From:
To:

Subij:

Ref:

Encl:

UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
Marine Corps Base
Camp Lejeune, North Carolina 28542
. COMP/LRM/1n
7500
15 Mar 1983

Commanding General
Assistant Chief of Staff, Facilities

Audit Report S40172 - Audit of the Cost, Quality and
Responsiveness of Puklic Works Services Provided to Navy
and Marine Corps Activities

(a) FoneCon btwn Mr. KASSEL, CMC (FDR), and L. R. MIZE,
Internal Review, MCB, of 1 Mar 1983
(b) AC/S Compt ltr COMP/LRM/1n 7500 of 10 Jan 1983

(1) CMC ltr FDR-41l:vdr S40172 of 17 Feb 1983

1. Reference (a) indicated CMC has revised its comments on the
subject audit. The revised comments are contained in enclosure
(1) and supersede those previously forwarded by reference (b).

A. K. MAREADY
By direction
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAYY L —
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES MARINE. con ;
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20380

From: Commandant of the Marine Corps
s e Auditor General of the Navy, P. O.
] Virginia 22041

alls—Church,
'N‘-;N‘___l

Subj: Audit S40172%- Audit of the Cost, Quality and Responsiveness
of Public Works Services Provided to Navy and Marine Corps
Activities :

Ref: (a) AUDGENAV ltr OPS 7547/S40172 of 17Jan83

1. The reference transmitted the draft of the subject audit

for review, and requested Marine Corps comments on Recommendations

42-50.

2. The following comments are provided:

a. Recommendation 42. "CMC consider utilizing the work
priority system outlined in NAVFAC MO-321 at all BMDs."

(1) The Marine Corps concurs in the recommendation.

(2) Work prioritizing is an important aspect within base
maintenance and NAVFAC MO-321 is a useful guide to accomplish
same. HQMC will provide guidance and instructions concerning Real
Property Maintenance Activities work prioritization in a revision
to MCO P11000.7B by 31 December 1983.

b. Recommendation 43. "CMC require BMDs to prepare and-
review variance reports for completed specific job orders in
accordance with MCO P11000.7B."

Recommendation 44. "CMC require that BMDs discontinue
the use of job order amendments to rectify poor estimates or shop
overruns."

(1) The Marine Corps concurs in the recommendations.

(2) These requirements are currently contained within
MCO P11000.7B, paragraphs 5030 and 4045, respectively. Additionally,
these problems will be areas of emphasis during future IG inspections,
Maintenance Management Surveys, and Engineered Performance
Standards Utilization Visits at all Marine Corps act1v1t1es. The
reviews will commence on 28 February 1983.

c. Recommendation 45. "CMC establish procedures to ensure
that BMDs review and investigate variances applicable to E/S
work."







FDR-41:vdr
S40172

Audit of the Cost, Quality and Responsiveness of Public
Work Services Provided to Navy and Marine Corps Activities

(1) The Marine Corps concurs in the recommendation.

(2) Variances need to be investigated on emergency/service
work on a simple basis. By reviewing these variances, the activity
can identify trends and problem areas. This will be incorporated
into the upcoming revision of MCO P11000.7B, which is scheduled to’
be completed by 31 December 1983.

d.  Recommendation 46. "CMC review roofing maintenance and
repair, and repair of electrical motors at Camp Pendleton and
Camp Lejeune, respectively, and determine if provided services are
performed in the most effective and efficient manner."

(1) The Marine Corps concurs in the recommendation.

(2) Cost comparisons of in-house versus contract costs need
to be reviewed locally and will be performed on all aspects of
base maintenance by 30 September 1983.

e. Recomméndation 47. "CMC take corrective action to improve
BMD responsiveness to specific jobs of maintenance and repair
work to Marine Corps facilities."

(1) The Marine Corps concurs in the recommendation.

(2) The turnaround time (TAT) on specific jobs takes into
consideration material procurement, which is largely out of the
control of base maintenance. This problem will be reviewed at this
Headgquarters by 30 September 1983.

f. Recommendation 48. "CMC ensure that BMDs establish a method
of recording, measuring and evaluating TAT for specific jobs to
aid in recognizing work process inefficiencies."

(1) The Marine Corps concurs in the recommendation.

(2) Logbooks need to be used to record and measure the
initiation and completion of the specific jobs by the activities.
Requirements for measuring and evaluating TAT at all activities
will be provided in the upcoming revision of MCO P11000.7B by 31
December 1983.

g. Recommendation 49. "CMC ensure that BMDs identify,
investigate, and record maintenance rework hours."







FDR-41:vdr
: S40172
Subj: Audit of the Cost, Quality and Responsiveness of Public
Work Services Provicded to Navy and Marine Corps Activities

(1) The Marine Corps concurs in the recommendation.

(2) Starting 28 February 1983, HQOMC will place more
emphasis on identifying and reporting rework during IG inspections,
Maintenance Management Surveys, and Engineered Performance Standards
Utilization Visits at all Marine Corps activities.

h. Recommendation 50. "CMC provide guidance to BMDs relative to
customer feedback and on alternatives for improving customer
percepticns."

(1) The Marine Corps concurs in the recommendation.

(2) Guidance is provided in MCO P11000.7B, paragraph 4001.34d,
requiring monthly reports be provided to the customer. However,
complaints must be handled at the activity level. Therefore,
starting 28 February 1983, HQMC will emphasize customer satisfaction
during all IG inspections and Maintenance Management Surveys.
Guidance and alternatives will be provided to the activities during’

these visits. . i
h./ﬂ S /) W s (\
f'\_L}\:AS\OSLLSJ;JCL*J:)( V\f

G. No ROBILLAP\D’ \TR.'
By dirsction

Copy to:
DIRNAVAUDSVCSE

CG, MCB Camp Pendleton
CG, MCB Camp Lejeune






» UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
Marine Corps Base ,
Camp Lejeune, North Carolina 28542

COMP/LRM/1n
3 7500
o 30 Nov 1982

From: Commanding General
;e g Assistant Chief of Staff Facilities

.Subﬁ? Naval Audit S40172 - Audit of Cost, Quality and Responsiveness
of Public Works Services Provided to Navy and Marine Corps
Activities

Encl: (1) CMC ltr FDR-41/rfk S40172 dtd 23 Nov 1982

1. Enclosure (1) is forwarded for audit utilization and preparation
of comments on the accuracy of findings pertaining to MCB in the
subject audit.

2. Comments should be returned to this Headquarters (Attn°
Assistant Chief of Staff, Comptroller) by 7 December 1982 in message

format.
a %

By direction






DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20380

IN REPLY REFER TO

| ' FDR-41/rfk
3 $40172

23 NOV 1882

From: Commandant of the Marine Corps
TO Commanding General, Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton
Commanding General, Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune

Subj: Naval Audit 540172 - Audit of the Cost, Quality, and
Responsiveness of Public Works Services Provided to
Navy and Marine Corps Activities

Encl: (1) DIRNAVAUDSVCSE ltr A-l:so 7546/540172 of 270ct82

1. The enclosure transmitted draft findings and recommendations from
the subject report and requested a Marine Corps response. In that the

audit work was performed at your commands, these findings are being
provided for your review and comments prior to submission of a Marine

Corps response to the Naval Audit Service.

5. While comments on the recommendations are welcomed, the primary
interest of this Headquarters is the factual accuracy of the findings.
0f utmost importance are dollar amounts discussed in the findings as
savings or cost avoidances. These alleged savings or ®ost avoidance
amounts should be confirmed or refuted, as appropriate.

3. It is requested that these comments be provided to Commandant of
the Marine Corps (Code FDR) by message no later than 10 December 1982.
The HQMC functional point of contact for this audit is Mr..Richard
Lee (LFF-2) AUTOVON 224-3188.

&/‘k‘ "_k-—\ M\‘ 5 g
Copy to:

AUDGENAV ' W. F. BURT"\
DIRNAVAUDSVCSE By direction






DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
NAVAL AUDIT SERVICE SOUTHEAST REGION
5701 THURSTON AVENUE

VIRGINIA BEACH, VIRGINIA 23455 , »A nr1:m REFER TO:
-1:30

. 7546 /540172
27 Oet 1982

» From: Director, Naval Audit Service Southeast Region
To: Commandant of the Marine Corps (FDR)

Subj: Audit Report S40172 - Audit of the Cost, Quality, and
- Responsiveness of Public Works Services provided to Navy and
Marine Corps Activities

Ref: (a) SECNAVINST 7510.7A of 28 Dec 1978; Subj: Department of the
Navy Audit Manual for Management

Encl: (1) Utilization drafts of audit findings
(2) Information copy of audit finding

1. The Naval Audit Service Southeast Region has completed the subject
audit. Enclosure (1) is draft8 of the audit findings developed during the
course of the audit applicable to your command. Enclosure (2) is provided
for your information only. 3

2. - Reference (a) requires preparation and submission of management
responses not later than 30 days after submission of audit findings to the
audited command. Recommendations 42 through 50 and Recommendations 60
through 66 of the audit are addressed to your command for comment.
Management responses should include target completion dates for planned
action. Accordingly, responses should be submitted no 1later than
26 November 1982.

3. If satisfactory responses are received by the above date, further
utilization will be unnecessary and a final report will be published. If,
however, there are unresolved issues, a utilization draft will be provided
Yot Immedrate superior in command or other commands as iate for
mon and resolution of the issues.

— —— - —— o c——

———

—

4, If you have any questions regarding the audit, contact the Auditor in
Charge, Mr. K. L. George, or the responsible Division Director,
Mr. C. R. Johnson, Jr., Naval Audit Service Southeast Region.

Telephone: (804) 464-8286
AUTOVON: 680-8286

DAVID H, DOTTER
Copy to: Acting
AUDGENAV

"Releasable outside the Department of Navy only on
approval of the Auditor General of the Navy"






BASE MAINTENANCZ IZPARTMENTS

32. Implementing and utilizing a job prisrity system

a. The job priority systeé carrently utilized by BMDs is inadequate

in that it does not ensure that jobs are zssigned valid priorities or that

Jobs are scheduled and worked in ths seguezcy of importance. As a result,

the orderly scheduling of work that is essential for 2n effective

maintenance management program has been zdversely effectsd. C“C should .

consider establishing a priority systen, similar to the systen identified

in NAVFAC MO-321, chapter 6, par. 18, for i-plementation 2t =211 =4Ds.

b. BMDs currently plan and scheduls job orders for acec—plishment in
-
a routine manner. Jobs designated “crzsh™ or ‘"expedite" -are given

priority over other Jjobs. However, th2 svstem has besn 2buses in that a

disporportinate number of Jjobs wer2 assigned the hizh opriority.

designator. Review of the BMDs snowed th2 following:

Camp Lejeune. Of 204 specific 2=d minor jobs schecduiad in May

1982, 47 or 23 percent were designated as "expedite" or krigh priority
Jjobs. Job orders designated "expsdite™ siZould be essentizl 2rd urgently
requirsad. However, review showed that Jcb orders wsre being Mexpedited"
for reasons such as (1) short notice froo requestor to pesrforz work, (2)
poor plamning of seasonal work, (3) testing of new —prod'.:cts, (%)

replenishing fabricated stoeks that =22 deminished, and (5), command

interest. Exzamples are:

Enclosure (1)
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' Job order

numbe{ Job description
3808 J '. Repair to parade field
#1813 Repair playground
3617, . Refinish gym floor
3759 Repair road and gravel

1347 Install window air-conditioner

Reason for expediting

&

To repair holes and ruts
for safe marching

44/ Work request submitted

late

’T/ To test new type of floor
finish

77 Erosion control

R-1 new work

In addition, based on TAT for items "expedited," the urgency of such jobs

_1s questionable. Review showed a range of 3 to 610 days for completion,

with an average of 117 days.

Camp Pendleton. From 19 October 1981 to 19 April 1982, 277 job

-orders were identified as e¢rash jobs.

Of these, at least 50 were

identified by cognizant BMD personnel as being questionable as to their

need to be done crash. The implication is that 20 percent of the Jjobs

identified as crash should have been worked as regular, routine jobs.

Offentimes it appeared that the reason for the crash job was that the work

was the immediate concern of someone in a high position. At first there

were only a few crash jobs, which did not- appreciably detract from the

work routine. However, lately more customers have been requesting that

3
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their jobs be desigmated crash. Crash iobs slow the entire maintenance

work plan and make it more difficult to reduce the large amount of work

backlog.

¢c. The improper use of priority designators "expedite” and "crash"
has substantially effectedb the orderly scheduling of work that‘ is
essential to maintenance n_ianagement.. Processing larger numbers .of
priority job orders causes the master scheduler to reschedule or carry
over other specific Jjob orders. The end results can be noted by the
number of specific Jjob ordefs awaiting scheduling. Our review, at Camp
Lejeune showed 115 specific job orders awaiting scheduling, of which Ul

were specific job orders or projects, totaJ:ing 11,051 labor hours, that

had passed the projected starting date. Twenty-three of the 44 specific

Jjob orders had passed the projected startirnz date by two ar more months.

d. Given the adverse effects _of‘ high priority jobs on work schedules,
consideration should be given to developing a more detailed system of
prioritizing maintenance work. The pricrity system as éutlined in NAVFAC
MO-321 is provided as an example. MO0-321, chapter 6, recognizes that
manpower and funding limitations will not permit the accomplishment of all
necessary and desired work immediztely upon its identification.
Consequently, Jjob priority assignments are essential in determining the
relative importance of each job within the work schedule. Provided is a
recommended method for prioritizing mzintenance work. The recommended

system prioritizes work into four categories with three 1levels of

)
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‘importance within each category as follows: (1) mission, (2) preventive,

and (3) appearance. The three levels of importance are further subdivided

into high, routine, or low. In addition, a Priority 1 (overriding

emergency or urgent priority) is reserved for use with specific approval'

of the Public Works Officer or-.assistant. In general, Jjobs with highest

priority will precede others of low priority. Such a system reduces the‘

number of urgent jobs (crash or expedite). Since current procedures limit
the classification of joba to urgent or routine, the terndency of the
customer may be té overemphasize the necessity of a job. Given
alternatives, that is, other priorities which more fairly describe their

relative importance, the tendency to label z job as crash should diminish.

Recommendation 42. CMC consider utilizing the work priority

system outlined in NAVFAC MO-321 at all BMDs. .
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‘33. Reviewing specific job order variances

.

a. Job order variance analysis WhiChf if properly utilized, assists

maintenance  managers in controlling and  measuring maintenance

effectiveness, needs to be more comprehensive. Variances that exceeded

authorized 1limits for completed specific job orders were not always
reviewed or were not thoroughly reviewed to determine reasons for the
variance. Also, files were not maintained to support conclusions reached
and management was not znalyzing vayiances on job orders reviewed. These
problems were caused by inadequate estimates, inadequate performance, and
inadequate job order variance reviews. Unles$ unacceptable variances are
thoroughly reviewed and supporting files madintained, causes and trends,

cannot be determined nor can corrective action be implemented.

L
-

b. MCO P11000.7B, par. 5030.2C, requires variance reports when actuzl
material cost exceeds $2,000 ér when estimated or actual man-hours exceéds
80 hours for any work center and the variance is greater than 109 percent
or less than 91 percent. Reasons for variances shall be dstermined by-the
operations officer and the director of the maintenance and.- repair
division, and the report shall become a permanent attachment to the
completed job order. The facilities maintenance officer together with the
operations officer and the director of the maintenance and repair division
shall meet monthly to review all variance reports, analyze trends, and
initiate corrective action. Camp Pendleton variance reports were not
prepared, variances were not reviewed nor were meetings held to analyze

trends and initiate corrective action. Camp Lejeune did atiempt to
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‘identify variances, but reviews were inadequate. For example, variances

for 210 specific job orders completed during the S5-month period ended 30

~

September 1981 met the review criteria. Variance reports were required

for 124 or 59 percent because of excessive variances in man-hours or

- material cost. A review of the 124 job orders showed the following:

(1) Fifty-eight job orders had not been reviewed. Thirty-five of
these job orders for J\;'ly were not reviewed because of data processing
problems. However, fiscal and cost accounting records could have been
used to make the review. The remaining 23 were overlooked.

(2) Sixty-six of the 124 Jjob orders_ with unacceptable variznces
were reviewed. An analysis of the eight variance reports made for

_ September. 1981 showed that reviews were not conclusive {n Ehats  .43)
workpapers or files were not maintained to support conclusions reached,

(2) monthly meetings were not held to review variance reports, and (3)

trends were not analyzed nor was corrective action initiated. Workﬁapers

.or files supporting variance reports should be available for use by .

management during monthly meetings.

This condition was also included in Audit Report C42862 (MCB Camp
Lejeune). The activity concurred with the finding and stated that
increased emphasis and attention had been directed to this area on 6 June
1982 and tbat such action would continue. . However, our Eun?ent review

showed that a decrease in emphasis and attention given to job orders with

unacceptable variances has occurred. Unacceptable variances are ‘required
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to be reviewed to determine causes and trends, and implement corrective

action.

c. It should also be noted that Camp Pendleton issued a memo that

authorized maintenance divisions to process amendments whenever:

(1) The actual or estimated hours for any work center exceeded 80

hours and the percent actual/estimated by plus or minus 10 percent.

(2) The actual material cost for any work center exceeded $2,000

and the percent actual/estiﬁzated varies plus or minus 10 percent.

This practice is contrary to MCO P11000.73 which providss that amendments

shall not be issued to adjust poor estimates or time differences because
of delay or temporary unsatisfactory work conditions. Deviations of
estimates which arise from ﬁvoidable situations should be reviewed for
possible correction. The distortion of productivity statisties impairs
managements' ability to track and corpare cost -between azctual and
standard. A review of 40 FY 1982 job order amendments showed that 10
percent were retroactively issued after cozpletion of the work. However,
cognizant MBD personnel advised that at least half of the a2zesndments may
have been caused by poor estimating while the remainder =2y indicate a
need for better productivity at the shop level.

d. Analysis of significant Jjob cost variances are necessary to
identify poor ©planning, poor Jjob descriptions, and unrecofded Jjob
changes. Analysis is also neceséary to identify the level at which the

variance occurs (shop or work center) and to determine if variances at the
o)
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‘determined level are 2 result of inefficient shop/work center trends or

procedures. In essance, the objective of variance analysis is to improve

~

the quality of jobs by izproving planning and estimating, job control, and

-—

_worker productivity.

-

- Recormendation 43. CMC require BMDs to prepare and review
variance reports for completed specific job orders in accordance with MCD

\

P11000.7B.

Recommendation 44. CMC require that BMDs discontinue the use of

Job order amencments to rectify poor estimates or shop overruns.

M






34. Reviewing emerzencv/service work variances

-~

a. BMDs are applying EPS to Emergency/Service (E/S) work howe%er,
variance reviews (co—parison of actual hours expend2d to the EPS) are not
performed. During F7 1931, labor hours recorded against Z/S work ranged

—_—

as high as 32 perceat of tnhe total productive 'maint'enange effort.

— ARSI

- Assignment of EPS to Z/S work provides rcanagement an effective tool to:

(1) evaluate workar productivity, (2) measure over2ll workforce
productivity, and (3) measure E/S backlogz and thus serve as a basis for
determining manpowsr requirements. On ths other hand, assigoment of E2S

are of little valus unless variances are investigated, causes for

~ variances determinecd, and corrective action implemented.

3
-

g "During our zudit the Defense- Audit Service released Report 82-119,
Report on the Audit of Productivity Measurement in Real Property
Maintenance Activities, dated 1 July 1982, which recognized the, bensfits

of EPS on overall procuctivity. The report stated, in_bart, that:

"Studies by both professional consult.ing firms and the
Navy have shown that without work manége:nent systems,
.productivity ranges from 2bout 30 to 50 percent.
Following i—-plexmentztion of work management systsms based
on enginsered standards productiyity increased to 80

perecent . . axd . DOPC v A CAO report indicated that

non-Federzal organizations reported productivity increases

Lhried
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of 10 to 45 percent after implementating adequate work
management systems. 'Our' review and contacts with seven
-.\Qnon-Fedéral organizations supported the GAO conclusions.
One company contacted said that iﬁs performance efficiency
increased from 40 to 68 percent after it édopted EPS.”

-

The report further stated that:

"Our discussions with non-Gcvernment organizations

indicated that the Navy developed standards are probably

the best available, even in the commercial sector.”
In addition, various reports released¢ by the Naval Audit Service have
shown that the benefits of increased profuctivity are lost when EPS are
not effectively utilized. As indiceted, a significant portiom of
productive manpower is devoted to E/S work. During FY 1981,. E/S work
represented 23 and 32 percent of the totzl productive maintenance effort
at the two BMDs, respectively. Considering the benefits of increased
pr'oductivity and the significant amount of E/S 1lzbor hours expended,
variance reviews are necessary. At the ttwo BMDs, standards were applied
but no effort was made to compare actuzl 2ours expénded with EPS applied

as follows:

Camp Lejeune. Review of 50 service calls completed between April
1982 and August 1982 showed that variances occurred on 44 or 88 percent.
Variances ranged as high as 13.5 hours yst causes for variances had not

been reviewed or investigated.
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Camp Pendleton. Variance reviews for service work were not

performed. We reviewed 22 service calls performed by nine employees in
the E/S work center during one day. We noted, by comparison of actual
hours charged to service work with Engineering Performance Standards (EPS) j-
hours, that there were significant variances on six completed service work
tickets. The cause of the high variances was due to having two skilled

employees doing the same work that one employee could have done.

c. We recognize that the volume of service work (about 100,000 calls
a year at Camp Lejeune) combined with manpower limitations may, 'in .some
instance, preclude activities from performing a detailed analysis of all
E/S work variances. However, an alternative is to identify and evaluate
significant variances on a sample or periodic basis. Additional steps

that could be taken by BMDs that would assist in the review and analysis

of' E/S work are:

(1) Requiring customer/tenant activities to provide: a more
complete and thorough work requirement cdescription when E/S work is called

in to the work reception desk.
(2) Instructing workers to indicate on service work

authorizations, any unusual conditions which adversely affect completion

of the job.
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d. Evaluating actual work performzncs in relationsnip to EPS is an
essential process within an effective r=2intenance manage:n.ent system. The

complet:ed cycle of estimating, executing and analysis provides management

" a basis to effectively manage and control resources, in. that, shop

problems, craft expertise, .and' work methcds or habits can be identified
ahd, if necessary, corrected. All of these factors are a primary source

of increasgd productivity.

Recommendation Y45. CMC establish procedures to ensure that BMDs

review and investigate variances applicz>ls to E/S work.

4
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35. Reducing and controlling maintenance costs

~

a. Studies are needed within certain maintenance function areas,

namely, roofing maintenance and repair, and electric motor repair, to
determine the most efficient and least costly method of performing the
work. Review showed that cost analysis of these functions could possibly

result in savings to the Government of at least $4.9 million.
b. Our review showed the following:

(1) Camp Pendleton. Contracting may not be the most cost

effective method to accomplish roofing maintenance and repair. It is

possible that a cost savings of as much as $4.9 million could be realized

if MCB -Camp Pendleton performed the roofing mzintenznce and repair
function in-house with maintenance personnel. The last review (Audit
C12548) of this area was perférmed. in FY 1979, at which time, the function
was per'f‘ormeAd in-house. Further, the last review showed that - in-house
performance was the most economical method of performing the work. 'FY
1982 data provided by BMD indicates this is still the case even though
roofing is currently under contract. Apparently the reason for
contracting the function was to accomplish the maintenance mission without
exceeding manpower limitations and other personnel ceilings imposed by
higher authority. MCB has initiated CA reviews for 3 of 11 smaller work

centers, and has scheduled CA reviews for § of 11 service maintenance
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‘contracts. However, roofing contracts have been awarded since the last

audit review in 1979 without formal CA review. The following table

-~

compares in-house and contract cost data-for FYs 1979 and 1982:

FY 1979 FY 1982
In-house ' $55 per square $92 per square
Contract $100-$200 per square $133 per square

Note: a square is 100 square feet.

L d

As indicated above, roofing maintenance and .repair needs to be subjected

to a CA review.

3
.-

(2) Camp Lejeune. Labor hours expended by personnel to repair

electrical motors are excessive. Review showed that total actuza! time

expended to repair 23 motors exceeded EPS by 254 percent. Maintenance

personnel expended 110 hours repairing the motors while the total EPS time.

;pplied was 31.1 hours. Review of applicable maintenance tickets showed

that 15 or about 65 percent exceeded assigned standards. Examples are:
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Date Ticket number - Actual time EPS

27 Jul-\ 1982 34439 oA 6 1
30 Jul 1982 . B8215 : 8 1
4 Aug 1982 47798 10 ' 2
10 Aug 1982 47767 | 19 2.2

During the 7-month period ending July 1982, the motor repair shop repaired
about 145 motors. quever, because labor and material were generally
charged to standing Jjob orders we were unable to identify total cost to
repair the motors. We did determine however, that total labor cost for
the electrical equipment repairer who was assigned full time to the repair
shpp for the T7-month period was $17,308. This equates to a per motor
labor cost of $119.37, excluding any materials or additional labor.that
were necessary. Review of an active BPA for motor repairs for the same
7-month period showed that‘11h motors were repaired at a total cost of
$12,124.24, for a per motor cost of $106.34, material included, or $13.03
lesg per unit. At time of our review, the Electrical Shop was
experiencing a large ticket backlog, in that, 339 tickets were awaiting
completion. Increased use of the BPA would. free a2 WG-09 and WG-05

electrician for ticket work and would result in overall savings to the

Government.

Recommendation 46. CMC review roofing maintenance and repair, and

repair of electrical motors at Camp Pendleton and Camp Lejeune,
respectively and determine if provided services are performed in‘the most

effective and efficient manner.
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36. Establishing procedures to monitor and reduce turnaround time on

specifig Jjobs

a. BMDs need to establish procedures to record, review, and
_ investigate each phase of the work process to ensure that processing

ingfficiences are recognized and steps taken to minimize the time between

receipt of the request for work and completion of the job. Although there

\
\

are no firm goals for acéeptable turnarount time (TAT) on a specific job,
the average TAT at the two BMDs reviewed of about 8 and ¢ months,
respectively, appears to be excessive.

b. From a random selection of 100 specific jobs completed in FY 1982,
we were able to determine TAT for 62 jobs. TAT for the jobs ranged from 1

~day to 1,068 days. About 23 percent of thé jobs took more than 1 year to

complete. Details follow:

Elapsed Number Percent Averége
time of . of elapsed time
(days) _Jobs total (days)
1«30 - 10 16 19

31 - 360 38 - 201

Over 360 il 3 611
Total " 62 100 =2 . 265
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At Camp Pendleton we were unable to review TAT for each job and work phase

because data, such as in and out dates, was not recorded. At Camp

.

Lejeune, some information was available and we were able to perform a

review of total TAT and TAT for each work phase for 24 specific jobs. Our

review showed that the following factors attributed to excessive TAT:

Range of .
1/ Number days work in Average elapsed

Work process phase of jobs __process time (days)

Date of work request - to date

work submitted to P&E 22 0 - 73 “ 14
Date work submitted to P:E -

to date P&E completed estimate 22 | 0 - 168 = - 21
Date PXE completed estimate -

to date material ordered : o 74 9 - 54 24
Date material ordered - to date

ma;erial received 18 26 - 365 148
Date material received - to date

job started 18 1 - 238 63
Date job started - to completion

of Jjob 22 1 - 67 10

1/ Number of jobs for which complete information and dates were available.
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c. Currently, BMDs do not ‘have locally developed procedures to
record, monitor, and evaluate total TAT for specific jobs nor do they have

procedures to evaluate each phase of the work flow process.

_Implementation of tkhe following would identify inefficiencies in the work

flow process and allow management to recognize and correct unfavorable -

trends:

(1) Record. Woxlk p&cesses are readily defined. Therefore, TAT
for each work process within a job can be recorded and measured. One
method would be an "in and out" log attached to the job order.’ Upon
receipt:. of the job order each aork process (e.g., work reception, planning
and estimating, scheduling) would record the "in" date on the log. When
the work process was completed the ™out™ date would be recorded and the

job order forwarded to the next work process. o

- (2) Review and investigate. Once a system is implemented¢ to

record TAT for each work process, the data can be summarized for
management review. This summarization could be wused to identify
inefficiencies in each work flow process, determine causes, and take

corrective action.

e. MCO P11000.16, par. 4000, states that all functions, for effective
management, should have pre-established work controls or standards, a
means of masur.ing standards against achievement, and a syiteﬁxatic method
of evaluation. In this regard, BMDs should establish procedures to

measurement and evaluate TAT for specific jobs. :
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responsiveness to specific jobs. of maintenance and repair work.

.

|
|
|
Recommendation 47. CMC take corrective action to improve BMD |
|
\

Recommendation 48. CMC ensure that BMDs establish a method of

recording, measuring and evaluating TAT for specific jobs to identify work

process ine fficiencies.

\H
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37. Identifying and reviewing rework

~

a. -The extent of actual rework effort is undeterminable since BMDs do

not maintain records that adequately identify rework. Review indicated

that rework occurs, but is charged to service calls or specific jobs.
Failure to identify rework distorts productivity figures and denies
management the visibility to deterine causes of rework and implement

corrective action on proSlems impacting on work quality.

b. MCO P11000.7B, volume III, defines rework as work which, in the
Judgment of the facilities maintenance officer, is necessary to correct
faulty work. The order further requires that rework hours be charged to
the applicable overhead Jjob, Work Code 14. However, it appears that
little emphasis, if any, is placed on identifying and r“ep;rting rework.
At the two BMDs reviewed, no r-ewérk hours were logged during th.e first 9
months of FY v1982. However, based on 'sur'vey questionnaires, 70 percent of

the customers indicated that rework was sometimes required to correct

. faulty original work.

c. It should be noted that when rework hours are improperly charged
to new work in lieu of the proper overhead category, visibility of the
rework 1s lost. As a result, audit and identification of improperly
charged rework hours is extemely difficult. However, it is unreasonable
to - assume that about 1.2 million man-hours could be expgndéd during a

9-month period without any rework hours being logged.
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d. Proper identification and analysis of rework provides management a
valuable tool to access the effectiveness of the maintenance operation.

It also provides managers a means to detect and investigate causes of

faulty workmanship which, in turn, improves overall quality of provided

services.

Recommendation 49. CMC ensure that BMDs identify, investigate,

and record maintenance rework hours.
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"38. Improvinz customer relations

.

rated overall provided services as good to excellent while 31 percent

|

rated services as fair. The remaining 8 percent considered ssrvices
poor. VWhile the overall rating indicates a2 general satisfaction with
-

provided services, we did note areas in which customer relations could be

improved as follows:

(1) Encouraging customsr feedback cn providad services.
.

(2) Educao_ng custemers regarding turparound time (TAT) reguired
for' completion of various categor:.es of work. = |

(3) Establishing a centrél cont;:.ct point to register ?..nd record
customer cdtﬁplaints. This would faot only facilitate mamagement in
identifying possible problem arezs but '.:'ould also show a2 willingﬁess of
- BMDs to maintain the best of relations with all customars. Izage and
perception are Xx2y elements in mzintaining an effective working
relationship with customer/tenant activities. In addition cbntinuous,
constructive feecback, provides maintenanzs managers a valuzble ool to

evaluate and improve provided ssrvicss.

~b. The 2udit included 2 survey of 30 customer/tenant activities

supported by the two BMDs reviewed. Of 26 responses received, 16 rated

13
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a. A survey of BMD customer/tesnanis showed that about 62 percent







e

" overall services provided by BMDs as good to excellent while 8 rated

services as fair. Only two ‘activities rated overall services poor. A

review of responses to specific questions contained in the survey showed

that improvements in customer relations could be made as follows:

(1) Encouraging customer feedback. Over half of the activities

indicated that BMDs did not encourage feedback on provided services. We
did identify some positive steps taken by BMDs to improve customer

feedback as follows:

(a) At Camp Lejeune, when work involved 80 or more hours and
two or more shops, a Quality Control/Job Coordination Form was prepared
whereby the customer was given the opportunity to register a written

complaint. However, customers receiving work or service of 79 or less

hours were not provided the same opportunity.

(b) At Camp Pendleton, customer feedback was encouraged at
quarterly meetings that BMD held with area commanders. However, records

were not maintained and problem areas were not readily identified.

(2) TAT.  Customers were not familiar with BMD procedures
concerning work backlog nor .were they fully aware of TAT required to
complete various categories of work. For example, TAT for specific work
ranged between 8 and 9 months, yet many customers expected a response time

ranging from 2 weeks to 2 months.
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(3) Customer complaints., .There was not a centralized point of
contact to acceptb and record customer complaints. At Camp Pendleton,
complaints were received mainly by telephone through the Deputy Facilities

Maintenance Officer, Director of Maintenance and 'Repair' Division and some

of his subordinateé, and the Work Reception Desk. At Camp Lejeune,

‘customer complaints were received by the BMD work reception section and

then referred to the inspection branch or directly to the responsible work
center, depending on th\e naiure of the complaint. However, records of
complaints were not maintained by either the work receiption section,
inspection branch, or work center for future evalxia'cion by management.

¢. In summary, the BMDs commitment to customer satisfaction needs to
be more effectively projected.. Implementation of the following would

~assist in obtaining this objective. ' @

(1) Educating customers as to’ backlog procedures and TAT required

to complete various categories of work.

(2) Establish formal procedures to process complaints, including

rework requirements, and record complaints and actions taken.

(3) Reinforce to customers, BMDs committment to customer
satisfaction. Periodic surveys of customers to request comments on Jjob
performance would serve to improve the perception of BMD as é partner in

the maintenance process.
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Recormendation 50. cic

provide

customer feedback and on alternatives for

suidance

i=proving customer perceptions.

to BEMDs relative to






SECTION B-1 - DTDI‘IIDUAL FRNDTNCS AND RECOMMENDATIONS,

N MANAGEMENT RESPONSES AND }ATAUDSVCSE COMMENTS

Our audit included reviews at four Public Works Centars, three Public
Works Departments, and two Bass Maintenance Departments. Tais section is
séparated into three groups (?4Cs, PWDs, and BMDs) and identifies -areas
requiring porrective act\ion that were imicue to only one z2ctivity within a
group. Recommendations which, if impiezented, would correct the cited
deficiencies a2nd improve the cost, quality, and responsivesness of service
are also provided. Since the 2udit incluzad 9 activities and t&ere are in
excess of 150 similar activ’ities servicswide, the following conditions
could exist at activit;es other than those ir;cluded in our review.
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48. Increasing the use of specific job orssrs

a. MCB Camp Lejeune is .not follewing the prescribsd maintarance

policy of  utilizing specific job orier tb the ma2ximum ext'ent'..
Mainienance | and repair is being oprimarily accomplished undér
emergency/service work and curing cyclis rcaintenance on standing job
orders. This could result in ineffisiert utilization of persoﬁnel and

higher maintenance costs.

b. Our .review of work accomplished ¢o—ing the 9-month period endad 30

June 1982 showed that only 27.5 percsat of the 629;434 available

productive man-hours were expsnded on sz2cific Jjob orders. Results are

's hown below:

Vork catezory Mar-tours Percentage
Emergency 33,=0 5.6
Service 175,275 ; 28.0
Standing job orders 252,335 33.9
Specific job orders 1FRip22 g7.5

Total 629,'-'3!'4 10C.0

MCO P11000.7B, Real Property Facilities Manual, volure III, per. 3003,
states that the ba2sic work unit is tre specific Jjob order which is
identified by a continuous inspection p=czram. The purpose of specific

Job orders through ths insgecticn prozrza is to detect daficienc;‘;es in
197S
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early stages, reduce breakdown and cost of repairs and plan for efficient

utilization of labor. Any work other than the specific job order must be

.

minimiz=d ~and performed only when fully justified on a cost-effective

_basis, because it is essential to the mission of the shore activity, or

because it is an emergency. This category includes: (1) emergency work, :

(2) service work, (3) work request, (4) preventive maintenance, (5) cyelic
maintenance, (6) other standing Jjoo order work, and (7) miner
construction. Maximum u\s.e should be made of specific type work in order

to best utilize personnel and keep maintenance cost to a minimum.

c. We also reviewed 50 specific job orders, consisting of 17,825
estimated man-hours, which were started and completed during FY 1932. We
compared these jobs and man-hours with work requj:rements shown on the
contimous inspection program. Our.a.palysis of these 50 job. orders showed
that 26 Jjobs consisting of 7>,1452 man-hours, or about 112' percent,
originated ffom the continuous inspéction program. During the first 9
months of FY 1982 the activity expended 173,222 man-hours on specific Jjob
orders. If the result of our sample of 50 specific Jjob orders is
representative, then BMD expended during the first 9 months of FY 1982
about 72,407, of the total 629,434 available man-hours on specific work
that had originated through the continuous inspection program. This
equates to 11.5 percent of the total productive man-hours being expended
for specific work that originated through the continuous inspection
program. The full benefits of the controlled maintenagce. managezent

program are realized when the maximum amount of work results from the

continuous inspection program. Work generated primarily from sources
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other than the continuous inspection program results in much of tre

maintehance being accomplished on an :'.::‘:ermittent,' break-down basis 2a2ad . ..
negates much of the time and effort expesnézd on continuous inspections.

&

Recommendation 60. CMC ensure thz: BMDs realize the full benefits

Job orders that originate from the progran.

o

|
\

|

|

|

|

\

|

\

_ !

of the continuous maintenance program t=—ough increased use of specific ;
\

|

|

|

|
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h9. Exceeding the desired range for.service work

Y

a. -The desired range of‘10 to 15 peééent of the total labor hours for
'service work was exceeded by 87 to' i13 percent during the period
1 October 1979 through 30 June 1982 by BMD Camp‘Lejeune. This indicates
tq?t a large portion of the.maintenanc§ effort is directed towards work
that is relatively minor in scope. These variances were reported monthly'
in the Facilities Maintenance Management Report No. 6, but comments or

recommendations were not received from Headquarters, Marine Corps.

b. Our review of servige work performed by all work centers,
including housing, for FY 1980, FY 1981, and the first 3 quarters of 1982

showed the following:

- Total hours_ Percentage to total
Time period service work productive labor hours
. FY 1980 - 261,048 31.6
FY 1981 253,934 31.9
YTD June 1982 176,275 28

The large amount of service work could be reduced through controlled
maintenance inspections and more work translated into specific Jobs and

scheduled for performance during the year.

M
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c. Report No. 6 is prepared montalr ‘2s required by MCO P1100.7B,

appendix C-7, and forwarded to Bsadgua-t2rs, Mazrine Corps for review.

Comments or recommsndations concernirz =xc2ssive service work as a

percentagé of the totzal 1labor effort =72 not been received. If the

present 28 to 32 percent of f;ota.'.'.. prcceciive labor for service work is

acceptable, MCO P11000.7B should b2 revised; if unacceptéble,

recormendations should be made for improvscsnts.

Recommendation 61. ¥C review thx M2intenance Management Report

No. & and comment or make recommendations Z:~ improvement.

Recommendation 62. CMC ensure <==: ssrvice work is reduced to a

level in accordance with MCO P11000.73, zpz==ncix C-T. .

o

‘\\






50. Maintenance labor is not accurately reported

~

a. "’Time recorded by maintenance personnel at BMD Camp Lejeune to show

. labor hours used for maintenance work is inaccurate. We noted errors in

time shown on labor distribution cards, MCBL 7410, and the amount of time

ard time of day recorded on maintenance tickets. These errors, which
resulted because of ipaccurate timekeeping by maintenance personnel,

distorted productivity statisties and resul ted in inaccurate labor charges

to Job Order Numbers (JONs).

b. We observed work accomiplished on 33 maintenance jobs and verified
actual time expended to time recorded on m2intenance tickets and labor

distribution cards. Our observation and analysis showed the following:

-or

(1) The amount of time for 17 jobs (consisting of 9 job orders)
was verified to labor distribution cards. The labor distribution cards
for the nine JONs did not agree with the time we recorded or the time
recorded on maintenance tickets by maintenance personnel. Errors varied

from 15 minutes to 8 hours per job.

(2) The amount of time 4including travel time recorded by
maintenance bersonnel on 11 maintenance tickets varied from 15 minutes to
1 hour and 55 minutes when compared to the actual time requirgd to do the
job as observed by the auditor. We obser;w)ed nine additional jobs for

which maintenance personnel recorded no time on maintenance tickets. The

)
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time required to complete the nine jobs -ranged from 7 minutes to 140

minutes. We also noted that the time of day recorded on 16 maintenance

tickets was not the same time we observéd the work accomplished. Examplés

are as follows:

Ticket

.

number JON

Time recorded

on ticket

Time on

labor

\
Time observed \\ distribution

i
l

by auditor ' card

1/ E32588 Y632
1/-0807T7 ¥632

y -

\

| 1/ 21735  P365

1/ H21584 Y513

2/ 1202

2/ 3546

1/ Family housing maintenance.

Start Stop Minutes Start Stop Minutes Minutes

1230

1600

1030

0800

1315
1615

1300

1630

960

2/ Excludes 30 minutes for lunch.

0952
1050

1237

1425

1045

1230

0800

0300

184

" 0959
1100

1344
1438

1200

1510

1200

1630

7
e
17 60
47
13
é_q -0-
75
160
235 150
480 960
420 -0-
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c. The validity of the MCB cost account system depends on accurate

and complete recording of hours for each job order. The job order is the

basis of reports submitted to higher authority, provides an analysis of
. labor cost and man-hours required for local planning, and also determines

the funds to be charged to labor cost. Work center heads are responsible

for ensuringAﬁhzt 2 time card and labor distribution card is maintained

daily for each employee.

Recommendation 63. CMC require that maintenance personnel

accurately report labor hours expended.

L4
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51. Ioproving the Labor Distribution R2port

N

The job order number/work center labor distribution report shows total

labor charged to a Jjob, but does not provide details bv employee or wprk
center within the job order number. 4is 2 result, its usefullness to

management as a tool to quickly identify distorted productivity statisties

or i&xproper labor charges is iﬁpai:-ed. Thne current system is such that

management has no way to quickly review labor charges in dstail by job>

order number (JON). Consequently, an eployee could charge a valid JON
and rever work on the Jjob. The reporting system report should be
Sequenced by work canter and employse badge number within each individral
JON.,  This would allow management to quicki:;' scan JONs for improper of

inaccurate labor charged. MCB Camp Pendiston identified this problem in

-1979, however, corrective action had ‘not Seen implemented 2t tirme of our

revisw,

Recommendation 64. CMC revise tre Job Order Number/Work Cente=

Labor Distribution Report to Sequence badz2 number within work centsr and

viork center within each individuval Jjeb ordsr number.






52. Implementing engineering Derfoﬁnance standards for standing job orders

~

a. Engineering Performance Standards (EPS) have not been assigned or

» utilized on standing job orders at Camp Pendleton as required by MCO
P11000.7B. ; At time of reveiw, the BMD had 123 standing job orders

e€kcluding service czll job orders. However, a comparison of actual hours

and EPS could not be performed since EPS were not applied, even though job

orders indicated they were utilized. Discussions with cognizant
facilities maintenance personnel confirmed that EPS had not been applied

to any standing job orders.

b. MCO P11000.7B states, in part, that NAVFAC P-700 series provides
houfly standards for approximately 80 percent of the Jobs, undertaken by
- BMD, including starding jobs and service work as well ;s specific jobs.
It further sfates that planners/e;timators should be guided by the
available EPS to the maximum extent possible for standing Jjobs and for

specific jobs. To improve labor productivity measurement, EPS should be

utilized on standing job orders.

Recommendation 65. CMC ensure that BMDs utilize EPS for standing

job orders.
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53. Inadequate estimates of material for projects has generated excess

material

a. A review of 20 completed projects with estimated material totaling

about $95,000 showed that material requirements were overstated by about

$55,000, or 58 percent. At time of our review BMD Camp Lejeune had onhand

2,241 excess line items (about 100,300 units) stored in maintenance shops
and warehouses. The generation of excess material increases the cost of

customer maintenance and distorts cost accounting records.

b. Exéess onhand material was generated as a result of over
estimating material requirements for specific job orders. The Planniné
Estimating (P/E) Section is responsible for determining the type and
- amount of material needed to accomplish maintenance proﬁec:ts. Material
foz; projects 1s ordered by shop planners based on the P/E estimate.
Material ordered but not used von the project and which cannot be returned
to shop stores for credit is stored in maintenance shops or warehouses and
used. on future jobs. To determine the adequacy of material estimates, we
reviewed 20 completed projects with known excesses. We made a physical
review of the facilities, interviewed maintenance persomnel, and compar;-.d
materials actually used with materials shown on work orders. Estimated
material requirements totaled $95,409; however, material used was $40,334,
or 42 percent, of the estimate. We found that material estimated and

ordered for periodic preventive maintenance (PM) of facilities were the

Same for each PM, but material used varied significantly from the
¢
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"estimate. As of 3 March 1982, BMD had 2,241 line items with 100,294 units

of excess material on hand. We were unable to determine the total value

.~

of material since unit prices were not on inventory cards.

c. During our review we noted the following conditions which

contributed, in part, to inadequate material estimates:

(1) Inspection and cdst estimating of projects are performed by
separate sections within BMD. The inspection section performs facilities
inspections for maintenance and repair. The P/E Section prepares the cost
estimate from a written inspec;ion report. Having the same individual who
made the inspection make the cost estimgte could improve material
estimates.

(2) Estimates were preparéd based on old inspection reports. In
many instances work had been accomplished on Emergency Service work

tickets. A reinspection should be made prior to preparing the estimate

~and ordering material.

(3) Material for PMs should be drawn from shop stores on an as
needed basis rather than ordering based on an estimate. Overstatement of

material requirements which subsequently becomes excess, and failure.to
return material to shop stores for credit reduces available funds in the

current operating budget.
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Recommendation 656. CMC require =Os to establish a plan of action

to improve the adequacy of materizal estimates and to ensure that

appropriate actions are taken %5 reduce sx~esses.

\.‘
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SECTION B - CONSOLIDATED AUDIT FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS,

MANAGEMENT RESPONSES AND MAVAUDSVCSE COMMENTS

PUBLIC WORKS CEZNTERS .

1* Promoting Engineering Performance Standards utilization

\

a. Productivity Dbenefits inherent in the wuse of Engineering

Performance Standards (EPS) to plan and ranage real property maintenance
have not been realized because of low EPS utilization and lack of
effective variance analysis. ” Reviews of EPS utilization during FY 1981
show that EPS were only used about 38 and 45 percent of the time at Navy
and Marine Corps activities respectively to estimate man-hounrs required to
accbmplish facilities maintenance. A utilization goal o?‘ 75 percent has
been established. Also, use varies signi®icantly among the categories of
work. For example, utilization reviews at Navy activities for FY 1981

show weighted wutilization percentages of 55, 29, and 20 for work

categories A (specific and minor), B (standing and preventive

maintenance), and C (service work), respectively. NAVFACENGCOM Industrial
Engineering Center (NIEC) FY 1981 annual ZPS utilization report show that
even when EPS were used variance analysis was the exception. Accordingly,
thére is no assurance that the need for improved planning, improved work

practices or procedureq will be identified.

b. Since implementing EPS utilization reviews in FY 1979, 73 of 119

13
Navy activities and 15 of 15 Marine Corps activities have been visited by

EPS utilization review .teams. These reviews show that the activities

visited used EPS to estimate maintenance =an-hours as follows:

5
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Number of activities using EPS by category of work

Category of work - Navy Marine Corps
A 65 15
B ; 37 9
e 15 9

Because reviews are scheduled at 3-year intervals, second reviews had been :

accomplished at only four activities at the time of our review, all
occurring during FY 1982. 1In three instances significant improvements

were shown in the percent of work estimated using EPS, in one instance a

sizeable decrease was shown. Because of the small number of second

reviews no trend is apparent. However, NIEC personnel acknowledge that
~ data collection techniques have improved since early <EPS utilization

reviews and therefore percentage differences may rnot always be meaningful.

c. There is little doubt that EPS usage is far below its potential.
Lack'of‘ understanding or acceptance of the objectives and benefits has
apparently suppressed its use, especially for service work (Category C).
NIEC personnel advised that preliminary results of Air Force application
tests at four bases show that a2 12 to 18 percent productivity improvement
occured when EPS was applied to service work. Because service work
accounts for about 20 percent of the man-hours devoted to real property
maintenace, gains of this magnitude are significant. Ourj reviews show

that service work may comprise as much as 36 percent of real property

o . 3 13
maintenance man-hours at some activities.
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: d. Collecting =2nd report*ng EPS utlilization indiecss is oznly . a

beginning. The NIZC FY 1987 annual repert states:

L -
"Tnis incsx could 2pproach 10C% without ever achiesvirg tke L

purpose fer using engizzered parf::r:nance'- étandar:‘s in the _' o
first ,*;alace. That purpose is ..o provicds maintenanca

o N R, managers wWith a tool to . 2n2lvze prod'_xc.tivity SO that ‘ g
actions can be taken to iceatify znd elinminate situatiorns
‘that adverssly effect pro vetivity. Unfortunataiy tha
FY-19381 dsta shows liftle evi:‘.-e:::e that EPS is us=2a for
- this purposs. Varizance 2an2lysis batween actnal .hsxz--s and

standard  zours is nezrly zon-existent at. .most

installations.™

This report furthsr notes thzt
- - TR INE  a T
¥ 'w-o*-;* . va:"_a::- lys..s .11 2.91-’:,\--4, --'—_;,;'f'f_,:_; il
£- el there is -ll....le ev1car~°-‘t"au :_.._._.,ef's us= the resv:.l;s ‘to T = ey e

P, S 1mp*ove p*o'iv.:ctlvl., '_The an2lysis is perforzed ff-= -1lv_- A DA

: s s st R record ¥eeping to s2 .,15"' 2 ‘:'::ulrene-:., for au-:its___ané__';f_f_;;'»f e
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e. The benefits to be realized from using EPS to plan and evaluate

productivity in real property maintenance have been demonstrated and DOD

has m_ade a commitment to its use. The success is dependent on manager and ’

craftsman acceptance to ensure that standards are used to plan work, time

~is charged correctly, results .ar'e reported, variances are analyzed, and

causes of variances corrected. Apparently, in an effort to foster
accep‘tance by managers and craftsman CINCLANTFLT ltr 11000/FF1-2/N-N922,

Ser. 4948 of 28 July 1982 recognized that:

"Notable variations from standards are usually due to
conditions beyond the control of individual ecraftsman.
Deficiencies may appear in Jjob pianning; delivery of
materials to the job site; provisions of transportation,

-— -

equipment, and/or tools; use 61‘ improper methods; ete.™

This 1letter also encouraged subordinate activities to make use of
Engineering Field Divisions (EFDs) to assist in furthering the ol'ajectives
of the EPS program. However,‘ the benefits of EPS ﬁtilization will be
realized only if activities responsible for budgeting and funding real

property maintenance costs are committed to its objectives.

Recommendation 1. NAVFACENGCOM in liaison with major claimsnts

promote EPS utilization by demonstrating the productivity benefits

inherent in its use. : B
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TO ABSORB UR@ENT JOBS OR OTHER UNFORESEEN WORK .
THE AUDIT STATES THAT u? JOB’ORDERS WERE DESIGNATED EXPEOITE ouT oF
EDH OR 23 PERCENT OF THE JOBS SCHEDULED- OF THEJHT JOB ORDERS CITEDT
BY THE AUDIT~ THREE UWERE NOT ASSIGNED AN EXPEDITE PRIORITY. OF THET'
REHAINING 4y JOBS1 18 UERE SPECIFIC AND EB WERE HINOR WORK ORDERS.
-:”HORE IHPORTANT THE NUNBER OF JOBS ASSIGNED PRIORITY IS NOT- RELEVENT-;-
AS SHOWN ABOVE THE DESIRED GOAL FOR SCHEDULING SPECIFIC WORK IS 75
PERCENT OF AVAILABLE RESOURCES IN HAN HOURS ALLOWING 25 PERCENT FOR
. URGENT OR UNFORESEEN REQUIREHENTS-: BASED ON THE NMAN- HOURS AVAILABLE»:
FOR SPECIFIC AND ﬂINOR UORK ORDERS‘AND THE MAN- HOURS SCHEDULED FOR ;
3.7 PRIORITY JOBS»‘EXPEDITES CONSTITUTED ONLY ED/w Iqls 67 AND 37 _;%

f-ESSENTIAL SERVICES SUCH AS UTILITIES» ELIHINATE HAZARDS TO PERSONAL

=t o Lo T

R £ - St AR il i T ‘,.; et -

OR PROPERTYw ETC AND IS OFTEN DONE ON AN OVERTIHE BASIS~ {E} URGENT L e
-UORK HHICH IS NOT ENERGENCY IN NATURE- SUCH AS CORRECTING A PERSONNEL f‘ ;

SAFETY. HAZARD THAT nozs NOT NEED INHEDIATE ATTENTION {REPAIRING HOLES
A ' TRk
AND gUTS ON PARADE FIELD FOR SAFE nuncuxnc}, DOES' NOT REGUIRE

UNCLASSIFIED






X g3 15 RR UuLY 3421130

OVERTIME. BUT IS HIGHER PRIORITY THAN ROUTINE AND: {3} ROUTINE et
NECESSARY WORK WHICH IS PLANNED ‘AND SCHEDULED THROUGH THE ANNUAL/
QUARTERLY WORK PROGRAN PRocssx.' THE BASIC DISAGREEHENT uxrn THE
AUDIT IS THE DIFFERING INTERPRETATION AND APPLICATION OF THE sux»s- :
LINES. FOR EXAHPLE MCB consxnsns THAT RESTORATION OF CENTRAL AIR -
__CONDITIONING T0 A BARRACKS IS NORHALLY URGENT AND DURING EXTREﬂEtY
HOT. HUMID WEATHER SHOULD BE REPAIRED EXPEDITIOUSLY. THE AUDIT
AGENCY DISAGREES. SAYING THAT RESTORATION OF CENTRAL AIR CONDITIONING
TO A SINGLE: BARRACKS DOES NOT SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACT oN nxsszou
’,AcconPLIsunENT._ i t AT '

o 0

Fiw ?'vs‘

\
|
THROUGH CAMP LEJEUNE DOES NOT uss THE SPECIFIC NAVFAC nn~321 PRIORITY ,;rf"l

E3!sznr

APPLICATION OF SUBDIVIDING LEVEL OF IHPORTANCE IS NOT FORHALLY 3

~:>"- '.'"' ’m- i NoR S e 5” ok ‘-Li"i:' ¥ AR

APPLIED»_HOHEVERq IN THE NORHAL couass OF ‘DAY- TO-DAY Busxnsss. DEAD- Pt
LINES AND DESIRED COHPLETION DATES ARE PUT ON JOBS UHICH IS IN ﬂ§j‘j o
PRACTICE TANTAHOUNT To SUBDIVIDING LEVELS OF IIIIHPORTANCE- THIS T T T

¥ o

SYSTEM KAS PROVEN TO MORK UELL FOR CAHP LEJEUNE OVER THE YEARS-

UNCLASSIFIED
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THE USE OF PRIORITY DESIGNATORS FOR nATEéIAL PROCUREMENT SHOULD NOT

.BE CONFUSED UITH JOB PRIORITIZATION- NATERIAL PRIORITY DESIGNATORS
_ ARE USED. NOT ONLY AS RELATED TO THE PRIORITY o, THE JOB- BUT ARE

ALSO USED ON ROUTINE JOBS WHEN ONE-OF-A-KIND ITEMS OR SMALL .
QUANTITIES OF MATERIAL IS DELAYING THEvSCHEDULING OF A JOB. 1IN SUCH
CASES~ PREVENTING THE bELAY(AanblsRupTioNTd THE WORKF ORCE.
SCHEDULING IS THE DRIVING FORCE CAUSING THE EXPEDITE .

B- ITEM NO. 33 - REVIEWING SPECIFIC-JOB_ORDER VARIANCES.
CONCUR. MCB IS CURRENTLY IN COMPLIANCE AND ALL VARIANCES SINCE MAY

1982 HAVE BEEN REVIEWED.
C. ITEH NO- BH " REVIEMING EHERGENCY/SERVICE MORK VARIANCES.l

-QiﬂvHE AUDIT STATES THAT "LABOR HOURS RECORDED AGAINST E/S WORK. RANGED

‘ ~{§l|FINDIN5 IS nISLEADING IN THAT CONTRACT'HAINTENANCE EFFORT MAS “NOT

INCLUDED IN -THE ANALYSIS-_ HCB ANALYSIS SHOUS THAT E/S ACCOUNTS FOR

P

APPROXIHATELY EB/ OF THE TOTAL NAINTENANCE EFFORT AS DISCUSSED IN 2
HCB COHH;NTS PR ATEN 9% . " he oo s

VRECOHHENDATIONS BY THE AUDIT OF ADDITIONAL STEPS THAT COULD BE TAKEN

-_BY BMD'S THAT WOULD ASSIST IN THE REVIEU AND ANALYSIS OF E/S MORK'

UNCLASSIFIED
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ARE OF QUESTIONABLE VALUE. FOR EXAMPLE. TO EXPECT THE CUSTOMER/
TENANT ACTIVITIES TO PROVIDE A MORE COMPLETE AND THOROUGH WORK
REQUIREMENT DESCRIPTION WHEN E/S WORK IS CALLED IN TO THE WORK
RECEPTION DESK IS A DESIRABLE OBJECTIVE. BUT THE FEASIBILITY OF
SUCH IS REMOTE. THE CUSOMTER OR CALLER NORMALLY IS SIMPLY ONLY AWARE
OF THE EFFECT AND NOT THE CAUSE3 E-G- HEAT OFF+ LIGHTS OUT COMMODE
WON'T FLUSH+ ETC. IN CASES WHERE THEY KNOU THE CAUSE. IT IS NORMALLY
PROVIDED. ‘ |
ACCURATE ESTIMATES CANNOT BE MADE WITHOUT PHYSICAL INSPECTION BY A
KNOULEDGEABLE PERSON. TO ACHIEVE ACCURATE EPS ESTIMATES ON E/S WORK
| WOULD REQUIRE THAT AN ESTIMATOR VISIT THE SITE FIRST. BEFORE REPAIRS.
& Qconnsucg.; sucu AN, EFFORT HOULD BE COUNTER PRODUCTIVE CONSIDERING

AR

:  THE NATURE ANID/OR URGENCY OF £/8 HORK AND CONSIDERING A CURRENT”*

A ey

ACCURATE EPS ESTINATEa VARIANCE REVIEW WOULD BE MEANINGLESS.
“ p.TTEM NO. 35 - 'REDUCING AND CONTROLLING MAINTENANCE COSTS.
A FORMAL REVIEW OF THE MOTOR REWIND SHOP~ CONDUCTED IN 1980
RECOMMENDED USE OF A COMBINATION OF COMMERCIAL VENDORS AND IN-HOUSE
PERSONNEL. THIS SYSTEM PROVIDES ECONOMICAL ADVANTAGES WHILE

"UNCLASSIFIED
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RETAINING TNE CAPABILITY {ONE EUPLOYEE} TO PERFORM IMMEDIATE
EMERGENCY REPAIRS TO EQUIPMENT. CRITICAL TO 2y HOUR OPERATIONS ABOARD.
THE BASE. THE AUDITOR'S EVALUATION OF HOTOR REPAIRS AS COMPARED TO

EPS STANDARDS FAILED TO NOTE THAT IN HANY INSTANCES THE SCOPE OF WORK

PERFORHED WAS GREATER THAN A SIHPLE HOTOR REUINDa BUT REQUIRED HOTOR
REBUILD. THE AUDITOR APPLIED STANDARD EPS IN ALL CASES THEREBY
INFLATING THE COST CONPARISONS.
THE AUDIT ALSO APPLIED 100% OF THE MOTOR REWIND MECHANIC TIME IN

- THE ANALYSIS TO0 COMPARE WITH CONTRACT COST. 1IN REALITY. THE NOTOR'
REWIND MECHANIC PERFORMS OTHER DUTIES SUCH AS {1} SHOP REPAIR TO

: CONTROLS» SUITCHESa AND ELECTRICAL COHPONENTS {2} ISSUING HOTORS TO

.«*' ~- = ! Axs

/x"l

'{{*THE CONTRACTOR FOR REPAIR {3} GUALITY CONTROL CHECK N noroRs* -
fREPAIRE» BY- CONTRACT AND’{H} CONTROL AND nANAcEnENT OF SHALL ANOUNT;

- -,—,—-‘

”} OF HOTOR REUIND HATERIAL-, THE TOTAL NON-REPAIR TIﬂE EQUATES TO",

APPROXIHATELY 25/ OF THE HOTOR REUIND HECHANIC TINE AND CHANGES THE,‘]{T'

T T g 'ﬂ; -v- det
S

< ANALYSIS DRAHATICALLYII- AN OVERRIDING CONCERN IN EQUIPHENT REPAIR fl*‘-

IS TIHELINESSa PARTICULARLY UHEN THE EQUIPHENT IS VITAL TO PROVIDINC
' ESSENTIAL SERVICE OR: PREVENTING SEHAGE DISCHARGESa UORK STOPPAGESa-
ETC- AN IN HOUSE CAPABILITY FOR ENERGENCIESs HITH CONTRACT LS

UNCLASSIFIED
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CAPABILITY FOR ROUTINE REPAIRS~ IS A NECESSITY.

E. ITEM NO. 3k - ESTABLISHING PROCQEDURES TO MONITOR AND REDUCE
TURN AROUND TIME ON specirzc JOBS-  THE Aublr FINDING STATES THAT "8
MONTHS ELAPSED FROM RECEIPT OF THE WORK REQUEST TO COMPLETION OF THE
BORK™. MCB REVIEW SHOUS THAT ONLY & OF THE éqraoss REVIEWED BY THE -
AUDITOR RCSULTED FROM CUSTOMER WORK REQUESTS. THE REMAINING 1k JOBS .
WERE GENERATED BY INSPECTION AND WERE PROGRAMMED FOR ACCOMPLISHMENT
DURING SECOND AND THIRD QUARTERS OF FISCAL YEAR 1982. THE ANNUAL
BORK PROGRAM CONSISTING OF WORK PLANNED FOR ACCOMPLISHMENT DURING THE
COMING FISCAL YEAR IS RCQUIRED'TOIBE FINALIZED BY THE BEGINNING oF
_THE FOURTH QUARTER OF THE PREVIOUS FISCAL YEAR IN ACCORDANCE WITH.

“MCo. PIIDDD ?. “INSPECTION. choxrs FOR THE WORK ARE FORMARDED To fig;f5{;w

PLANNING AND ESTIHATING‘DURING THIRD AND FOURTH GUARTER or THE*”Tf“

7~’PREvzous FISCAL YEAR AND FIRST AND sscon» QUARTER OF THE CURRENT R
FISCAL YEAR FOR PREPARATION oF JOB ORDERS TO BE INCLUDED IN aUARTERLY

QORK PLANS- JOB ORDERS ARE THEN PROGRAHHED TO PROVIDE A BALANCED
SHOP WORKLOAD THROUGHOUT 'ALL FOUR QUARTERS TAKING INTO ACCOUNT
ﬁCASONAL NEGUIRENENTS;f THE PROGRESS OF THE JO0BS REVIEWED BY THE
AUDIT THROUGH “THE VARIOUS PHASES WAS AS PLANNED TO MEET THE

"UNCLASSIFIED
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REQUIREMENTS OF THE WORK PROGRAM. ADDITIONALLY. THE PROGRAMMER MUST
ALLOW LEAD TINE FOR MATERIAL PROCUREMENT. 5 | '
IF THE PURPOSE OF THE AUDIT TEAM WAS TO DETERHINE RESPONSE. TIHE TO
CUSTOMER WORK REQUESTS. A REPRESENTATIVE SAHPLE OF JOBS GENERATED BY -
CUSTOMERS SHOULD HAVE BEEN USED. -

A REEVIEW OF THE EIGHT JOBS RESULTING FRon UORK Rsaussrs snows THAT
AVERAGE ELAPSED TINE WAS lbb DAYS. THE ELAPSED DAYS WOULD HAVE BEEN
MUCH LESS HAD MATERIAL PROCUREMENT TIME NOT BEEN INCLUDED.

THE AUDIT ‘STATES THAT 3 RNANDOM SAMPLE OF 50 SPECIFIC JOBS WERE
REVIEWED AND THAT THEY WERE ABLE To DETERMINE THE TURN AROUND TIME

FOR Eq JOBS HAS ESL DAYS-_ HCB DETERHINED THAT THE OTHER EB OF THE

OVER SD PERCENT OF THE AVERAGE ELAPSED TIHE- LONG LEAD TIHE AND

UNPREDICTABILITY OF TINE REGUIRED IFOR HATERIAL PROCUREHENT IS ONE

OF THE NOST SIGNIFICANT PROBLENS IN HAINTENANCE MANAGEMENT. THE
START -

; ELAPSED DAYS FROH RECEIPT OF HATERIAL TO STRAT OF JOB IS DIRECTLY 3

RELATED TO THE QUARTER FOR UHICH THE UORK IS PROGRAMMED. WHEN

UNCLASSIFIED
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2MI=TTTOOD AND TAKEN IN PERSPECTIVE+ THE PRESENT SYSTEM FOR PLANNING
237 PROGRANMING WORK IS FULLY ADEQUATE FOR ATTAINING THE GOAL "or,
SSETETIING A BALANCED SHOP WORKLOAD AND UTILIZING 75 PERCENT OF -
ESTTURCES  AVAILABLE Fokﬁtxrfc WORK -

=. ITEM NO. 37 - IDENTIFYING AND REVIEWING REWORK. CONCUR WITH
== FIMDINGS. . v v BT o

£- ITEM NO. 38 - IMPROVING CUSTOMER RELATIONS. IT IS BELIEVED
TS=&T CGISTOMER COMPLAINTS ARE ADEQUATELY RESPONDED TO THROUGH
EXTSTING COMMAND CHANNELS. THIS SYSTEM PROVIDES FOR CORRECTIVE
ZESSIRES WHENEVER PROBLEMS OCCUR. MINOR CUSTOMER COMPLAINTS ARE
SESS=WTLY RECEIVED THROUGH THE WORK RECEPTION SECTION AND ARE PASSED

: :;: ,570 mpRIATE SUPERVISORS FOR ACTION~ .IF CUSTOHERS BELIEVE THEY “HAVE

"? —‘;?;

TEE! (OHPLAINT ”TO ANOTHER LEVEL IJI:THIN;.THE DIVISION- = THE AUDITORS
ey _Vm S‘-"’ INTERVIEU THE BASE HAINTENANCE OFFICER R DEPUTY BASE
mncs OFFICER AT HCB CONCERNING CTJSTOHER CONPLAINTS- HAD THEY
IEIE 30 THEY BOULD HAVE LEARNED THAT COHPLAINTS ARE ROUTINELY
m BY BOTH- ESTABLISHHENT OF A CENTRAL COHPLAINT DESK WOULD

Faﬁ.”_ IXTO THE CATEGORY OF NIICE TO HAVE BUT SHOULD NOT BE

UNCLASSIFIED
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< NETHODOLOGY USED IN THE‘AUDIT NAKES NO ALLONANCE FOR THE FACT THAT
;ifﬂAN-HDURS AVAILABLE FOR SPECIFIC MORK IS IDETERNINED BY SUBTRACTING

SPECIFIC UORK GENERATED BY HAINTENANCE AND REPAIR BRANCH AND
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IMPLEMENTED "AT THE EXPENSE OF EXISTING POSITIONS.

5 H ITEN NO- 4B - INCREASING THE USE OF SPECIFIC JOB ORDER.:
THE FINDINGS REGARDING BMAN-HOURS EXPENDED ON SPECIFIC JOB ORDERS
ARE MISLEADING SINCE THEY DID NOT CONSIDER THE EQUIVALENT MAN-HOURS
OF SPECIFIC WORK ACCOMPLISHED BY CONTRACT. THIS WORK BUAS S T
_ESTINATED AT 313.846 MAN-HOURS IN FY 82 UHICH INCREASES THE TIME - .°. -
SPENT ON SPECIFICS FROM 27.5 TO UL:9 PERCENT. THE CONTINUOUS '
INSPECTION PROGRAM COMMENTS PROVIDED ARE ALSO MISLEADING. MCO

P11000.7 PROVIDES NO CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION OF SHOP MAN-HOURS
GENERATED BY INSPECTION AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE TOTAL PRODUCTIVE

HOURS AVAILABLE~ HENCE THE 1.5 PERCENT FIGURE IS MEANINGLESS. THE

OUT UAN HOURS UHICH HUST‘BE UTILIZED FOR EﬂERGENCY AND SERVICE.HORK

;-- *

,-‘_ i

AND STANDING JOB ORDERS'; FURTHER: THE AUDIT DID NOT CONSIDER
UTILITIES BRANCH PERSONNEL MHO PROVIDE INFORHATION TO THE INSPECTORS

FROH PREVENTIVE AND RECURRING HAINTENANCE INSPECTIONS- HAD JOB
ORDERS GENERATED FROM PREVENTIVE/RECURRING HAINTENANCE INSPECTION

UNCLASSIFIED
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BEEN INCLUDED~ THE HOURS OF SPECIFIC WORK GENERATED FROM INSPECTION

WOULD HAVE BEEN 14~459 MAN-HOURS INSTEAD OF 7452 MAN-HOURS ALLOWED =

BY THE AUDITOR. NO LOGIC CAN BE FOUND FOR NOT INCLUDING FOLLOW-UP 5

JOBS TO PREVENTIVE/RECURRING MAINTENANCE AS PART OF "SPECIFIC WORK
GENERATED BY CONTINUOUS INSPECTION™. AGAIN. CONSIDERATION IS NOT

GIVEN TO THE LARGE AMOUNT OF SPECIFIC MAINTENANCE WORK WHICH IS
CONTRACTED-OUT. ONE HUNDRED PERCENT OF THE CONTRACT MAINTENANCE WORK
IS GENERATED BY THE CONTINUOUS INSPECTINON PROGRAM. THE FOLLOWING IS

MCB EVALUATION OF THE SPECIFIC WORK GENEERATED BY THE CONTINUOUS

INSPECTION PROGRAM. THE FIGURES ARE FOR FY 82 AND CONSIDERS CONTRACT

wE

fo Ty g 3 e,

~ "ﬁ?;lipﬂ; HOURS GENERATED A GENERATED ‘f,u,._nsﬁv,_

=2y

X HAN‘HOURS : BY INSPECTION . MBY INSPECTION

'spzcxrzc woRx l;" S a3e.mas iE mau,uaur*_” j uig i
INSHOUSE 7> & 7% > o et SR el
SPECIFIC WORK ‘#3158 ESYEANL - o 300.8%
- CONTRACT - I"“ v o »N‘ s
FOTRL - oo i 5534801 5084330 1.8 7
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*ESTIMATED °
MAN-HOURS FROM

INSPECTION 508.33b

- S827% GENERATED FROM CONTINUOUS

TOTAL HOURS 5532861

AVAILABLE

THE BASE MAINTENANCE ANNUAL WORK PROGRAM INCLUDES WORK PLANNED FOR

BOTH SHOP FORCES AND CONTRACT-. - THIS TOTAL MAINTENANCE PROGRAM MUST

UNLLASDLrN ALY
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BE CONSIDERED WHEN ANALYZING THE® AMOUNT OF WORK GENERATED FROM

.

ACONTINUOUS INSPECTION-

-

T

1. 1TEm NO "Hﬂ -»EXCEEDING THE DESIRED RANGE FOR SERVICE: uoRK.”

ttTHE.ANALYSIS PROVIDED BY THE AUDIT.IS NILEADING AS IT conPARES THE

'A.'»A~

'QAHOUNT OF SERVICE'WORK pNLY AS‘% PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL PRODUCTIVE

'LABOR HOURS IN HOUSE- A CORRECT COHPARISON IS TO COHPARE SERVICE

-MORK AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL NAINTENANCE EFFORT UHICH INCLUDES

NAINTENANCE PERFORMED BY CONTRACT-

AT CAHP LEJEUNE DURING THE PERIOD AUDITED MAS ALL SPECIFIC {US} TYPE
WORK. INCLUDING CONTRACT HAINTENANCE IN THE ANALYSIS GREATLY CHANGES

HAINTENANCE PERFORHED BY CONTRACT

UNCLASSIFIED
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THE PICTURE 'AS SEEN BY THE FOLLOWING ANALYSIS:
FY 82
 PRODUCTIVE  PERCENT OF
W6C MAN-HOURS TOTAL
01  EMERGENCY WORK 41E 471 3.5
D2 SERVICE WORK 233,308 ho R
D3  STANDING JOB ORDERS {UNESTIMATED} 85,949 2.3
DY STANDING JOB ORDERS {ESTIMATED} 2L7.138 22.L
05  SPECIFIC J0B ORDERS : 239,815 20.3
SPECIFIC WORK CONTRACTED OUT 313.84L ea.s'
 TOTAL PRODUCTIVE MAN-HOURS 11811587 100.0

et

"‘;jA»»ITIoNALLY, THE ConnERCIAL ACTIVITIES PROGRAH AND RIESULTING jfﬂ-jaxa};fi-'

e Sy

”jCONTRACT COST COHPARISON PROCESS IS DRAHATICALLY CHANGING THE UAY
'THAT UORK 2 4. 9 REGUESTED AND CATEGORIZED- THE RESULT Is THAT MORK

”PREVIOUSLY PLANNED/ESTIHATED AND ACCONPLISHED AS SPECIFIC MORK IS A%“'

NOU "CALLED UP" AS A BID ITEH IN THE CONTRACT AND ACCONPLISHED AS

SERVICE WORK - ESTIHATING MORK IN FAHILY HOUSINGw MHICH A CONTRACT
IDCOVERSs IS NO LONGER REQUIRED BECAUSE STANDARD TIMES. ARE NOW PRE- .
..ESTABLISHED FOR EACH BID ITEH- THUSa HORE WORK IS ACCOHPLISHED AS

UNCLASSIFIED
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SERVICE WORK WHICH HISTORICALLYVMAS CATEGORIZED AS SPECIFIC WORK.

J. TITEMEB NO. 50 - MAINTENANCE LABOR IS NOT ACCURATELY REPORTED-
CONCUR WITH THE FINDINGS. INCREASED EMPHASIS HAS BEEN PLACED ON
ACCURATE TIHEKEEPING/LABOR DISBTRIBUTION- THE KEY IS CLOSEs
CONTINUOUS SCRUTINY BY FIRST- LINE SUPERVISORS.

K. "ITEM NO. SE - IHPLEHENTING EPS FOR STANDING JOB ORDERS-‘
CONCUR UITH THE RECOMMENDATION.

_L- ITEM NO. 53 - INADEQUATE ESTIMATES OF MATERIAL FOR PROJECTS
.HAS GENERATED EXCESS MATERIAL. ‘THE GENERATION AND USE OF MATERIAL
EXCESSES 35 A‘CONSTANT PROBLEM AT THE INSTALLATION LEVEL. SEVERAL

CONTROL HEASURES HAVE ‘BEEN IHPLEHENTED AT MCB TO NOT ONLY REDUCE 3

Excsssss BUT To. ‘ENSURE THIIE ACCOUNTAB_ILIT_Yn SECURITY-. AND sue-»u:f o

SEQUENT USE OF EXCESS HATERIAL~ IT SHOULD BE NOTED THAT NATERIAL R

n‘,.v-

EXCESSES ARE NOT GENERATED SOLEUY FROH OVER ESTIHATING AS INDICATED"

IN THE AUDIT IN HANY INSTANCES EXCESS ﬂATERIAL RESULTS FROH

{1} REDUCTION IN THE SCOPE OF UORK TO BE PERFORHED FROH ITS ORIGINAL
ESTIMATE: {2} ITEM SUBSTITUTION OF SPECIFIED HATERIAL BY THE SUPPLY
SYSTEM WHICH WHEN RECEIVED IS NOT COHPATIBLE WITH THE ORIGINALLY
'REQUESTED ITEM: {3} MATERIAL RENAINING FROH INITIAL CONTRACTOR

E
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CONSTRUCTION TO ALLOW FUTURE REPAIRS/REPLACEMENT WITH LIKE ITEMS.
E-G. TILING.- EFFICIENT MANAGEMENT OF EXCESS PROPERTY REMAINS THE
PROBLEM AND RAPID DISPOSITION THROUGH RE-USE OR TURN-IN IS THE

OBJECTIVE. THE MCB IS ATTEMPTING TO ACHIEVE THIS THROUGH INCREASED

MATERIAL CONTROLS. REVIEW OF ON-HAND EXCESSES~ AND AUTOMATED SYSTEMS
.TO ASSIST IN MANAGEMENT OF EXCESSES. :

‘UNCLASSIFIED







