TRIP REPORT

SAN DIEGO CA

14-16 FEBRUARY 2000
Purpose:  To assess logistics functions and processes currently being performed in support of ships homeported in San Diego CA.  The team included in its review those functions performed by the Supervisor of Shipbuilding (SUPSHIP), San Diego in its role as Naval Supervising Activity (NSA) for ships undergoing availabilities under its cognizance. In addition, the review team focused on systemic issues affecting configuration accuracy, logistics support and any breakdowns in procedure that are contributing to the installation of unsupported alterations on ships in the port. 

Background:   The Fleet Modernization Program (FMP) Manual assigns responsibility to the NSA for site validating all configuration changes accomplished during an availability and reporting them to the CDM/ILO within 30 working days of installation/permanent removal.  In addition, the FMP Manual also requires the NSA to ensure that all Integrated Logistics Support (ILS) required by the ship for support of newly installed equipment is onboard by End of Availability (EOA).  COMNAVSURFLANT 172130Z Dec 99 expressed Type Commander (TYCOM) concern regarding incomplete configuration change reporting by Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Jacksonville, Detachment Ingleside (SSJAXDI) for MCM and MHC Class ships. In addition, NAVSEA was also advised of an unsupported alteration installed on five LPD-4 Class ships during availabilities executed under the cognizance of SUPSHIP San Diego (SSSD). Based on these reports, NAVSEA 04L has taken the lead and committed to ensuring the correction of deficiencies in configuration change reporting and logistics support identified during the investigation of both reports, in the short term, and any systemic issues identified as contributing factors in the long term.  To that end, NAVSEA 04L has appointed a Logistics Review Team to assess and resolve the immediate issues in Ingleside and San Diego and has established an Integrated Process Team (IPT) to identify and resolve systemic issues on a community-wide basis. 

General: The on-site assessment of SSJAXDI was completed at Naval Station Ingleside TX on 18-21 January 2000.  The following agenda was established in conjunction with the 14 – 17 February 2000 assessment visit to Naval Station San Diego CA:
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The following individuals participated in this review at the direction of NAVSEA 04L:

Dave Noble, NAVSEA 04L

Ed Chergoski, NAVSEA 04L

Rosemary Travis, NSLC JAX, Logistics Review Team, Leader

Mike McCown, PSNSY, Logistics Review Team, Member 

Bob Milburn, TYCOM Representative, Logistics Review Team, Member

Scott Hulme, NSLC JAX, LPD-4 Class CDM

The team met with the following personnel during the assessment process in San Diego:

CAPT Steve Hanson, SWRMC Deputy

CDR Paul Macri, SW RMMCO

John Donahue, NAVSEA West Coast AMP Coordinator

LCDR Bill French, NAVSEA 04M5

Jim Freese, SW AMP FCO Rep

Glenn Cox, SW AMP FCO Rep

Phil Lieurance, SW AMP FCO Rep

Rich Monahan, NAVSEA ILO Support/FTSCPAC

LCDR John MAGEE, PEO-TSC (F)

LCDR David Klein, SWRMC Maintenance Officer

Manuel Caballero, CHET

CAPT Coumes, SSSD

Charles Bridges, SSSD ILS

Ron Craig, SSSD ILS

Robin Wawryznski, SSSD ILS

John Hatchett, CNSP N4154

CDR Carol Marcinek, FTSCPAC Code 400 (ILO)

Craig Horton, FTSCPAC Code 402 (ILO)

Tom Kirkwold, FTSCPAC 

Richard Sackett, FTSCPAC

Raymond Dobbins, BIW OSLR

Matt Green, Ingalls OSLR

References used to determine assigned logistics responsibilities and cognizant activities include:

(a) Fleet Modernization Program (FMP) Management and Operations Manual, SL720-AA-MAN-010, Volume 1, Section 8, Subj: Configuration and Logistics Management

(b) Fleet Modernization Program (FMP) Manual, SL720-AA-MAN-010, Volume 2, Appendix F, Subj: ILS Actions and Milestones

(c) COMNAVSURFLANT/COMNAVSURFPACINST 4400.1H, Subj: Surface Force Supply Procedures

(d) NAVSEA Technical Specification 9090-700C, Subj:  Ship Configuration and Logistics Support Information System (SCLSIS) Process

(e) ILO Policies and Procedures Manual, SL105-AA-PRO

The team’s first visit was with members of the newly established Regional Maintenance Management Coordination Office (RMMCO) and NAVSEA’s Alteration Management Planning (AMP) Field Coordination Office (FCO).  Both offices will officially stand-up in June. The SWRMC Deputy welcomed the team.  When asked what ILS problems were evidenced in the Region, the SWRMC Deputy stated that C4I SPAWAR alterations remain a problem with insufficient funding to support installations, much less provide complete ILS.  OPNAV funding practices for installations based on ECD and single year allocations for availabilities that cross fiscal years continue to adversely impact both installations and support. The SWRMC Deputy indicated that there are presently so many availability problems that ILS is not the primary focus at this time.  The SWRMC Deputy sited the USS PELELIU as a prime example in that the ship is currently in a COH availability with the work package not yet finalized and 11 ½ pages of C4I questions to be resolved. Attachments A and B  were provided as collaborating information.  C4I problems on USS DULUTH and USS BENFOLD, in addition to other specific examples, were also discussed.  Every day there is a new message and instances of ripping out what is working and installing what’s not.  HM&E is viewed as a slightly lighter shade of “red”.

The RMMCO organization is being formed through reallocation of existing resources and assistance from cognizant organizations.  The head of the RMMCO coordinates reports from carriers, submarines, surface ships, and auxiliary/amphibious ships.  The team is comprised of the CHET, Port Engineers, Maintenance Coordinators, and  OSRs for each platform; Industrial Program Managers and SUPSHIP. Auxiliary and Amphibious ships have long been the victim of AITs with no CHET or its equivalent to perform gate-keeping functions for those classes. Efforts are currently underway to add representatives for the Auxiliary and Amphibious ships to the RMMCO. AITs will check in at three locations in this region: North Island, Ellis Point, and the Naval Station (CHET/SUPSHIP/TBD for Auxiliary and Amphibious ships) 

RMMCO will perform the Fleet’s gate-keeping functions for Alteration Installation Teams (AITs) and provide waterfront focus/assistance for obtaining alteration installation feedback. In the performance of gate-keeper duties for AIT installations,  ILS will be reviewed. However, there is no professional logistician on the team to verify the adequacy of logistics support. Deficiencies noted will be entered on the Master List.

Other functions under the cognizance of the RMMCO will include, but are not limited to, the following:

· Maintain close liaison with Fleet and TYCOM N43 and N6 personnel to ensure ships’ deployment configuration is consistent with BG/ARG Final Baseline Configuration Message.

· Serve as the Southwest region’s primary point of interface with the NAVSEA Alteration Management Planning (AMP) office.

· Keep the Commanding Officer of Southwest Regional Maintenance Center informed regarding pertinent RMMCO matters.

· Confirm that all Alts programmed for installation on a specific ship are contained in the Master List. (What is the Master List repository and who has responsibility for it?)

· Identify Alt problems and initiate problem resolution. 

· Coordinate with Fleet , TYCOMs, SYSCOMs and BG Staff personnel to ensure system (SOVT), ship (ITP), and BG/ARG (BGSIT) test plans are complete.

The RMMCO views the AMP FCO as the asset to take on and resolve ILS and installation problems.  The AMP FCO is led by a civilian and augmented by contractor support. Again, this team has no professional logistician among its resources. A requirement for CDMD(OA) training was identified and the NSA LRT Leader took it for action to coordinate and have the training scheduled for both the San Diego and Norfolk pilot AMP FCOs.

The mission of the AMP FCO is to administer a collaborative end-to-end process for alteration planning and management that supports the quality of life of the deck plate sailor and the deployment of fully mission capable ships and battle forces.  AMP will collaborate with alteration suppliers (PEOs/SPMs, SYSCOMs, PARMs, Fleet and others) and alteration customers (Fleet and shore activities), to continuously enhance existing processes and policies through metrics, process analyses and improvement recommendations. 

AMP will :

(1)
Review program changes to ensure that:

· Immature alterations are not scheduled for installation without SPM approval (and risk assessment is conducted)

· Proper authorities are notified of potential Battle Group interoperability problems

· Ensure the Master List in NDE is updated with latest program changes

(2)
Respond to customer feedback concerning alteration installation problems

· Notify alteration suppliers of problems for resolution

· Identify, document and track these issues and problems, along with their associated resolutions

· Conduct analyses of problems and issues for process improvement

(3)
Partner with RMMCO to provide the Fleet one  “Go-To” office for Battle 

            Force alteration information

· Provide Master List to RMMCO to enable gate keeping and production coordination functions

· Work with RMMCO to collect alteration feedback data

· Assist RMMCO with alteration installation issues

.

Both the RMMCO and AMP FCO affirmed that not-ready-for-prime-time alterations have continuously been installed in the Fleet as the result of marketing techniques employed by ISEAs and systems’ developers and the absence of any enforcement of existing policies. ILS is frequently deficient or totally absent with no central follow-up by NAVSEA.  As long as there is a waiver process and an avenue to entice Fleet Commanders with the latest and greatest upgrades in capability, the regional RMMCO and AMP FCOs will be forced to abide by TYCOM and CCB Operational Commander’s direction.  It is anticipated that the increased visibility of immature, unsupported alterations, as the result of RMMCO and AMP FCO efforts will serve to facilitate resolution of deficiencies and deter further installation until support is in place.  Both organizations contend that compliance with and enforcement of the provisions of NAVSEA Technical Specification 9090.310 would go a long way in resolving a major portion of the issues in port.

Interviews with the SWRMC Maintenance Officer, CHET and Port Engineers the following day reaffirmed the seriousness of unsupported alterations in  port.  An estimated 40% of the alterations going onboard the ships today are not adequately supported, with the majority of ILS problems generated outside of availabilities where there is no ILO/ILSMT to mediate and resolve deficiencies.  Again the issue of sponsors marketing Commanding Officers and Group Commanders to bring pressure on TYCOMs to approved alterations not fully supported was sited as a major contributor to the problem.  Lack of communication and coordination by other SYSCOM installation teams with the RMC and other cognizance commands in the port were also sited as areas of concern. The current waiver process is considered a major loophole to compliance and the increase in the installation of commercial-off-the-shelf products brings with it new problems with onboard support.  Specific examples of problem installations were again relayed to the team.   Port Engineers emphasized the importance of CDM On-Site Representatives and the lack of such for auxiliary and amphibious ships in this port. Recommendations by the representatives interviewed again emphasized bringing discipline to the process through:

· Elimination of the waiver process

· Compliance and enforcement of the provisions of 9090.310

· Kitting of alteration logistics support

· Elimination of end-run marketing techniques by alteration sponsors

Adherence to existing policies would negate the regional requirements for both a RMMCO and AMP FCO.

The interview with SUPSHIP San Diego ILS personnel revealed the following information:

· SUPSHIP has been performing all NSA logistics functions for PMS 377 ships since October 1998.

· SUPSHIP has adequate ILS personnel and excess capacity created by decreasing New  Construction requirements.  ILS staff is currently  9.

· Lack of finalized work package and absence of COP for USS PELELIU were sited as current major problems

· AIT configuration changes are reviewed by SUPSHIP but not entered into CDMD(OA) during availabilities

· No configuration changes are ever received from SIMA 

· AITs are not checking in with SUPSHIP and SUPSHIP has no control of ILS for AITs.  

· Technical manuals are coming in with new equipment 

· No ILS certifications are being received from SPMs

· SUPSHIP performs no NSA functions for PMS 400 ships unless specifically tasked

Interviews with FTSCPAC/ILO personnel provided the following information:

· The ILO component of FTSCPAC is staffed with 35 personnel 

· Problems with AITs include incomplete configuration reporting- USS DAVID R. RAY EHF SATCOM installation when reviewed resulted in 140 additional adds

· Database for ships still in SCN window require “cut and paste” baseline configuration following PSA after initialization – not clean

· Compliance with existing policies by SPAWAR and NAVSSES would resolve 98% of the ILS problems in this region

· ILO does an in-brief for each ship and has weekly meetings

CDM OSRs reported:

· Major problems are no enforcement of existing policies and no discipline in the process

· Problems with getting CKs from SPAWAR for installations

· SUPSHIP erroneously believes CDM NSA task includes delivery of technical manuals

· SUPSHIP is not enforcing the contractual requirements of NAVSEA Standard Item 009-19. When SUPSHIP identifies equipment that needs to be provisioned, an XRIC is coded “r” which forces NAVICP to do the research

· OSRs contend that 90% of the AITs are not delivering complete ILS for their installations.  Every IT 21 installation is ILS deficient.

· Ingalls participates in the ILO in brief. However, BIW has their own.  Both CDMs attend Arrival Conferences

Findings:  The following pertinent facts were assembled during the assessment process:

(1) Pilot RMMCOs and AMP FCOs in San Diego and Norfolk will not include professional logisticians. 

(2) Unsupported installations are a serious problem and further exasperated by funding shortfalls, failure to enforce existing policy and marketing techniques of cognizant ISEAs and sponsors.

(3) Manning of  SUPSHIP San Diego is adequate.  SUPSHIP San Diego has nine logisticians in their ILS group to cover ships in CNO availabilities and new construction.  

(4) Although the FMP manual says SUPSHIP is mission funded to perform all NSA ILS functions during availabilities, their responsibilities vary by SPM and include reimbursable funding for performance of mission tasks by one SPM, PMS 377.    Confusion exists as to what NSA functions are to be performed for PMS 400 ships by SUPSHIP

(5) SUPSHIP receives no configuration changes from SIMA for equipment SIMA replaces during availabilities. 

(6) SUPSHIP San Diego sends configuration changes to CDMs via CDMD-OA work files. 

(7) SUPSHIP did not receive COP for the current USS PELELIU (LHA 5) COH availability and was advised by Norfolk Naval Shipyard that they were not funded by the SPM to do COP.  This increases the workload of SUPSHIP who will now have to build all configuration records from scratch. 

(8) Ships receive multiple in-briefs regarding ILS from SUPSHIP San Diego, ILO and the CDMs. SUPSHIP provides an independent logistics brief at start of availability, as does ILO and BIW.

(9) No one organization or individual is tasked with enforcement of ILS policies and procedures in the region. There are (9) full-time employees at SUPSHIP San Diego currently performing ILS functions.  There are 35 at the ILO and two additional CDM OSRs.  The total number of logistics personnel located in San Diego is approximately 46.  Unlike Ingleside, there appears to be ample logistics personnel and knowledge in this region. Like Ingleside, however, there is little or no communication between SUPSHIP ILS and the ILO/CDM and RMC.

(10) No A-15 ILS Certifications identifying the logistics requirements associated   

      with alterations being installed on ships in the port have been received by 

      SUPSHIP from NAVSEA SPMs as required by the FMP Manual.

      (11)      SUPSHIP is seeing only a small amount of planning data (COP) for AIT 

            scheduled installs.

      (12)      Based on the results of a CDM validation of a selected sample of 

             configuration changes reported by the NSA during a recent CNO scheduled 

             availability, configuration reporting for USS CLEVELAND (LPD 7) is 

             unsatisfactory. The CDM, assisted by PSNSY, selected 42 items associated 

             with seven alterations for validation.  Of those, 14 RICs could not be 

             identified because they are valves already lagged/inaccessible.  Purchase

            orders have been requested from SUPSHIP to positively identify those    

            configuration items.  Of the 28 remaining items, 18 errors were noted and 

            included errors in quantity, EFD, location and serial numbers. Of particular 

            interest was a large Metal/Glass Shredder reported with an incorrect location 

            and blank serial number (although it was stamped on the nameplate on the 

             front of the equipment in easy sight. Based on the results of the validation and 

             subsequent analysis, the CDM agreed with the configuration information 

             reported on 10 equipments (23.9%), disagreed with the configuration 

             information on 18 items (42.8%), and found insufficient or no nameplate data 

             on 14 equipments (33.3%).  

(13)      Data flow for AIT work during availabilities is usually through the ship to 

FTSCPAC.  AEGIS ships are using CHET, Carriers are using Pera-CV so no ILS involvement by the NSA occurs.

      (14)     FTSCPAC performs ILO functions during availabilities, as part of the

                 Continuous Maintenance Logistics Readiness program. During the meeting, it     

                  was indicated that SUPSHIP performs all ILS certification for   

work packages.  ILO FTSCPAC does not touch anything that is part of the work package.  They are only involved if FTSCPAC is acting as an AIT. Data flow and organizational relationships for other ship types is not smoothly defined between organizations.

       (15)     SUPSHIP San Diego does not aggressively pursue contractor compliance      

       with NAVSEA Standard Item 009-19 as noted by CDM OSRs.  .

        (16)    ILS waivers circumvent existing policies and contribute to the installation of 

      unsupported alterations.

        (17)    No CDM on-site representatives are permanently assigned to San Diego for 

       Auxiliary and Amphibious Class ships. RMC and ILO report that 

       configuration reporting is notably better for ship classes with CDM on-site 

       representatives  present and working closely with the ILO and ISEAs to 

       ensure the accuracy and timeliness of validated configuration information. 

                   PMS 400 CDM on-site reps said they don’t get much data from SUPSHIP

                   during availabilities.  CDM on-site reps rely on validations 

       done during the availability, and  communications with AITs to ensure   

       correct configuration and logistics support. 

        (18)    Integrated Logistics Support Management Team (ILSMT) meetings are   

                  conducted for availabilities and are effective tools in ensuring logistics

                  support.  

Recommendations:  Based on the above, recommend the following actions:

(1) RMMCO and AMP FCOs in all regions should be staffed with professional 

logisticians or otherwise have access to such personnel to  effectively assess

AIT ILS packages during the check-in process.  There is a major effort by 

several working groups to eliminate shipboard validations. Validation by 

 logistics personnel or SUPSHIP Production Controllers during actual 

 installation to ensure that the correct configuration information is reported 

and entered into CDMD(OA) would greatly reduce or eliminate the 

 requirement to validate equipment  several more times down the road.  There 

are 46 logisticians in the port.  Reallocation or cooperative effort seems a 

viable alternative.

(2) Support of existing policy must be affirmed from the top down with discipline and enforcement applied consistently. A post installation 

review/audit would also assist in the enforcement of existing policy and 

            current direction.

(3) IPT explore revision of FMP Manual assigned ILS responsibilities to more closely match requirements with the core competencies of organizations performing logistics functions.  For example, SUPSHIP organizations clearly excel in contract administration and the enforcement of contract deliverables; ILOs in the analysis of logistics requirements; FTSCs in equipment validation; CDMs in configuration management, just for starters.

(4) SUPSHIP develop standard method of tracking ILS across all hulls and 
include all ILS elements.  SUPSHIP  ILS personnel attend progress meetings and closely track ILS progress reporting completions as they are accomplished.

(5) IPT examine regional enforcement of ILS policies and procedures for all ships in a port, regardless of ship class.  Close examination of those organizations performing logistics functions, Regional Maintenance organizations and the assigned goals/projected impact of the planned AMP/RMMCO initiative to best identify an “enforcer” in each port is strongly recommended.

(6) SUPSHIP San Diego aggressively enforce contractual requirements of NAVSEA Standard Item 009-19.  IPT explore revision/addition of NAVSEA Standard Item to require or incentivize contractors to procure standard equipment already provisioned and logistically supported.

(7) IPT investigate Ship Program Manager (SPM) adherence to FMP Manual ILS Certification requirements.

(8) CDM for USS CLEVELAND conduct full validation of all projected configuration changes in COP and those reported by the NSA as complete for last availability.  IPT examine COP process across CDMs and identify alternatives that would expedite/better support delivery of required ILS by EOA for short availabilities.

(9) ILO validate appropriate technical manuals, PMS and repair parts onboard or on order based on the results of the CDM full validation recommended above.

(10) RMMCO review and continuously publish AIT badging and ILS requirements with ships in San Diego to ensure compliance.  IPT review AMP/RMMCO initiatives to ensure inclusion/enforcement of ILS objectives.

(11) IPT examine ILS waiver process across ship platforms for compliance with established policy.  Recommend inclusion of NAVSEA 04L in approval chain.

(12) When possible, combine ship in-briefs into one at Start of Availability (SOA) to communicate SUPSHIP, CDM, AIT and ILO logistics requirements, policies and procedures.  This will facilitate cooperation of logistics organizations, identification/reduction of redundant processes and increase awareness/support by ships force.

(13) CNSP investigate lack of configuration change reporting by SIMA San Diego.  IPT examine community-wide configuration reporting by IMAs to identify systemic deficiencies.

(14) NAVSEA examine resource requirements and reallocate to support assignment of permanent on-site CDM representative for all ship classes.

(15) IPT examine ILS issues and develop support philosophy for COTS installations 

Conclusion:  In conclusion, the TYCOM reported concerns regarding unsupported alteration installations and incomplete configuration change reporting for Auxiliary and Amphibious class ships are warranted.  There is evidence in San Diego CA of both local unique and systemic issues adversely impacting the logistics support and subsequent readiness of our Fleet.  Weaknesses in both policy and compliance have been identified in this review and assessment.  All ILS deficiencies previously reported on USS DENVER in relation to AC Plant installation were verified as resolved during this visit.  While the deficiencies noted on the USS DEFENDER  in Ingleside and USS DENVER may easily be resolved in the short term through focused management attention and remediation, the systemic issues may only be resolved by the revision of contractual requirements, review and revision of existing policy and vigorous enforcement on the waterfront. 
  
 

