effort in identifying and controlling the parts that support configuration.  We need to ensure there are no disconnects.





Andrew Payor (PMS 500F)-Feedback received on core data elements was concurrence.  However, what data elements are needed for the user, sailor or shore activity to operate SAP to schedule and perform maintenance tasks?  If we eliminate those elements that have been previously considered core, but are not necessary in an integrated data system environment, that would be more useful than judging which elements have been critical when using unconnected databases.  Once SAP has been implemented, the continued need for particular data elements should be re-evaluated.





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 1���


2.  Status:  According to Mr. Collins, AIRLANT nor AIRPAC are performing PMS inspections.  However, AIRLANT is doing assist and assessment visits (these visits offer assistance and training associated with the 3M arena.)  The AIRLANT TYCOM feels that adding a validation requirement to the equipment PMS procedures would put an undue burden on the ships and would introduce misinformation into the system (validations performed by the ship are considered to be the least reliable).  The AIRPAC TYCOM feels that a minimum validation effort would be acceptable.


Andrew Payor (PMS 500F)-Question whether continuous validation through PMS would work since this would be adding work for the sailor and maintenance cards are delivered by CD-ROM and not by the CM database which is normally not checked when performing PMS.
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3.  Status/Comments:  Jon Rucker (PRC) suggested using some new construction data sources in setting confidence level criteria.  Recommends expanded use of VSAC and other category 3 data elements to support confidence level determination.
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5.  Recommendation from Jon Rucker: To include a DDG 51 New Construction representative on  the committee to assist in determining requirements for CDMD-OA.
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8.  Status:  NAVICP (M) obtained information from other source on last Battle Group deployed (i.e. USS GEORGE WASHINGTON, USS LINCOLN BGs) and is identifying the type of triggers submitted during the deployment and charting using 30 day intervals to show the type of actions being performed and at what point.  In addition, NAVICP will identify the range add/depth increase NIINs associated with ASIs produced during the deployment and match them to issues reported subsequent to allowance generation. 


12 June Status:  NSLC has pulled the OARS data for the required 


timeframe to perform effectiveness simulator runs.  NAVICP-M is in the


process of pulling Range Add NIINs for the affected ASIs for each Battle Group.  NSLC is developing a spreadsheet of ASIs that were produced during the deployment, those played by what ships and so on.  This part is required to run the effectiveness simulator.  Will update status by end of June.
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9.  Status:  This is unacceptable.  Both TYCOMs feel that this isn’t necessary or desirable as the Carriers have sufficient bandwidth to support the ASI process.  Also deferring the ASI would create a very large workload on the ship’s return.
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10.  Status: Record Types with data churn in CDMD-OA created during USS NORFOLK six deployment were provided to SEA 04L5.





