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Meeting of the Packaging IPT

- Minutes -

March 21–22, 2000

A Packaging Pilot IPT Meeting was held in Washington D.C., 21 – 22 March 2000. On the first day of the IPT, attendants were welcomed with opening remarks by Mr. Clyde Bentley. Mr. Bentley explained that the Single Process Initiative (SPI) Executive Council would be briefed on the IPT activities, concerning the expansion of sites and process improvement metrics. (The SPI met the following Monday, 27 March 2000.)

Discussions ensued concerning the status of improvements at the pilot sites; determining the baselines for those improvements; the appropriateness of various measures of improvement; and the significance of packaging costs, and other costs, in the total composition of cost. Suggestions were made concerning systems for tracking and reporting process improvements. [A question concerning the definition of  “cycle time” in the packaging context was raised as a follow-up item: cycle time is defined as elapsed time from entry into the packaging shop to time of DD250 sign off.  Insight into DD250 sign off time must be evaluated.]

Expansion of the pilot program was also discussed, including the requirements for a candidate list.  Among the issues discussed in this regard were: the optimum number of contractors involved; resources required to monitor progress; and the appropriate prime-subcontractor relationship for a pilot. 

Guideline for prime contractors where packaging pilot contractors have existing subcontract relationships:

Where [pilot contractor] is a subcontractor and the subcontract specifies packaging in accordance with a version of MIL-STD-2073 or any standard other than the contractor’s commercial packaging practices, DCMC shall notify the prime contractor that [pilot contractor] is participating in a Pilot Program and is authorized to package items using its standard commercial packaging methods.  The DoD buying activity shall modify the prime contract, if necessary, to allow [pilot contractor] to use its commercial packaging practices in performance of its subcontract.

Criteria for candidate companies were proposed to include: i.) agreement by the contractor to participate in the IPT, accept proposed metrics for success, collect appropriate data, and accept block changes; ii.) agreement on roles and responsibilities as defined by the IPT; and iii.) agreement on an implementation plan. 

Many examples of packaging innovations that are underway were discussed. It is felt that packaging suppliers are being challenged in the pilots and that they are being very responsive. It is also believed that packaging innovations have been a catalyst for improved communications with suppliers on issues separate from packaging. 
It was indicated that cost savings from these innovations are being realized from both military and commercial perspective and that a single process for mil/commercial packaging would result in significant savings over the long term.  Data on cost improvements were reviewed and critiqued and suggestions were made for appropriate ways to capture the nature of the innovations and their effects. 

Honeywell and GE discussed various innovations, and their impacts: 

• Inspection process for DD250 sign off is a savings that affects cycle time.  

• Quality — explanation of RODs reported.

• Cycle time reduction — reporting would normally have the previous month’s data within a few days after the last day of the month.

• Packaging Material costs — line is the cumulative costs

• Good cooperation in all services (processes, equipment, materials — all are participating)

• All participants are stimulated to ask why things are done the way they are. 

• People were stimulated to ask “why” rather than just do it all the conventional way

GE described its innovation reports.  DCMC suggested that packaging innovations can probably be leveraged across the industrial base.  DCMC also reports that the frequency of communication between DCMC and the contractor had improved.  It was felt that the innovation reports should be made readily available electronically.

Honeywell led a review and discussion of new sites:

• Honeywell ESA, Rocky Mount, North Carolina

• Honeywell AES, Boyne City, Michigan

• Burbank, Urbana (Grimes lighting)

• Others

Boyne City, Michigan, and Rocky Mount, North Carolina, are both recommended 

for inclusion in the pilot program.

In closing the first day’s discussions, information was provided about the upcoming acquisition reform week.  For details, consult the following web sites:

http://www.acq.osd.mil/ar 

http://www.acq.osd.mil/alrweek2000/
The second day (22 March) opened with discussion of the preparation for one-day site visits.  The site visit results should be documented by the IPT.  IPT agrees this is a wise approach before final decision.  The presumption is that the result will be favorable and the approval can be validated.  Feedback should be given to the site and DCMC on the spot.

Honeywell will continue to set up the site visits for April and will continue to pursue other sites that have potential. Sikorsky has expressed interest but was going to discuss it within their management. The IPT is interested in getting the involvement of companies in sectors other than aerospace. 
IPT participants also began planning for after pilot completion. While completion is still three years away, it is felt that beginning the discussion of next steps is in order. It is assumed that there will continue to be some items that will require military packaging standards. Discussion of the role of a RIT as a method to investigate revising MIL-STD-2073 was tabled because there is an ongoing process to revise MIL-STD-2073.  It was felt that any additional effort by the IPT would be duplicative.
IPT members also discussed the status of the existing pilot implementation plan. The “Oliver letter” was reviewed and considered to be a sufficient basis for managing the implementation of the current pilot program.  No further action is planned at this time.


To close the meeting of the second day a briefing to the SPI Executive Council was reviewed; a target for the next IPT meeting was set (the week of 26 June ​— Tues., Wed., or Thur.); and the following action items were assigned:

ACTION ITEMS

Action:  Joe Maloney — Generate a candidate list for expansion into industry segments other than aerospace.  Distribute the list via e-mail by mid-May. 

Action:  Barry Cohen — Propose dates in April for site visits to Honeywell ESA, Rocky Mount, North Carolina, and Honeywell AES, Boyne City, Michigan, by Monday, 27 March.

Action:  Mike Sherman/Lynn Butler — Assemble the orientation package for site visits by 1 April (revised—the package will be tailored per the desires of the IPT members that make the visit). 

Action:  Mike Sherman/Lynn Butler — Assemble a slide of testimonials for SPI briefing. 

Action:  Clyde Bentley — Add innovation report form to the zip file as introductory information for people that wanted to know about the IPT. (By 31 March)

Action:  Mike Werneke — send out minutes to IPT members from next meeting of the group that is updating the MIL-STD-2073. (By 16 June)

Action:  Clyde Bentley — a copy of the SPI Executive Committee briefing will be distributed via e-mail to IPT members. (By 31 March)

 Action:  Clyde Bentley — Formalize “lessons learned.”
Action:  Clyde Bentley — Emphasize to the primes that the packaging innovations are okay where a pilot contractor is their subcontractor.  Lynn Butler to prepare slide.  (By next day.)
Action: Larry Trowel — GE will re-transmit innovation reports to DCMC

Action: Frank Guerrero — Coordinate with new Honeywell sites in advance of visits (TBD)
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