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Issue

Interest in a single process for reviewing logistics readiness has been expressed by Task Force Mike, OPNAV and the Fleet Maintenance Executive Steering Committee (FM-ESC).  The NAVAIR Initial Operating Capabilities System Review (IOCSR) process briefed at the June 2002 FM-ESC has been presented as one candidate model.  Comment from SPAWAR is desired by the FM-ESC.

Background

Key points regarding the NAVAIR IOCSR process, presented at the February FM-ESC, are:

· IOCSR is not an Integrated Logistics Assessment (ILA), but is a replacement for the ILA at IOC

· IOCSR is a self assessment, vice inspection

· IOCSR formalizes fleet feedback and awareness.  It requires concurrence from the TYCOM

· IOCSR is to provide quality and timely information .... regarding ILS support

· IOCSR concurrently serves as the basis for certifying adequacy of logistics support to the MDA

· IOCSR is a web-based application

The NAVSEA evaluation was presented at the June FM-ESC.   Key points from that brief included:

· An IOCSR-like process is feasible

· The unique aspects of NAVSEA systems needs to be considered

· Integration of the IOCSR with the FMP ILS process will need to be under taken

· Resources, yet unidentified, will be required to implement this

 Subsequently action was assigned to SPAWAR to review the NAVAIR process as well.  

Discussion

The SPAWAR impression is that NAVAIR initiated IOCSR to respond to a valid customer requirement.  For NAVSEA and SPAWAR, the analogous requirement of their customers is being met through FMP and the ILA process.  In this regard, IOCSR duplicates a capability already available to NAVSEA and SPAWAR.  The current ILA and FMP processes, as executed by SPAWAR, are generally efficient and responsive to the customer and already meet the goals set for IOCSR. The desirability or suitability of one process over the other has not been demonstrated.

The concept is that IOC audits will validate that ILS planning which has been assessed throughout the acquisition milestones has come to fruition.  At the smaller platform level, this model fits well.  However for ships the result of such audits is a list of material design discrepancies which need to be worked in future availabilities (when funded). 

Several concerns are raised by the proposed IOCSR:

· As a self-assessment, the objective value of an independent look is lost.

· The new proposal would formalize a timeline that starts 2 years prior to IOC; many SPAWAR programs are conceived, developed, and fielded within this timeframe.  The concern is that this will not support speed to market.

· By IOC, most SPAWAR systems are already in service and since the principal acquisition funding is already spoken for, there is little opportunity to influence design at this point.  Actions generated from the IOC review would already be under the purview of the ISEA.

· The basis for measurement that predicates this change is undefined. Consider the SPAWAR experience on installation churn.  Relevant, timely metrics on work churn presented a story that varied significantly from the expected drivers of work package change.  Establishment of a new process without clear, relevant metrics may lead to irrelevant actions, or worse, creation of a new problem without having solved the current one.  Metrics need to be collected and the facts assessed.

· Cost of implementation for all SPAWAR ACAT I-IV programs would cost an estimated $2.6M.  Since ILA and FMP processes are also required, the value of another set of looks pre/post IOC is questionable given the additional cost.

· The proposed system assumes that one size fits all.  Ships, airframes, combat systems, ordnance, and C4I systems all have unique development timelines and different risk factors.  Perhaps a multi-path process is required to accommodate these differences.  NAVSEA refers to this concern also in siting the “need to tailor the process to meet any unique NAVSEA program requirements.”

· It is unclear what the fleet N6 perspective is on this issue.  The sense of urgency to field IT technology needs to be balanced with the economies sometimes afforded by longer lead times.  

· The ongoing deployment of NMCI raises the pragmatic concern of implementing IOCSR, or any other new automated tool, at this time. The relation to NMCI must be considered, at least in the near term.

It is clear that a desire exists for standardization.  Initial collaboration among the SYSCOMs would contribute to clear definition of the issues to be addressed and possible paths to be taken.  Therefore, further understanding of the facts driving this proposed change is warranted.  

Recommendations

Examination of the NAVSEA/SPAWAR ILA/FMP results vs current cost investment should be conducted.  An objective would be to determine if the alternative NAVAIR model offers greater advantages such as improving speed to market, enhancing the depth of ongoing customer communications, and concurrently providing the required level of service to the fleet.  This would be a coordinated effort among the SYSCOMs. 

Evaluation of relevant metrics should be undertaken to clarify exactly what problem needs to be solved and provide a measure of the effectiveness of any prototypes or changes.  Insight would be provided on the veracity and nature of SYSCOM unique requirements.  Specifically, this evaluation should include the feasibility of replacement of current ILA/FMP requirements with IOCSR methodology in order to avoid redundancy.  Fleet and TYCOM N43/N6 participation in the review is strongly recommended. 

