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FOREWORD

}{ [

‘- i This study offcred the Research Analysis Corporation the

;_i opportunity to examine a variety of c¢ritical problems affecting the

4 f management of industrial plant equipment under the control of the US
Zg | Army Materiel Command. The RAC study tcam addressed this problem

}, by taking the following steps: identifying the varlety of criticisms
%1 that had been made over a span of seversal ycars by various Government
B

auditing activities; assoclating these criticisms with specific under-
lying problem areas; associating an order of priority as to the cceguence
in which these problems should he resolved; and then proposing cpezific

gystem changes to effect solutions for the problems with the higher

! priorities. This report documents how this was done and contains a
series of proposed system changes which are noteworthy not only for
their definitlveness and clarity of presentation, but also for the
fact that they encompass organizational levels from the Department of
¥ ' Defense down to individusl operating sctivities within the US Army

| ' Materiel Command.

Frank A. Parker
President
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SUMMARY

PROBLEM AND STUDY OBJECTIVE

Problem

Numerous inquiries during recent years by yarlous investigatory ageh-
cles have continued to inaicate that thexe are deficlenciles in the manner
and extent to which the Army has manage§ its current inventory 6F Industrial
plant agquipment (IPE), for both current production and mobilization reserve
purposes, The Arvmy needs a better sys@em for maneging IPE to improve its
operations and reduce the criticisms frow these auditing agenciles.

An ancillary problem was assigned by the Chief of Staff, Headquarters,
Army Materiel Coumsnd (HQ AMC), namely, to examine possible organizational
ﬁlternatives within AMC that would permit the i?tegration and control of
all IPE activities under a single management. \

Oblective

Primarily, to structure in order of lmportance IP$ management sreas
that were desigﬁated as problem areas by Govermment auditing agencies and
to 1lGentify the causes of thease proLlems and ways in which they éan be
corrected. Ac ievemen* ofﬂthe study objective would provﬁde the Army with
an improqu system for the wanagement of IPE and reduce or eliminate erit-
icisws frow the auditing agenciles.

FACTS | :

IPE is\defined as "...that part of plant eyulpment with an &cquiqition
cost of $1,000 or more; used for the purpose of cutting, nbrading, grinding,
shaping, foruing, Jjoining, testing, measuring,; heating, traating or other-
wise altering the physical, electrical or chemical properties or materials,
components or énd items, entailed in manufactuYing, miintenance, supply,

\1
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processing, assembly, or research and development operations..." (Ref 1, : ‘
para B 102.11). ;

It 1is important that an adequate quantity of IFE be avallable to the

Government and its contractors for their use. The Goverrmment furnishes

IFE to defense contractors to augment their capabllities to produce end
itews and components for the military. This type of IPE 1s referred to
as "Govermment-furnished IPE." 1In addition to contractor-used IPE, the

uilitary uses IPE for manufacturing, melntenance, processing, and in re-
search and development (R&D) operations.

: The Army 1s the second largest holder of in-use IPE, with 30 percent :

m of the DOD inventory. The Navy holds 44 percent and the Air Force 24

percent, With reference to layaway lines, however, the Army 1s the largest
§ holder of IPE. It holds 96 percent in standby lines, 83 percent in active

base packeges, and 75 percent 1n package plantz. As & major holder of IFE,
Army wmauageilent of IFE has been subject to severe criticism,

e

B it o

DISCUSSION

Eight Stud1882_9 that examined the managoment of IPE by the Army and g
other services have been conducted since December 1966. The studies have o l
been conducted by the Govermment Accounting Office (GAO), Office of Assistant
Secretary of Defense (OASD), Defense Supply Agency (DSA), and Army Audit

Agency (AAA). Three studles in particular were directed at the Armmy's
management of IPE.

BT NN

R R A
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One study concerned inactive IFE at arsenals, another
addressed active and inactive IPE at Amyy installatlons and contractors,

and the third examined the management of idle IPE in mobilization reserve
] packages,

The remaining five studies examined contractor and service

requisitioning, utilization, maintenance, disposal, and reporting of IFE

for both in-use and idle IFPE, These audits have shown a need for overall

improvement in the Aruy'. wanagement of IFE, Literally thousands of peges

have been devoted by the auditing agencies to the identification of hundreds
of criticisms of the services! wanagement of IFE,

were duplications that occurred year after year.

e

Many of these criticisms

A method was needed to
identify the moot fundawental and important of the critlcisme of Army
wanagement of TFE,

i N

The study approach to developing an improved Army asset visibility
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and control system consisted of the following six steps:

(1) The life cycle concept of equipment was used as the basic frame-
work for structuring the loglstic funetlons relsted to IFE managemont.
Eighteen managewent functlons were delinemted, The criticisms of Army
management of IFE were analyzed against these functions,

(2) Current Department of Defense (DOD), Department of the Army (D),
and Army Materiel Command Regulations (AMCRs ) were reviewed for IPE management
policles and procedures.

(3) The Navy and Air Force systems for I[PE management were compared
to determine whether the Alr Force or Navy had techniques that could be
adopted by the Army.

() A comprehensive examination of the hundreds of auditing agency
criticisms of Army management was conducted to determine the nature and
causes of the criticlsms. The criticloms were categorized as critical,
lmportant, or less .mportant according to criteria developed by the study
group. Nine critical and important problem areas were ldentified for
resolution. They are shown in Table 1.

(5) An analysis of Army management methods was made to determine
what controls were requlred to resolve these problems. Two types of controls
were exauined, i.e., controls to prevent the problem, and headquarter's
reviews of performance,

(6) Suggestions for system changes tn policles and procedures were
formulated to lmprove IPE asset visibllity and control and reduce the
auditing egency criticisms of Army management of IFE,

With respect to the problem cf datermining possible organizational
alternatives within AMC that would permit integration and contreol of all
IFE activities under single management, two possible alternatives were
suggented for consideration, The study team was instructed to pey par-
ticular attention to the question of consolidating all IPE activities
under tho Installations and Services Agency (ISA) or the Production Equip-
ment Agency (PEQUA), both of which are physically located at Rock Island,
Illinois., Consideration was given not only to current organizational
systems of the Army, Navy, and Alr Force for managing IFE, but also to
the organizational systems within the three services for wmanaging equipment
in general. Particular recognition was taken of the fundamental procedural

3
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Table 1
CRITICAL AND IMPORTANT PROBLEM ARFAS

Rank IPE problem areun

DIPEC not screened prior to purchase

| Deficient management of mobilization
. Critical reserve package inventory

C g Inventory records inaccurate and
- incomplete; inventory ilmproperly
adwinistered

Inadequate review and recertification
of mobilization reserve packages

Inventory reporting lnaccurate and
incomplete

X Inadequate surveillance to assure
i maximum use of IPE and reporting
of idle IFE

Important
Loaned IPE renders mobilization
reserve packages Llncapable of
meeting production needs

Excessive repalr costs, poor
waintenance records, noncompliance
; with and weak procedures for
preventive maintenance

Underreporting of idle/excess IPE




differencee for managing Government equipment in the hands of contractors
a5 opposed to equipment In the hands of military activities.

CONCIUSIONS

More than fifty-four system changes were proposed by the study teom
to luprove the Army's management of IFPE, Solutions to the critical and
Cf \ important IFE management problem areas are presented in Table 2 in summary
b form. With respect to possible organizational alternatives within AMC
that would permit the integration and control of all IFE activities under
single wmanagement, 1t was cuncluded that the majority of IFE management
funetions relating to in~-use and layaws, IPE at military facilities should
be integrated under the Directorate of Installations and Services (I&S),
HQ AMC, and the ISA. The wajority of IFE management functions relating
to in-use and layaway IFPE at contractor plants chould be integrated under
the Procurement Policy Division, Diructorate of Requirements and Procure-
-4 ment (R&P), HQ AMC., While the foregoing is considered to be a practical
: long-term solution to the question of how far HQ AMC should go in integrating
and coordinating all IFE uhder a single management, the need for immediate
coordination in the implementation of the system changes proposed herein

requires an interim organizatlonal concept. The study team suggests that
the Directorate of R&P be designated as the focal point for IFE matters
with specific responsibility for coordinating through to implementation

.. the system changes yroposed by the RAC study team and approved for
adoption by HQ AMC. When the proposed system changes have been adopted
or discarded, 1n the majority cor in totso, then the proposed long=-term
organizational solution may be instituted by HY AMC.

e~




Table 2

SUMMARY COF PROPOSEL SYSTEM CHANGES TO IMPROVE
ARMY MANAGEMENT OF IPE

IPE problem area

Proposed system changes

1. Deficient management
of mobilizetion
reserve package
inventory

Mobilization requirement and package
production capability identified to
determine excess inventory

Replacement dates required for replacing
IPE shortages in packege

Repalr dates mand couts ldentifled whexe
meilntenance action is required

Justification required to substantiate
differences between reported and actual
inventory; action required to bring
Defense Industrial Equipment Plant Cente-
(DIPEC) and Army quentities into balance

Replacement date for reactivated ITE
required to reconstitute packuge
capabil Lty

2+ DIFEC not
requisitioned and
certificate of
nonavallability
(oNA) not obtained
prior to purchase
of TFE

RAS>

Contractor must obtain CNA from the
administrative contracting officer (ACO)
prior to procurement

Property administrator (PA) must inspect
contractor acquisition procese for CNA
prior to preccurement

DIPEC to send a quarterly report of
violators to ACO for effecting
corrective actlon

Army ACOs to conduct 100 pcrecent inspection
of industrial equlpment costing over
$25,000 for proper IFE ldentification

and CNA

Installation equipment wanager to assure
receipt of CNA before requesting ITE
procurcment

NICP ltem manager to reject requisitlons
without CNA

A\




U Table 2 (continued)

l_l IFE problem area Proposed system changes

A 2. (continued) Loca. procurement uctivities to reject
\1' purchase requests without A

" Commend Supply Discipline Program to
{ : examine for CNA

DIPEC io to send a querterl, report of
l | Army vinlators to HQ AMC for action

Command Equipment Management Progrem

P Review (CEMPR) to conduct a 100 percent
Wl inspection of industrial equipment costing
e over $25,000 for proper IPE identification
; and (NA citation

3. Inventory records DIPEC to provide PA and procuring :
. ineccurate and contracting officer (PCO) with a listing
il incomplete; of contractor IPE holdings S
- inventory i
- improperly DIFEC to perform systematic inventories
P administered and reconcile records to contractor
i records/holdings

L, Inventory reporting
\ i inaccurate and The plant clearance officer to aspure
I incomplete transfer reporting after IFPE shipment
and disposal

¥ l . ' Disposal reporting requirements in
‘ regulations brought into agreement

. :

: 1 DIPEC to provide PCO and ACO names of

o contractor operations in vwhich there iu ‘

. late or nonreporting of IPE receipt, f -
) transfer, and disposal '

PA's annual system survey expanded to ,
L review timeliness of contractor reperting
[ of IPE receipt, transfer, and disposal

Installation equipment manager to assure
[ : timely reporting of IPE receipt and
. transfer

i Regulation revised to provide for
5 notifying DIPEC of transfer

. T

Tl

(MAEC)




Table 2 (continued)

IFE problenm area

Proposed asystem changes

3 and 4  (continued)

DIPEC to provide HQ AMC names of
installations that violate reporting
requirements to effect corrective action

Regulations changed to require Property
Disposal ¢ 'cer (PDO) tc report dlsposal
within 3 .3

DIFEC to porovide Army installatlions with
list of holdings by UIC to facllitate
IPE location

DIFEC to perform systematic inventories
and reconcile DIPEC records to reflect
Army records/holdings

5. Iradequate Mobilization contractor and/or Governmcnti
recertification and plant maintalning mobilization reserve
approval of package ldentificd on management control
mobilization form
reserve packages

Date of production agreemeont with
contractor ldentified to reduce/eliminate
delays in negotiating production
agreements

6. loaned IPE renders Return or replacement date for monitoring
mobilization return of loaned IPE required on menagement
reserve package form
incapable of meeting
produvction goal

T. Inadequate DA establish pollicy on IPE utlilization

@RS

survelllance to
agsure maximum use
of IFE

Long-term tests to be ilnstituted by type

ol user to: (1) establish concepts and
procedures for most efficlent and economlcal
use of IPE; (2) determine areas of hest
application of utilization history data;

(3) determine efficacy of utilization
standards; ard (4) determine trade-off
economics for collecting, analyzling, and
applying utilization history data under
various procusses

8
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Table 2 (continued)

IFE problem ares

Proposed system changes

Te

(continued)

Use time meters on high-priced IPE, i.e.,
2 $25,000

AMC Inopector General (IG) inspection
relating to IFE to be eliminated

The DA Equlpment Survey Program for AMC
actlvities to be subsumed under the CEMPR

CEMFR procedures changed

HQ AMC to emphasize control of Government-
owned contractor-operated/contractor-
owned contractor-cperated (GOCO/COCOs)
with $10 million or more of Government-
owned IFE. Additlonally conduct 100
percent sampling when surveying IPE with
acquisition cost = $25,000. Use modified
Defense Contract Administration Services
(DCAS) checklist form for survey results
sent to HQ AMC

8.

Underreporting of
idle/excess IFE

Regulation to be changed to assure
adharence to new reporting requirement,

to reflect criteria for application, and
need for 100 percent sampling during walk-
through

Use management indicetor to monitor
adherence to reporting of equipment as
idle or excess

Change regulations to clarity definitions
of idle and excess equlpment and reporting
requlrements

Change regulations to distinguish between
wllitery services and DIFPEC use of ildle
and excess terws

CEMPR Guideline to review IPE in 3H
status code

(RAG®
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Teble 2 (continued)

! IPE problem area Proposed system changes .

: 9. Exceagive and Compare actual and estimated repalr costs

: uneconomlcal repair

. costn; poor Expand reguwlation to require requisitioning

| malntenance records; for replacement before major repalr

: noncompliance with :
and weak preventive Major repalr defined in regulstion

malntenance procedures
Meintain record Justifying expenditure .
over limitetlons ;..

e e R e e A o N s ol Pt e L S 1 Bl SR T

Additional approval required for repalrs
exceeding repalr cost limltations 2

Regulatlon revised to clarify repalr cost J
limttation - R

DIFEC to provide additional. data for IFE
. avallability

Expand regulation to require automation

) of mailntenance and prcventive maintenance
/ (PM) programs at all major AMC

i\ Installatlions

0D, DA, and AMC to resolve status of
draft publications on IPE maintenance

AMC to review local regulations foi

complianice with AMC pollcy N
DA to publish guidence for developlng IPE ;
. PM procedurcs v

Regulatisn to be clarifizd to permlit use ’-';'

of exisling maintenance record forms

8.

10
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AR

T

R

AAA
ACO
ACSFOR
AF
AFEMS
AFIC
ATF
AMA
AMC
AMCR
AMP
AR
ARD
ASA (T&L)
ASD
ASPR
BEMO
BPS
CEMO
CEMFR

ca
CNM

coco
Cspp

ABBREVIATIONS

Arny Audit Agency
administrative contracting officer
Asslstant Chlef of Steff for Force Development
Alr Force
Alr Force Equipment Mana,oment System
Alr Porce logistics Command
Army Industrial Fund
Air Materiel Area
Aruy Msteriel Command
Aruy Materiel Commind Regulation
Army Materiel Plan
Amy Regulation
Autowatic Relemse Date
Assiotent Secretary of the Armmy, Installations and Logistics
Asslstant Secretary of Defense
Arwed Servlice Procurement Regulation
Pase Equipment Management Office
Base Retention Study
Command Eguipment Management Office
Compand Equipment Management Program Review
Command Equipment Management Teams
Commanding General
certificate of nonavailability
Chief of Navel Material
contractor=-owned contractor-operated
Command Supply Discipline Program

11
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DA
DCAS

DCNM
DCS

DOSLOG

DCS Sys & log
DIFPECQ
DIFR/NIFR

DL3C
DOD
DODI
D3A
DSAM
EMO
GAO
GUCO
GOGO
GSA
HEW

HQ AMC
T&L
189
ICP

IE

G

IPE
ISA
MSC
MTDA
MTOE
NAEO
NARF
NARO
NAVAIRSYSCOM

Department of the Army
Defense Contract Administration Services

Deputy Chief Naval Materilal

Deputy Chinf of Staff

Deputy Chilef of Staff for Ioglstics
Deputy Chief of Staff Systems & Iogilstics
Lefense Industrial Plant Equipment Center

Deportuental Industrial Plant Reserve and National
Industrial Plant Reserve

Defense Loglstics Support Center

Departwment of Defense

Departuwent of Defense Instruction

Defense Supply Agency

Defense Supply Agency Manual

Equipment Managemant Office

General Accounting Office

Government-owned contractor=operated
Govermment-owned Government-opernted
General Services Administration

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
Headquarters, Army Materiel Command
Installatlions and Logistics

Installations and Services

inventory control point

installation equipment

inspector gereral

industrial plant equipment

Installations and Services Agency

ws,Jor subordinate coumand

Modification Table of Distribution and Allowances
Modified Table of Organization and Equipment
flaval Alr Engineering Office

Neval Alr Rework Facility

Naval Alr Engineering Office

Naval Air Systems (ommand

12
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NOISD

NFO

NWISO .
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PPB

R&D
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Naval Comptroller . \
Naval Comptrolivr's Manual
Naval Material Command

&aval Material Industrial Resburces Office \
Naval Ordnance Systems Coumend ' :

Naval Ship Systems Command

National Inventory Control Point

Naval Ordpance lndustrial Systems Division \

Navy Purctzsing Office

Naval Weapons Industrial Support Office

0ffice of the Asslstant Seeretary of Defense
operations and'maintenance, Army .
property administrator. |
procuring contracting officex

roperty 'disposal officer
Erocurement of Equipment and Missiles, Aruy
US Army Production Equipment Agency
Praventive Maintenance

1
1

planning, programming, budgeting

research and developmpnt

requirements and procurcment

research, developuant, and engineering
reseerch, development, test, and engineering
reutilizaticn value perceniage

Study Advisory Group

System-wide Project for Electronic Equipment et .cgots
The Arqy Authorization Documents System

The Army Maintenance\Management System
technical bulletin |

table of distribution and allorancea

Test and Evaluation Command

technical mwanual

tablu of organization and equipment 1‘ \
Unit Identification Jode

\
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\ Chapter 1
\ INTRODUCTION

|
PROBLEM AND STUDY OBJECTIVE

Eroblen

- Numerous inquiries during vecent years by variodf investigatory
agencles have continued to highlight deficiencies in the mamner und
extent to which the Army has managed itﬁ current inventory of IFE, b&th
for curreﬁt productlon and for mobilizetion reEerva purposas. The Amy
needs & bétter gystem for managing IPE tc improve its operations and roduce

the critlcisms from these auditing agencies. \ |
. T

j !
Objective .
. The obJectlve of the study effort was to struocture in order of

luportance IFE wmanagement areas that weﬁe designated agp problem‘areas
ildentify the causes of thems
problems and ways 'ia which they can be correcteds Achilevement of this

by CGovermment suditing agencles, and to

objective would enable the Army to lmprove the system for the managedent

of IPE and reduce or eliminate cﬁiticisma from the auditing agencles.
\ |

TACKGROUND \ ' \

DOD-Army Inventory of IPE

IFE is used in the manufacture and maintenance of end items and com=-
\

avallable to the Government and its contractors for their use. The

ponents  of mater%el. It 1o lmportant that an adeguate gquantity of IPE be

l

Government furnishes IFE to defense contractors Lo augment thelr capabilities
to produce end itewms and components for the mllitary. Thls type of IIE 1s

i
\

! : 1k : \
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referred to as Government-furnished IFPE., In addition to contractor-used
IFE, the military uses IFE for wanufscturing, maintenance, processing,
and in R&D operations.

IPE 1s defined as "...that part of plant equipment with an acquisition
cout of $1,000 or more; used for the purpose of cutting, abrading, grinding,
shaping, forming, Joining, testing, weasuring, heating, treating or other-
wise altering the physical, electrical or chemical properties or materials,
comporisnts or end items, entalled in wanufacturing, maintenance, supply,
processing, asseuwbly, or recearch and development operations...” (Ref 1,
pars B 102.11)

IPE within DOD as of 31 March 1970 amounted to over $4,2 billion,
as shown in Tig. L. The dollar value of active IFE accounts for most of
tals total. Active IPE 1s that which is currently in use. IFPE designated
as part of 8 yackage refers to IIE in wobilization reserve packages, commonly
referred to as "layaway lines," which way be used for future production of
end items or components of materiel. This reserve production capability
is required to augment actual production during national emergenciles. The
idle IPE shown in Fig. 1 refers to IFE within DOD that is not currently
being used and is avallable for reallocation to users.

Figure 2 shows the dlstribution of active IPE within DOD. The Army
is the second Jargest holder of actilia IiE, with 30 percent of the inventory.
The Navy holds 4l percunt and the Air Force 24 percent. With reference
to luyawsy lines, however, the Amy is the largest holder of IFE (Fig. 3).
It holds 96 percent in standby lines, 83 jercent in sctive base packages,
and 75 percent in package plants. Each type of layaway line designates
the type of facilliy holding the IFi and #he ability of the line to be
activated a5 a comnlete production unit.

The dispersion of active and idle IPE withiu the Army is shown in
Table %. AMC is responcible for over 9T percent of the Army's IFE. It
13 held at contractor-operated facilitlies, Army arsenals, R&D facilities,
depots, suprort centers and storage points. There is a difference in the
wethod of IPE management ai. these facilitles. Contractor-operated facilitiles
using IPE are governed by tie Armed Services Procurement Regulations (ASPRs)
whereas AMC facilities are governed by Army Regulations (ARs) and AMCRs.

15
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P

3 Package

' 30,418
1 'dll

‘3 19,748

.
o

Active
395,682

L.sase/loan
M

Total: 446,759 ltems

Idle
$216,072,000
N\

Package

$428,657,000

Leasse/loan

< $17,040,000

Active
$3,585,727,000

Totals $4,247,496,000

Fig. 1-=Total DOD {nventory, 31 Mar 70

| Air Force Army
. 93,008 116,965
DSA & Misc, (24%) {30%)
6,621 |
2%) N\
1
' Navy
N 174,088
o (44%)

Total unitst 390,682

Other than loan/lease.
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Navy 6
(4%)

DSA 32
(21%)

Total Plants:

151

Navy 2
(4%)
Aty 25
(83%)}
Total Lines: 45 Total Packages: 30

Fig. 3—Distribution within DOD cof Layaway Lines,
31 Mar 70, by Typse Line

17

(mac)

e i



sspojral amyy SUTISFIFD WOIF S

FTNOOP soamos Jo £39Ta8A B 8SM O3 P
a=q3 399F 943 o3 S[UPEE enp S} A1 proq-Smry Jo f33uwab 18303 Wk O3 ST € 57gel pue ¢ "3

sozay Sea fprgs #43 € ST9EL UT

qnogeaIq Y} JMASTYIE 03 I3pI0 U}
ToaAn3q A0ZelSTSUCSUT wﬂn.

SooTeNOTTY PUB UOTINQTMSIC IO ILAEL 9L
£ ssomescTTY PUR UOTINARTISTA 3O I(ARE VIS ¢quandyrby puv WoTRZIWESI0 JO IAEL TWOTAROTITRON ‘E0IH,
P ¢ ] T41E$ 9°6L1% 9-£0% 9°0£% g4I 3500 DoV
6gofte 9E6 61 16961 oI €95 Gy STRTL 4% STWOL
pa3Iois 50K sayun dooxL
Y
9°EL ¥ suoTyeRg/samED a0y
gE6‘e /s3sca/szodaq SEISIIAQ
EREK]
659°€ od1a
sawquay roddng
(K312 1308 szafenay 308foxd
adfy £q oT9B[TRA® 3OH)
. od :
L*gers s3oqua) FIH/szoded SONGD
139 o i - 3
—SSTITETISY 2UTESSL |
—STITOYy Y STOTEqeT | WY
SOTFITTIoRL T
€28 ¢ 9°GLTS sTeTesxy | 0D0D) pazexade
ITQITTBAY 10K ™'Y 169°61 JUARIIISOG-PIAKO FUAALIIACT
o Ll qeal®
oTqETIRAY 30 9EETT lon‘ye 0209
g £a% 2°95%
STQETTRAV 30K GIT Y gri‘1e 0000
35790V ITeL | ear3sv STPI | SATA9Y
W/ Wi TeTISTPUL 29e0pUL - pus
/00 kg = £37az3ov adLzfxspTol | o

TECIOH NV KEISAS ALTTIEVINNODIV i &l

(SUOTTTTH UT SIBTTod)

£ 9198}

IV A0 NOISHEISIA

18

(RAS)




© DR T e

DOD Organization for IPE Management

A comprehensive discussion of departmental organizations for IPE
management ig provided in Chap 7. A general descriptioh is given helow.
The principal levels of mwanagement for the three services is shown in
Fig. b,

Air Force Orgenization. At the Department of Air Force level, the
Deputy Chief of Staff for Research and Development (DCS R&D) is concerned
with contractunl efforts (e.g., COCO and GOCO), as wull ac those Air Force
military activities engaged in research and development. fThe Deputy Chief
of Staff for Systems & lLogistice (DSC Sys & Log) is concerned with all other
Alr Force facilities. The counterpart of the DCS R&D at the next level iu
the AF Systems Command, which controls, in a line capacity, the test and
special weapons centers, the laboratories, and the management of contracts
relating to R&D as well as production efforts.

The AF Logistice Command (AFIC) is the counterpart of the DUS Sys &
Iog. It controls the air materiel areas (AMAs), which are somewhnt ana-
logous to the Ammy's commodity commands minus their R&D misslons. At the
headquarters level, AFIC, the Directorate of Materlel Requlrements under
the DCS Materiel Managewment plays a key role in equipment management.

Navy Organization. The office of the Deputy Chilef of Naval Operationc
(logistics), does not concern itself with IPE, per se, The AMC counter-
part within the Navy is the Naval Material Command. IPE in the hands of
contractors is administered through the Contracts Adminlstration Divisilon

of the Deputy Chief of Naval Material-Procurewent and Production, whereas
IPE in Naval Facilities is controlled by the Dilrectorate of Installations
and Industrial Resources under the Deputy Chief of Naval Material Ilogiletic
Support. The Naval system commands=the rlosest Navy counterpart to the
Army's commodity commands—perform in a line capacity to the Chlef of
Naval Material. The largest users of IPE within the Navy are reported to
be the Ailr Systems Command, the Ordnance Systems Command, and the Ship
Systems Coumand. Broad guldance is dismseminated from the Deputy Chief

of Naval Material (DCNM) level. Each systems command is organized uniqguely
and interprets the DCNM policy and guldance for application to the facilities
under its control. The Naval laborutories are controlled by the Director
of Navy laboratories under the DCNM for Development.

19




Depts of Army

Dept. of Air Force

Dept. of Navy

Chief of Staff

Chief of Staff

Chist of Nava! Operations

el

I 1

Army Materjel
Command (AMC}

Naval Matarial

Command

(MATCOM)

Commodity
Commands

Ailr Force Alr Force
Loglstics Systoms
Command Command

(AFLC) {AFSC)
Alr Materlel

Arear (AMAs)

Customars

Customers

Naval Systems
Commond

(SYSCOMS)

Customers

Fig. 4—Conparison of Logi ilcs Organizotiona! Structures




Army Organization. Figure 5 illustrates the principal activities
within DA that participate actively in IFE management. At the DA level,
the Deputy Chief of Staff, Loglstics (DCSLOG), promulgatas policy for
IFE wanagewsint 4o rclated to the Industrial Preparedness Program. This
pollyy afflects arsenals and contractor facllitiec at the AMC level, It
has no impact on AMC facilitles such ms laboratorles, mslutenance depots,
proving grounds, ate,

Control of the planning, programming, and budgeting aspecta of IPE
wanagement rests at the HQ AMC level with three principal directorates:
the Directorate of R&P, which has responsibility for the FEMA funds, the
Directorate of RDE responsible for RDTE funds, and finally, the Directorate
of Maintenance which has responsibility for operations and meintenance, Army
(0MA) funds. Twe divisions of the Directorste of R&P participate actively
in IFE wanagement., The Procurement Policy Division concentrates on policy matters
relating to IFE management in contractor operations. The Industrial Pre-
paredness Division is responsible for consolidating equlpment, requirements,
including IPE, for PEMA funded purposes, including the contractor require-~
ments but excluding PEMA funds for IPE to be used in maintenance depots.
The Special Assistant for Depots has cognlzance over the dapotas. Commodity

commands, under which the arsenals operate, report to the Commanding General/
Deputy Commanding General, HQ AMC,

PEQUA 15 & Class II activity that reports to the Directorate of R&P,
HQ AMC. PEQUA 1g largely limited to thuse activities falling within the
Industrial Preparedness Program. It is actlve in the coordination and
evaluation of proposed lay-away progrems, wodernization programs, and manu-
facturing methods and technology programs.

ISA 18 also a Class II mctivity. I{L reports to the Directorate of
I%S, HQ AMC. TISA's wmission 1r to serve as the technical aim of the
Directorats, 1f:5, HQ AMC. The equipment Management Branch of this agency
hes responsibility for equipment at instrllations.

Defense Industrial Plant Equipment Center. DIPEC operates under the
direction of the Director, DSA and wansges the DOD IFE progrem to ensure
the reutilization of avallable assets. It is responsible for the com«

position, malntenance, and control of a balanced reserve of IFE. Its
responeibilities include technical direction of central storage sites,
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maintenance of the master inventory of all IFE, centralized inventory
control of 1dle IFE, development of a uniform system of equipment coding,
recording and reporting, and monitoring the disposal of excess IPE,

AUDITING AGENCY CRITICISMS OF ARMY MANAGEMENT OF ITE
Bacause of Congressional interest in <he management of CGoverrment-

owned IFE, various auditing agencles ave constuntly reviewing the Army,

Navy and Air Force's management of IFE at service instellations and

contractor operations. Eight studieaz-g nave been conducted siuce

December 1966,

Three studies in particular were directed at the Army's management

of IPE, The May 1968 study was concerned with inactive IFE at arsenals,

the lfovember 1969 study addressed active and inactive IFE at Army installations
b and contractors, and tha O¢tober 1970 study examined the mapvagemeat of

idle IFE in mobilization reserve packages. The other five studivs examined
: contractor and service wanagement, "tilization, maintenante, disposal,
and reporting of PE. The studies have examined the management functions
associated with I'E including acquisition (requisitioning and procurement),
utilization, maintenance (of active and in storage IFE), modernizationm,
reporting, and mobilizatlon, During their studies the suditing agencies
vigited service installstions and contractors to review management practices
for adherence to prescribed regulations, Within the Army the audits have
v almost exclusively concentrated on IFPE management at AMC facllities, or
AMC-controlled activitiez, o.g., COCO and GO0 facilities. This was to
. be expected since AMC is responsible for almost all Army reported IFE,

AS3UMPTIONS
_ Auditing agency criticisms of IIE management were accented at face
| value., A RAC audit of AMC mansgement of IFE was not proposed since so
f, : many studies had already been performed. It was asaumed that the problem
[ f areas had been correctly identified, liowever, the study group realized
: that some of the criticisms were of questlonable validity and that others
: had been refuted, All criticisws were considered only to assure that all
[ : possible areas of AMC 1PE managoment were subject to RAC review for possible
improvement.

| 23




SCOPF
i This study concentrated on identifying and providing solutions to
; § : those wost critical and ilmportant IFE management problem areas that have

RS T

- plagued the Army during the past 6 years. These arems of IPE wanage-~
7 ment deficlency have been continually eriticized by various Government
’.ﬁ ‘ nuditing agencies. Suggested chnnges to improve the AMC managewent of
,“ IPE were proposed, o be implemented insofar as possible, within the
framework of existing DOD/bSA/DA and AMC regulationa.

. During the course of the study, several other problem areas were
‘;" ' idaentified but were mutually agreed between RAC and the clilent not to
- be within the purview of the study. These problems included: (1) the
o awbiguity in definition of IPE; fluctuations in Faderal supply classification,
(2) questionable validity of the dollar breskpoint in IPE lesignation,
and (3) the lack of uniformity among services in item coverage.

APPROACH TO ACHIEVING STUDY OBJECTIVE
The study approach to developing an improved IPE asset visibility
and control system is illuétrated in Fig. 6. The most important aspects
of the approach are discussed below.
. (1) The life cycle concept of materiel was used as the basic
s framework for analyzing the logistle functions relating to Army IFE.
(2) The prevailing DOD, DA, and AMCR regulations were reviewed for
IFE wmanagement policiles and procedures,
(3) The IPE managemsnt systems of the Army, Navy, and Alr TForce
w‘i were compared.
© . () An extensive examinstion of auditing agency criticisms of Army
. menegement was conducted to determine the nature and causes of the criticloms.
(5) An analysis of Army management controls was made to determine what

controls were required to develup an improved syctem for Army wanagement.
(6) Suggestions for system changes to policlesc and procedurss

were formulated to iwprove IPE asset vielbllity and control and reduce

auditing agency criticisms of Army mwanagement of IFE,

Each of these aspects of the study approach are described in more
detail below.
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Current Army
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System:

Lite Cycle
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Air Force
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Fig. §—Methodology for Developing on IPE Asset
Visibility and Control System
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Life Cycle Concept

The management of IPE was correlated with the phases used for the life
‘cycle of materlel Lo assure that all areas of management during the existence
of IPE were identified. This included the life cycle phases of requirements
determination, acguisition, distribution, maintenance, and dispcsal. Within
each of' these rhases IFE management functions were defined, A total of
eighteen management functions, shown in Table 4, were identified.
Definitions of these functlons are given in App A.

Figure 7 shows the generallzed concept for IFE management that was
developed by the study group. The heavily outlined boxes in the Tlow
chart indicate the problem aress that were addressed during the study.

Current Army System for IFPE Management
8 A comprehensive set of 19 flow charts was developed by the study

Awi:

. group to depict current Army processes of IFE management. Kach flow chart,
however, did not describe Just one of the 18 management functions since
one chart can illustrate wore than one function. Three flow charts deu-
cribed the requirements life cycle phase and 1llustrated *the authorization
process, military supply system, and funding documentation. The acquisition
phase was described in terms of requisitioning, procurement, and TPE transfer.
The distribution phase accounted for the majority of flow charts and included
illustrations of mobilization resurve package management, proceasing loans
to other usmers, storage and transportation, veporting, inspection, and
contract termination. The waintenance phase portrayed mointenance oper-
ations for both active and idle IPE, Disposal (1l.e., IFE disposition)
wad 1llustrated by plant clearance and base closure operations. Other
flow charts i1llustrated the life cycle concept for IPE management from the
property administrator's viewpoint.
The flow charts have had useful applications. They are the first set
¢! of flow charts ever developed that depict the Army's management of ITE
g over the life cycle, Second, they provide an overviow of the functional
responsibilities of organizations both internal and external to *+"~ Army
and serve as a basls for communication between these functionsl uvrganizational
elements. Third, they serve as a base line for eveluating the Amy's IFG
management system and for identifying system deficlencles, asystem responsibilitiles,
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Table 4
FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS

OF AUQITING AGENCY CRITICIEMS

Life Cycle Phﬁeea

IFE Management Functions

. |
Requirements (Planning,
Programming and Budgeting

Operational Requirements Determination
Mobilization Requiremeuts Determinetion
Authorization

Acjulaition

Identification
Requisitioning
Procurement

. loan/lease (keceipt)

Receipt |

Distiitution

Property Accountability
Utilization -

Redistribution \
Loan/lease (Out of Iayuway) ,
Storage and Shipment

Maintenance

Preventive Maintenarnce
Repair
Overhaul/Rebuild

Disposal (Disposition)

Idle/Excess Reporting
Disposition

27
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and redesign of the syetem. Tourth, they scrve as a comprohioncive dia-
grom of IFE wanagement that can be incorporated into Arnmy regulations.
Iastly, they serve as a training aid.

Preveiling Regulations, Directives, and Memorandums
Considerable study effort was devoted to analysis of the multitude

of regulations, directives, snd memorandums pertaining to IPE, Many of
these regulations were overlapping and several were conflicting. A
distinction was made between regulations for contractor operations (e.g.,
governed by ASFR) and DOD, DA, and AMC regulations that govern Army
activities. The regulations, directives, and memorandums were reviewed for
volicies and procedures prescribing IPE wanagement.

Air Force and Navy IFE Managewent Systems
The Air Force and Nevy systems for 1PE manegement were investigated.

The study group sought useful techniques that could be used in Army manage-
ment of IPE, Applicable Alr Force and Navy manuals, regulations, and
memorandums vere reviewad and interviews conducted at various echelons of
Alr Force and Navy orgaenizetions to determine how these services were or-
ganized to perform IPE management, where declsions were made, and the
nature of their controls for IPE wanagewent., The manner in which they

uanaged problem areas was of paramount importance to the study group in
its analysis and couparison of service wanegement,

Auditing Agency Criticisms

As mentioned previously,; eight studie89'9 have been conducted by various
Govermment auditing egencies since 1966, which have criticized the management
of IFE at mllitary and contractor operations. Literally thousands of pages
have been devoted by these agencles to the ldentifications of hundreds of
eriticisms.

A method was needed to ldentify the wost fundamental and important of
the eriticisms. In reviewing these critlcisms the study group assumed that
the problems d1d exist as portrayed and that they had been properly iden-
tified. The criticisms were acceptad at face value although 1t was realized
that some were of questionable valildity or had been refuted by the Army.
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They were considered to ensurve that all possible areas of IFE management
deficiencies were ldentified. The criticisms were structured by IPE wanage-
ment fuaction within life eyole phases. '

In order to identify the most impnrtant end long lasting of the
problem areas, criteris were developed for ranking the criticisms. The
criteria sre shown in Fig. €. The oriteria reflect elements having a high
interest value to the DOD and DA since they affect the Army's capability
to perform its mission and operate with reasonable economy. Three
categories of problems were identified——critical, important, and less
important. In order to qualify as critical, the problem had to affect
at least four of the criteria. For exsmple, an inventory problem that is
eritical affects the Army's abllity to perform its mission, large dollar
values of IFE, many Army or contractor organizational elements, and DITEC's
reutilization mission. Table 5 lioctes the resulting array of critilcal,
important, and less Juportant IFE problem areas.

At the direction of the Army's ftudy Advisory Group, the study teauw
concentrated on solutions to problems designated as critical and important.
Each problem aren was expressed as a summary problem statement (eegey
deflcient management of ASD inventory) but could represent from 1 to 10
different eriticisms within the same srea. An example 1s glven for "deficient
management of ASD inventory" in Fig. 9, which represents five criticisms in
ASD inventor&. They occur at contractor operations (CoCO and GOCO) and Army
instellations (arsenals).

Annlysis of Cor'rols Required

During this stage of the study, the current system for IFE wmanagement,
applicable regulations, auditing agency criticisms, and strengths and
wenknesses of the Ailr Force and Navy management cystems were analyzed
collectively to determine the type of IFE control required for more effective
Army management of IFE.

Problem areas were evaluated to determine the type of controls the Arwy
applied. Two types of controls were ldentified. The first relates to
preventing the problems from occurring and involves a decision at heand-
quarter's level for approval or dieapproval. An examwple 1ls inadequate
recertification of layuweys, and loans rendering layeway lines incapable
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! CRITERIA FOR RANKING CRITICISMS
AFFECTS:

o Army's capability to perform Its mission
o Large $ value of Army IPE
‘ » Many Army/contractor orgonizatinnol elements
o High operating costs for Army
o DIPEC's raytilization minsion adversely

A T T e T T

Number of criteria
E Category needad to qualify
i
f_- Critical 4.5
i Important k]
L.ess important Va2
! Fig. 8--Criteria for Ranking Criticisms
1
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Table 5
SUMMARY OF IFE MANAGEMENT PROBLEMS

Rank IFE problem ares

Critical DIFPEC not screened prior to purchase
Deficient management of mobillization reserve package inventory
Inventory records lnaccurate and incomplete; inventory
inproperly administered

Important Inadequate review and recertification of mobllization reserve

packeges
Inventory reporting inaccurate and incomplete
Inadequate survelllance to asssure maximum use of IPE and
reporting of ldle IPE
Loaned IPE renders mobilization reserve packages incapable of
meeting production needs
Excessive repalr costs and poor management records
. Underreporting of 1d.'l.e/ excess IPB
Less Inadequate review of and economic Justiflcation for
important replacenent/modernization

Projected industrial. operational requirements not being sent
to DIPEC

Projected industrial mobilization requirements not being sent
to DIPEC

MILSTRIFP requires modiflcatlon to accommodate to DIPEC
requisitioning procedure

Procurement operations deficlent
Contractor exceeded 30-day criteria for initial reporting

Contractor use or rentael of IPE not in best interest of
government

Unnecessary shipment to storage sltes during realignment period

Noncompliance with and weak procedures for preventive
maintenance¥

Items disposed of without DD Form 1342 sent to DIPEC

#Dy dlrection of the client, the problem was Lncorporated for RAC study and
solution with the "important" problem, "Excessive repalr costs and poor
maintenance records."
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Army
Criticol criticism Ar Depot Navy F:r‘;.
Coco | Goco senal R&D
o Deficlent management of ASD*Inventory
r
= Reaciivation/Loons of {PE rendered
c % ASD incapsble of mesting purpone X X
2 5
i § Number of ASDs and IPE ot facility
E o different from DIPEC number X X X
e
a e |dle |PE retained with no identifiable
[ mobilization requiremen?, held for
o averail mission X
{PE retained in excess of ASD
production need X X X
PIPEC not screened for sheriages
or unserviceable X

Fig. 9~Deficient Management of ASD nventory

*Army personnel have the practice of referring to mcbilization reserve packages of IPE as "ASODs.” This
come about ns a resuit of the need for the Office of the Assistant Secretory of Defense (QASD) to approve the
estcblishmnat of such o package. An approved mobilization reserve package also was glven o unique, desig-
natiig number by the OASD, In this and subseguent figures do wall as the taxt, the more cotrect acronyin
“ASD" has been used [n ileu of "ASOD" to designate these packages,
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of meeting production goels. Another type of control was designated as

a response to an auditing agency 1hspection. Here HQ AMC raviewed the

major subordinate command's response to the criticism of tha auditing agency.
This type of control 1s not as effective as 4 provontive control sinee 1t is

an after-the-fact review. It was found that although the sources of many

nf the problems were at the plant or installation level the major subordinute
commands were expected to control IZE management probliem areas with minimal
or no feedback to BQ AMC, Furither, HQ AMC appeared to rely most heavlly

on audlting agencles to escertain the efrectiveness uf the major subordinats
commands in controlling IFPE management. It was noted thet there was a lack
of controls at uth the F9 AMC level and wmajor subordinate coumands to
ensure that problem areas were resolved and that they would not reoccur.

Data requirad for proper decision making, monitoring, and control was not
available at the HQ AMC level.

Suggested System Chanres

Specific deficiencles were identit'ied and suggestlons developad to
resolve the problsam areas in the current system for Army end contractor
wonagewent of IFE, These suggestlons primarily took the form of changes
to existing organization structure, policy, and procedures. '

Orgonization and Scope of Document

For purposes of problem study, solution, and presentation some of the
eritical and ilmportant problems were nggregated. For example threg ot the
nine problems related to the general subject of management of IFE in mcbili-
zation reserve packages. Similar treatment was afforded problems in the
genecal areas of property accountability, and to IFE utilization end
reporting of idle IFE, The nine critical and important problems have keen
covered in succeeding chapters in the following manners

Chapter
Problem Statement Coverage
DIFEC not screened prior to purcheape 3
Deficient management of mobilization reserve 3
package invenltory 2 "

Inventory records inaccurate and incomplete;
inventory improperly administered L

3k




. u’ . Ohapter /J‘J
;g? . Problem Statement Coverage
N | Inadequate review and recertification of
e mobilization reserve packages 2
Inventory reporting inaccurate and
incomplete h

Inadequate surveillance to asesure
mexigum use of IFE snd reporting of idle IPE 5

Loened IFE renders mobilizatlion reserve
packages incapable of meeting production
needs 2

Excessive repalr costs, poor maintenance
recnrdas, noncomplisvce with and wesk
procedures for preventive maintenance 6

. Underreporting of idle/excess IPE 5

Chapter T has been devoted to a task assigned to the RAC study tean
by the Chief of Staff, HQ AMC. Basically the study team was asked to
exsuine possible organizational altermatives within AMC that would permit
the integration and control of all IFE activites under a single management.

IPE management at present Is organized largely along functional organizational

; lines. The AAA took note that thls method of managing IPE was a factor in
wany of the problems they nad noted (Ref 6, para 2d), The problem, although
not related directly to problem findings of the investigatory reportszhg,
relates quite closely to the general subject of IPFE wmanagement.
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Chapter 2

PROFOSED RESOLUTION OF CRITICIAMS REIATING TO MANAGEMENT
OF IFE IN MOBILIZATION RESERVE PACKACGES

NATURE OF PROBLEMS/CRITICISMS
The Army's munagement of IFE in mobilizition reserve packages has beean
subjected to three general types of problem, as deseribed below.

Inadequate Process Recertificetion and Approval of Mobjlization Resexve
Packages

Auditing agencles noted that the recertification and approval process
permitted the recertification and approval of mobilization reserve rackages
for wvhich a specific contractor or Government plant had not been selected
or reserved. The Army was also criticized for permitting excessive delays in
negotiating production sgreements with contractors.

Defilclent Mahagement of Mobllization Reserve Inventory

Specific ariticisms within this problem area included the retention
of IFE in excess of the Army's mobilization requirement elther because
there was no ldentii'lable wobiliuation regulremsnt or bucause the IFE
was retained as purt of the facility's wlscion support equipment, The IFE
represented an excess of production capacity for the mobilization reserve
package. Other specific criticisms included reectlvation of IFE within
the mobilization rese rve package rendering it incapable of' weeting its
intended purpose; not scresning DIPEC for wobillization reserve package

shortages or unserviceables; IPE requlring wepair; and differunces between
DIPEC and Army records relative to the numbar of mobilization reserve packages

and IFE.
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Intended Production Goals

-

; [ Loened IFE Renders Mobilization Reserve Packages Incapable of Meetina Ji
! [
' 1

" Within this area of criticisw auditing agencles faulted the Army for
' lending IPE frowm mobilization reserve packages with no assurance of
their return or replacement. In addition loans were not reported to

DIPEQ in urder that DIPEC might adjuct i1ts IFE inventory record to show i‘

the pomsessor and location of the IFE,

v CURRENT SYSTEM AND BVALUATION—ARMY !
x Mobiliretion Reserve Package Recortificetion aud Approval |

Under the current systew for mobilization reserve package recertiflca-
. tiou and approval, Fig. 10, Col a, the wajor subordinate command [MSC)
prepares and reviews supplementary mobilizatlon reserve paclage data,
The supplementary date consists of the ASD aspproval number, end item, planned
producer and lcocation, and the location of' the IFE. During recertification,

P i s s

0

mobilization data 1s used for reviewing the need for the mobilization
resarve package. The mejnr suvborilnate commander reviews the supplementary
deta, mobllization requifements and production capability, and slgns the
Format B (Certification - Package or Standby Tine) which verifies that the
u'. ' mobilization reserve package was reviewed and meets the retentlon criterion

| of DODI h215.18.10 This eriterion specifles that the mobilizetion reserve ' ;
package 18 required to meet c¢ritical mobilization needs. The Foruat B |

- P

and the supplementary data are then forwarded to HQ AMC for approval by the |
Director of R&FP, whe forwards it to the FiMA Division of the DCSIOG, who,
ir turn, approves end forwards it thrcugh chennels 4o OASD. The current
recertificatior process emphasizes the need for the mobilization reserve
package. Little attention is given to the integrity of the package or :
o condition of the IFE, )
P In effect, but only recently lmplemented (see Fig, 10, Col b),
: - AR T00-90 (R=f 11, pp 5-10) requifeu thut, an A3D Status Report, NNCE DD
I&U (AR 642), accompany the Format B, The ASD Status Report s beiny
. gubatitted annually with quarterly chenges. It 1s used in conjunction j
3?“” : | with and should be reconciled to the Acmy Materiel Plan (AMP) and the
ﬁ- o Departmental Industrisl Plant Reserve sand National Industrial Plant
-, T Reserve (DIFR/NIFR) Report for identification of the wobilization requirement ‘
; ;' } for the wmobilization reserve package.
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CURRENT METHOD DIRECTED BY AR 700.90'!
Format Bs
DA Format
B AMC
consolldated
N 642
‘.‘- N h
1 ]
> Format ‘ l
B Format Bs
DIPEC AMC
AMC A SP.$ consolidated
R:qulr‘omn’ ASD 642
ats from
AMP, BRS, eauipment ]
i Budget Flle
[ Farma+ Be
‘ 1
\ AMC
' - F 1 consoliddated
PEQUA or;\o 642
t
4
Format B, Signaturs CG MSC
Format B3
, Major ASD No.
X SUBO"“":M Producer Major subordinate
v o Comman Location commond
ol End oM ot e consolidated
' l.ocation 642
b,

Fig. 10~Comparison of Data Flows for Mobilization Reseive Packuge
. Recertification and Management—
Current System Compored with System under Implementation
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i Management of Mobilizaetion Reserve Package Inventory

Mobilization raserve package inventory is managed in the folluwing 5,:
. manner{ voids are fllled by sending requisitions to DIFEC. The volds
are surfaced when the mobllization reserve packesge 1s ieviewed or when a

Co contractor asks for IFPE never given him as part of the package that was
negotiated,

Under the ASPRe, the reporting ¢ ° IFE in excess of Aimy needs in
mobillzation reserve packages at contrasctor plants that are sdwministered by
DCAS 1t the responsibility of adwinistering DCAS personnel. Excess mobili-

T T — s ——

zatlon reserve package IFE in contractor plants adminiotered by Army ;,{
' contracting officers is deterwined through ASFR ﬁrocedures and staff visits
Lol in which the IFE is reviewed. DIFPEC Form 152 (IPE Inventory Record) has . 1
been used for reconclling inventory not in central storage, sirce DIFEC =
is scoountablo for IPE in central storage. IPFE that has been reactivated
from a package to increase current production of the intended end item

Y.

appears to be of little concarn to major subordinnte commands since the
IPE is used for the production of the intended end iteu.

i SRS S

ﬁ co Control of Loana from Mobllization Reserve Packages ' 3
:. The DIFEC SP-6 ASD Status Report 48 used by the AMC major subordinate

{ :

4 . commands to review chenges in IPE status (i.e., reactivetion, intraneit, !

in reserve, delsted) and compare these changes with command records.

(However, because of the earlier cut-off date for the SP-6, these comparisons
are sometimes difficult to make.) IFE loans are controlled by reviewing ok

. the request for loan (Inter/Intra-Departmental Request for Relemse of Equipment, C B
DD Form T70/770-1) to determine whether the requestor's need is urgent.

_ The DD Form 770/770-1 is sent to FEQUA who monitors the retuwrn of IIE,

o According to AR 700-90 (Ref 11, parn 5-5m), loaned IPE should he replacad or ;

returned within 1 yuer and reactivations limited to 2 years (Ref 11, para 5-5k). ' 4

Evaluation of Current System _
The criticismo of the Army's rvecertification of mobilization reserve f

- package and its lending of IPE affect both the major subordinate commands
and HQ AMC, 'These munagemeht levels are actively iavolved in the review

£ and approval of recertifications and loans. With respect to these problem

- 39
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areas, both K) AMC ard the headquarters of the major subordinate command

have a means for exart:. g preventive controls to assure that the problems
do not recur or are minimized. However, the auditing agencles have shown
that the protlems persist, indicating that management controls have been

ineffective.

HQ AMC lacks &n effective control system to prevent these deficilencles
fromw recurring. 'The major subordinate commend is expected to control
IFE wmanagewent problem areas with minimal feedback to HQ AMC. The latter
relies most heavily on audite to ascertaln how effectively the major
subordinate commendo have been controlling IFE menagement problem aress.

AR 700--90ll requires that major subordimate command-s establish
controls and program reviews to ensure the proper wmanagement of mobilizu-
tlion reserve packmges. This includes soreening of DIFEC to fill mobilization
reserve packsge volds and to replace unserviceables, reporting of excesses

to DIFEC, ensuring that condition codes are accurately determined and recorded,

the laying awvay of IFE that i: mechanicelly capable of performing its
vequired operation, keeping mobllization reserve packages intact {unless
HQ AMC epproves exceptions), and having loans replaced within 1 year.
Without an adequate control system major subordinate commandc lack the
abllity to recognilze and correct deficlencies in these management areas.
Tnere 1s no system available for comprehensive wanagement of' mobillzation
reserve packages nor is there a regulrement for analyzing the integrity
of the package or its manufactwring efficlency.

If the past continues to reflect the future, the Army can be assured
that the sudlting agencles wlll continue to ldentify management defilclencies
in the areas noted above unless the major subordinate commanders adopt
a control system for identifying and correcting deficlencies before thny
are surfaced by the suditing agencles.

CURRENT ATR FORCE AND NAVY SYSTEMS AND EVALUATION

Alr Force
The Alr Force maintains very few mobllization reserve packages.
Thus little data can be ohtained from the Alr Force for use in devuloping

an luproved Army syriua for these.
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\ av . ' g i ' /
The Navy does baintain mobi%ization reserve pncfages. l'I‘he responsi-

bility for control of individual mobllizatlon reserve ;. ckages 1s frag- : '
mented between system coumands snd subordinate system's support offlces.
The Navy Weapons Industrial Support Offlce (NWISb) acting for the Naval

}:. ‘ Air System Cowmand and Naval Ordnance System Command prepares sll Format A,

: B, and Cs apd wanages Navy packages. The Chief of Naval Material (CNM)

and Naval Material Industrial Resources Office (NAVMIRO) review these qormats
' prior to thelr submission to OASD (I&L). SimilaT to the Army they must

ennually recertify mobi]izatioﬁ regserve packages verifying that the

¥ package/line still meets the established retention criteria of DODI h215.18.°
‘. At present the Naval Air Systews Commend has six mobilization reserve
1 packages. The b‘aval Ordnance Systeus C\om;nand (NAVORDSYSCCM) has nine |

mobllization reserve packages. The Naval Ordnance Systems Command budgets

| for tw analysts who specialize in mobilization reswrve packages} They

are attached to the Naval Oddnance Support Department (NOISD), Crane, Ind.

These two specialistg,spend several Yeeks annually at each plant analyzing

sach of NAVORDSYSCOM's nine mobilization veserve packages. They perform

system surdeyn, r.~lew the DIFEC SP-6 ASD Status Report, NOISD, and\plant

records, & nd recommend IPE excessing and repalr. These plants send o \
\ duplicate copy of thq original and changed DD Form 1342 (DOD Property

Record) to NOTSD. NOISD specialists compare a computer printout of NOISD

DD Form 13%2s with the DIPEC SP-é report and an inspe&tion sample of IPg

during pl.at visite. \
Zf:' N \ ' \ |
?“ : Evaluation | '
S The above suggests that AMC major subordinate cowmands might consider

-t -

\
funding for partlcipants of an inspection group either loeated at the
f}{ E | major subcrdinate command\or PEQUA. Members of this group would periodi-
" ! . \ ¢ally visit plants having Army mobilization reserve packagec, review inven-

tory and loans, und ald in the preparatlon of data for mobilization reserve
| packege recertification. ‘ . \ \
? .
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PROPOSED SYSTEM cﬁhNGEs ﬂ \
A system for improving ﬁanagement of mobllization reaérve packagen
wﬂs developed. The syntem, which addresses the three problem arecas
for which the Army has beea criticilzed, provides date tor the cauprchennive
review of mobllization reserve packages, Four reports are used in thiﬁ
system. \ [
The first report is the exiating Pgrmat B recertification required by
QASD. .
The éecond report, Mobilization Reserve Packaga Management Data, is
a new raport that ¥as been developed by RAd for management control purposen
at the major subordinate command and HQ AMC levels.

The third report is the exisé&ng DIIEC 5P-6 report, which kas been

wmodified to include menagement control data. . |

The fourth report is\the existing DIPEC Form 162 Industrial Plant
A, which has bean modifled to verify the location,

status, and condition of IFE. , | |

Under the proposed system (Fig. 11, Col c) the holding activity, l.e.,
the plant or installation, would receive the DIFEC Form 162 and verify
the location, status, and conditicn ~ode for each item of IFE on that
foru. The form would then be forwarded to thd major subordinat~ command,
which shou;d already be in veceipt of\the DIPEC SF-6 forq. (The major
subordinate commani may wish to direct the DIPEC SP-6 form to the holding
actlvity for completion and/or as an aid in completing the DIPEC Form
162. In this event both DIPEC forms when completed>would be forwarded
to the rajor subordinate command. )

Equipmen@ Inyentory Recorx

The wajor suboruinate command would th%n prepare to complele the
new form, Mobilization Reserve Package Manageument Data \(Fig. 12}, The
Mobilization Re%erve Management Data report is divided into filve nections:
(a) Identification Date, (b) Industrial Preparedness Requirements l
Abalysis (¢) Inventory Data, \d) Mobilization Reserve Package Condition
and Maintenance Cost Deta, end (e} Certificatinn,

The. planned producer, his location, and the expiration date of the
DD Form 1519 {Prime Contract Schedule ) production agreement age ldenti-
fied in order to\reduceaor eliminate criticlsms that contractor or government
plants are not reserved, for the mobilization package and that there are
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SECTION Ar IDENTIFICATION DATA
ASD Numbe:

SECTION B1 INDUSTRIAL PREPARED-

NESS REQUIREMENT ANALYSIS

Monthly
Prod, Rate

Date Last Recertified by MSC
Original OSD Authorization Date
Plonnnd jtem

Command Responsible

Planned Producer
Plant Lecation
Date Planned 1519/Contract Expires
Oiher ASDs
Reactlvation Time
Date of Lost invantory

Mobilization Requirsment

Produstion Capability
oy This ASD
b, Other ASDs
¢, 15193 without ASDs
d. Industey Capability

Difierence trom Mobiliaation Requirement

SECTION C: INVENTORY DATA

Army Difference

Current FY FYsl

FYd2

Acq. Acq, Acq.
Qty. Cost Qty. Qty.

Cont Cos

Acq.
ty.
Qty Cont

Government=-Qwned |PE Required
a. A3 reportad to DIPEC {on hand)
b, On Loan
¢» On Lease
d. Requisitions Pending ot DIPEC
e, Shortagesinvestmant
f. Shortoge-Retention
Yalue of Uther Equipment and Tooling
Totol Value of Packaye
Teansantions
a, Additlons to ASD
b. Deletions 1o ASD
c. lLoan/l.ease

SECTION D1 MOBILIZATION RESERVE PACKAGE CONDITION
AND MAINTINANCE COST DATA

% ASD IPE in Usable Condition

Current FY FY-]

FY.2

Number of IPE Ingpected

Number of IPE Reyuiring Testing

Numbnar of IPE Requiring Repair

Number of |PE Requiting Replacement
Required Costs (Total)

a, Required Equipment Repalr Cost

b. Required Equipment Replacement Cost

¢. Reqgiired Real Property Maintenance Cost

d. Raquired Real Property Repair Cost
Funds Avallabie

Expenditures

Cost Backiog

a, Equipment Repalr

b. Equipment Replucenent
¢, Rwal Prope.ly Maintenance
d. Real Propertv Repair
Remarkst

Statement of overall manufacturing efficlency:

SECTION E: CERTIFICATION

| cortify that ASD was teviewed on

NO, DATE

€. G, Comm~dity Command

and that the data cbove dre occurate as of

Dote

(mAE

DATE

Fig. 12—=Mobilization Reserve Pockage Managemsnt Data
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excessive delays in negotlating production agreements. The Industrial
Preparedness Nequirementis Analysils sectlon of the report provides
mobilization requirements and production capability data to review and
approve or Aisapprove the need for the mobllization reserve nackage to
weet prescribed mobilizatlon requirements. It can be used to reduce or
eliminate the criticlem that mobilization rescrve package IFPE is being re-
tained with no identifiable wmobilizaticn requirement,

The Inventory Data section of the report provides s means to control
deficient management of the mobilizatlion reserve package lnventory.
Verification of or a notation of differences between DIPHC and Army reported
values for IFE quantities and acquisition cost are shown for reported IFE
on-hand, loans/leaaea, shorteges and requisitions pending {11l at DIFEC.

A summary of annual transactions (additions, deletions, loans/leases) 1s
provided to show the changes to the mobilication reserve package during the
year. Aside from the dollsi value of the other equipment, the form provides
the user with the total value of the mobilization reserve pachage.

The fourth sectlion of the report provides the user with an indication
of the condition of the IFE, maintenance performed, and mailntenance costs,
The funda avallable as well as expenditures and cost backlog for equipment
and real property uwalnteuvance is provided for wanagewent revlew. A re=-
marks portion is provided to permit expansion of particular points. Space
is provided for a statement by FEQUA of the overall. menufacturing efficlency
of the mobilizetlon reserve peckage.

The fifth and final cectlion relates to certification that a review
has been made of the package and that the data showh are accurste.

The major subordinate command shculd already have received some
date from DIPEC for insertion on the new form. Figure 13 descrlbes the
sources of the information needed for completing this new form. D signi-
fies that DIPEC is the source, aud A signifies the Army ce the sourcoe.
After cowpleting the new form and the Format B, the major subordinate
command forwards these two forms to PEQUA for evaluation of thelr complete-~
ress end integrity, end from FEQUA they are forwurded to HQ AMC. Following
review and apprcval at thipc Jevel the forms are then forwarded to DCSLOG.
The detalled systam fiow for development of the MobJlizatlon Reserve
Package Management Data form is shown in Fig, 1k,
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SECTION A: IDENTIFICATION DATA SECTION B:r INDUSTRIAL FREPARED- Monthly
ASD Number (Data_Bank) i) NESS REQUIREMENT ANALYS!S Prod, Rate
Date Last Recertified by MSC (Format H) A ) i
Original OSD Authariaation Date . _(Format A) A Mobilization Requirement A (1440) v
Planned ltem (1447) A :
Command Responsible (nta Hank) D Production Capability
Planned Producer {Datn_Hank) D a» This ASD A (14d0eT)
Plant Location {Data Hunk) _D b. Other ASDs A (L4a0-7)
Date Planned 1519/Contract Explres ___ _(1446) A c. 1519% without ASDs A U440-7)
Other ASDs - - {1446) A- d. Industry Capability A (1h40-7
Reactivation Time {Format A Suppl.) A
Date of Last {nventory {P’lunt Inv. Rew,) A Difference from Mobilization Requirement A (1446-7)
Army Difference Current FY FY-) FY.-2
SECTION Ct INVENTORY DATA Quy. CA::', aty. CA:.Q'_ Q. CA:J' Qty. CA::‘"
Government+Owned IPE Required A (P-17 ar equivalent)
@ As reported to DIPEC (on hand) D (Datn Hunk)
by On Luan 1} (Data Bank)
c: On Leose D (Duta Bunk)
d: Requisitions Pending ot DIPEC D (Data Bank)
¢ Shortagesinvestment A (Computed)
f. ShortagesRetention A (Computad)
Value of Other Equipment and Teoling A-17)
Total Value of Package A7)
Transuctions
3. Additiont to ASD D (Data Bink)
b. Deletions ta ASD I} (Dutan Bunk)
¢, Loon/Lease D (l)llllu Bank)
SECTION D¢ Mgg;}LkAAI:‘ITOENNzﬁ‘S:EERC\:IOESI;ADCAKT{\AGE CONDITION Current FY Fyel FY.2
% ASD IPE in Usable Condition A (8P
Number of IPE Inspected A (162)
Number of IPE Requiring Testing A (162)
Number of |PE Requiring Repair A{l62)
Number of IPE Requiring Replacement A (162)
Requirad Costs (Total) A162)
a. Raquired Equipment Repair Cost A(162)
b, Required Equipment Replacement Cost A (162
¢, Required Real Propetty Maintenance Cost A OMA Bud. & Prog. Exceation Documents
d. Required Rea! Property Repair Cost A OMA Bud, & Prog, Execution Documents
Funds Available A OMA Bud, & Prog. kFxecution Docaments
Expenditures A OMA Bud, & Prog, Execution Ducuments
Cost Backlog A OMA Bud, & Prog, Fxecaion Docunents
a, Equipment Repair A OMA Buld. & Prog, Execution Documems
b, Equipment Replanement A OMA Hud, & Prog. Excecation Docuaents
3 ¢, Real Property Malntenance A OMA Bul, & Prog. Execution Documents
1 d. Real Property Repair A OMA Bud, & Prog, kxecution Documents
; Remoarkst A OMA Bud, & Prog. Execution Documonts
: Statement of overall manufactiring afficiency: A (PEQUA-RVDP)
: SECTION E1 CERTIFICATION
} | cortify that ASD _______wus reviewed on e and that the data above are accurateas of ______ __ _______,
} NOQ. DATE DATE
C. G. Commodity Command Date

Fig. 13—=Sources of Data Elaments for Mobilization Reserve Package Management Data
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In iaitially roviewing the DIPEC Form 162 following receipt from
the holding octivity the wajor suvordinat: command mey guestion the
condition code of certain of the egquipment and be of tha oplnion that
analytical testing is in order. The procedure to be followed in selecting
items for analytical testing has been described in s filter system that
is deplcted in Fig. 15.

The exl~ting Format B remains the same. However, the present DIPEC
SP-6, ASD Status Report, Iig. 16, has been modified as chown to provide
the planning coumand's sdministering officer with space to insert anti-
cipated repalr, roplacement and test dates, and the cost of regulrcd
repair, replacement, and/or test for IFE.

The DIFEC DD 162 Form (Industrial Plant Equipmeint Inventory Record),
Fig. 17, ras been modifisd as shown to include a sectlon for verifying
IPE locati.n, status, and conditicn at the plant/faciiity level. The
$indings cection of this forwm provides for insertion of the estimated cost
for the test; repalr, or replacement of the IPE. Thece ccst data arc
used in completing the Mobilization Reserve Package Management Data report.

SUMMARY

The RAC proposed Mobilization Reserve Package Management Dats report
integratos data currently contailned in a variety of reports, plus new datu,
into a single cowprehensive report for cvaluation and control of wmobilization
reserve packages. In addition, it provides evidence of the integrity and
quality of the wobilizatlor reserve package for the meaningful certificatlon
of the Format B, The ocvaluator can decvesumlne whobther the differences
between production capability and mobilization requirements have heen accom-
modated, whether reactivation tiwme is excessive, and whether the inventory
data are obsolete. It allows the review of loans/leases, requisitions,
shorteges, additions, and deletions over 3 years for evaluntion of changes
in the integrity of the llne/package. Expendltures and wmaintenance back-
log are shown in order to evaluate tle effactiveness of maintenance,
The dato elements in the report have been designed so that maximum advan-
tage cun te taken of DIPEC's date base and computer cepability.

With the exception of the Mobilization Reserve Package Management
Dote form, the proposed system does not gencrate new reports, and provides
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Test IPE

Filtar Question

START
1/3 o Army"s
ASDs selected
annually for review

Test questions
able condition
codes

Do Not Teat IPE

MSC quaestion
true condition

Do nor tesy If
you accept IPE
=onditian cade

3TOP

Nonmetalworking
IPE not analy«
tically {ested

sTop

DSA/DIPEC
responsible for
cantrally stored |PE

ORORC

90 percent complete
and greater

Test metale IPE metale No
werking |PE wnr:‘I:t:? "
h Y,
is
Test IPE not package not Mo
in DSA/DIPEC in central
it central storage storags
C
Test package Yes s No

packoge 90 percant
complete?

} o

Speiid monsy io
fill voids
nut test

- 5TOP

|

®

Spend funds to
maintain package
in good
condition

D;\
sconomic No
guidance lp.ci‘y\~

invnrmy

If not investment,
retain as is
with e funds

for maintenanue

IPE stored over
5 yeurs ago may not
have accurate

‘ wondition rode

Yes Hos IVE No
] keen storad more

N haa § years?

STQP

Recently svored
IPE has more
accurote condition
codn

L

Y

{PE with RVP*
graatar than
20 percent is
worth testing

No
grauter than

20 percent?”

Analytically
test IPE for true
condition

\>__ l

IPE less than
20 pearcent not
worth testing

STOP

__.
_.Q

Fig. 15~Filter Sysiem for Selecting IPE for
Analytical Test for Viue Condition
*Rautilization value parcentage.
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for the elimination of the DA Form 642, The current DIFEC SP-6 report
’ has been modified to provide the Army space for amnoteting repair,
T replacewent, test, and cost data ruquired to restore the wobllizatilon
{ reserve package to desired production capability. The DIFEC 162 IFE
Inventory Report lias been modified to provide for reconciliation of DIFEC
and Army inventory records by providing for verificution of IFE locatilon,
e status, and ocondition.
Proposed colutions to speciflc criticioms levied upon the Army's
managemant of mobilization reserve packages are shown in Teble 6.
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Chapter 3

PROPOSED RECOLUTION OF CRITICISMS RELATING
TO FAILURE TO SCREEN DIPEC OR IMFPROFER SCREENING OF DIFEC
FRIVUR TO PROCUBEMENT OF IFE

NATURE OF PROBLEMS/CRITICISMS

Not Screening DIPEC and Improper Screeninz of DIPEC Prior to Procurement-
Army Contractors and Installations

Sereening ls the process of requisitioning DIPEC fur avallable IFE
and obtailning o CNA if the IPE 1s not available. Requisitioners can
initiate procurement after obtaining & CNA. The Army and 1ts contrectors
have been faulted for not screening DIPEC at all or purchasing IFE
btefore screening actions were initleted or completed (Ref 12, pp 11-15).
Auditing agencles have lderntliled instannes of not screening that have been
reluted to purchases of hundredn of items of IPE costing several millions
of doliars. Two reasous were given for not screening. One was that Army
and contractor personnel did not consider the itew(s) to be IFE. The second
wes that procedures were not sufficlently effective to assure that screening
was accomplished. The requirement for screening 1s essentlal 1f weximum
redislribution and reuse of DOD assets and effective management of pro-
curement funds are to be achileved.

CURRENT SYSTEM AND EVALUATION--ARMY

Contyractor Purshase of IFE
The current syst~m for contractor purchase of IFE is 1llustrated in

Fig. 18, Request for funds tf'or contractor acquisition of new IFE are
forvarded through channsls to the Asslstant Secretary of the Army, Instal~
lations and Logistics (ASA, I&L) for approval. After approval the type of
IPE and funding authorized are cit2d as part of the contractor's

sl

o’

WA




- .
—— — c,
— - maysAg juaiany—3 4| §0 ISDYInyg Io0}204u0y—g| 61y M”
p— -
1di1aas a|gopioaD jou Jd)
spiodas , } ¥YNZ senss) §-
23dia pup Ai10juaaul
- suaa13s 33410 -
1 L ——
J3dig = 6191 40—
iuas Zpgtad sma1a23 (0 d -
‘paalasas 34|
- 4
] _ -
‘ -
iuajoainba -~
| 510E-£1 HdSV PRI -
ELY -asoyasnd ad 4= D3did s9pio | 3d| meu
sesoypind IOF35i4uod . suonisinbay - asoyosnd s}sanba:
10430590 sasc:ddo 9y “Od SM3tA31 0DV £, 108301107 1012B45U07)
4 F 3
—
ssasoid — y
uoij1stnbio - .
1019723U02 jO (susjoainba (71 wSv
fonins w3 4 10,5 [QE-EL) I5APL3 YND “IWY '0Dd 0DV o4
-sks joruuy - 104 3DDHUDD JO S} $AIIYD sjauupy> ybaosy
OOd "4203UCD O SWias Bl panc . ida Bulpuny puo
F12 34l 404 2[qoj1oAD spuny pamsiasi 3sanbay
_— —
. : . : . < e X
S o v . R ' - . % g . L~ S e 'aw. x A=




T

g |

productiLn contract for the ?nd ltem or componeﬁt. The PCO, at the res-
N _ ponsible major subordinate command reviews the contract tooxetermino
whether ASPR (Ref 13, Sec l3,lpara 301g) has been referenced to assure that
. | & (NA is obtained before contractor acquisition of new IFE, This elause
;’ g placen‘P respongsibility on the ACQ to ensure that acqulsition of the items
listed in ASFR (Ref 13, para 312) is not made until a CNA has been received
from DIPEC, Defense Supply Agency Manual (Ref 1k, pura 90102) nlso requires
- that o CNA be obtulned before procurement. On recelpt of the contractor's
| ' purchase order for IFE, the ACQ,prepares a bD ¥orm 1419 to obtain the
" IPE or CNA from DIPEC. The DD Form 1419 1s forwarded to DIFEC through
“; ‘ ‘the PCT who reviews the need for the IFE, If the required IFE is uot
. | available DIPEC issués a CNA that ic valid for 90 dayb (hereafter referred
.o to as a "velid CNA"). It it received by thF ACO who approves the purchase
orber. On receipt of the ltem a DD Form 1342 DOD Property Recorg 1s sent
: to DIPEC to acknowledge IFE recaipt and location. The DD Form 1342 refer-
' ences the applicable CNA,

rt .

r Annually deroperty adninistrator is required to survey the con~

» . tractor's property control system in accordance with ASFR (Ref 15, Annex.I).
' One aspect of this survey ls an cxamination of contractor procedures for
contractor-aequired property for the Govarn@ent.

/ ! | \ | \- \
b - Army Furchase of IPE !

I : Under the current system, Fig. 19, AMC Non-TOE users at arserals,

'W depéts, RiD labs, maintenance shops, etc, send a purchase request to the
. ﬁ. \ installaotion's equipment manager. The installation equipment managef

3 I reviews tﬁe request for the valldity of IFE need, avallability or sub-
; stitutability of the ltem within the installation, and item authorization
under the unit's table of distribution and allowances (TDA)., If the item
i . is not authorized under the TDA he 'obtains, authorization through channels
I from DA for DAWcontrolled\items or the HQ AMC, Directorate o7 I&S for

non-DA-controlled items. | The authorization and deteiled item doscription

B } "are given to the installation's accountable property offlcer, who prepares a
g;f” " DD Form 1419, DOD Industrial Plant Equipment ReqLisition, or equivalent
' (DL Form 1348, lctter or TWX request) for the item. The PCO may review
the DD Form 1419, or it way be sent Uirectly to DIFEC. DIPEC screens

\ 56
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its idle inventory. If the item 1s mvallabie, DIPEC lssues shipping
instructions, and the item 1s sent to the requesting instasllation. If the
item 1s not available, DIFEC issues & CNA (DD Form 141G Section V). Pro-
curement must be inltiated within 90 deys of the date of the CNA. On
receipt of the CNA the accountable property officer initistes action to
obtain the ltem. He determines whether the item 1s funded from PEMA
production~base funds. If 1t 1s he provides local procurement with
detailed technical data (e.g., specifications) for item wrosurement. It

it is PEMA funded but not production-buse funded, he requisitions the National
Inventory Control Point (NICP). If it is not FPEMA funded he determines

if 1t is supplied within the willitary supply system. If it is not he will
obtain the item from local proourement, clting opersilon and wmalntnenance,
Army (OMA) or R&D funds. If it is in the military supply system he will
requisition the NICP citing either OMA or R&D funds. Items requislitiloned
from the NICP are requisitioned with a DD Porm 1348m exception requisition.
The CNA muy be attached to the exceptlion requisition. On receipt of the
item the CRA and date are entered on a DD Form 1342, DOD Industrial Plant
Equipment Property Record and submitted to DIFEC.

Evaluation

Defects in the Contractor System. The present method for assuring

scereening of DIFPEC in the contractor system 1s deficient for the following
reasonss

(l) The ACO can approve a contractor's purchase orders without e
CNA due to oversight or wnfamiliarity with IPE identification or regulations,

(2) The contractor is not held responsible for obtaining a CNA before
procurement of IFE and may not be aware th 't the type of equlpment he 1s
procuring requires that the ACO obtaln a CNA.

(3) The annual system survey does not specilfically require that the
rroperty administrator inspect to assure the CNAs have been obtained
prior to procureument.

(4) DIPEC does not provide the PCO or ACO with the name: of con-
tractors who purchase 1IFE without CNAs. Therefore, nelther the Army

nor the ACO can take preventive measures to correct, reduce, or eliwinate
this defleilency.
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(5) HQ AMUC is not aware of contracter violstions until the
violations have been publicized hy the ouditing agencies. Therefore
HQ AMC or the PCO cannot take corrective sctioh.
Defects in the Army System. The current method for assuring screening
of DIPEC in the Army system ls deficlent for the Jollowing reasons:
(1) The accountable property officer way fail to snreen DIPEC
because of unfamillsrity wilth regulation or IPE identification.
(2) Tme NIGCP {%em monager iz not required tn sscure that a CNA has
been obtalned for the ltem, nor is he responsible for obtalning a CNA, ‘
(3) NICP or local procurement activities are not responsible for i

rejecting procurewent requests without a CHNA,
(4) The Command Supply Discipline Program's {CSDP) checklist (Ref
16, Chapter 2, Ssc II) does not require examination of the requisitioning
process for CNAs. Thus requisitions can be generated without a CNA.
(5) DIPEC does not provide the Army with the names of installations
wao subnlt DD Form 13428 for new IFE without CNAs. Thus HQ AMC 1s not
aware of violations of regulations until the auditing ager .les have ildentified
the violations. Therefore Ki AMC cannot take preventive actions to reduce
or eliminunte this infraction of regulations.

CURRENT AIR FORCE/NAVY SYSTEMS AND EVATLUATION

The "DSA Manual" (Ref il, paras 20201, $0102) requires that all
secvices requisition DIPEC for IPE avallability and obtaln a CNA prior to
purchase of IPE. ASPR (Ref 13, para 30lg) further requires that a CNA
be obtained prior to the procurenent cf IFE by contractors.

Air Force System for Controlling CNAs
If an Alr Force comtractor requests new IFE, the Alr Force element

responsible for the end ltem procurement determines whether the contractor
is entitled to the IFE, If he 1s, the contracting element permits the
contractor to buy the IPE for the account of the Government. Occasionally,
a program manager mey determine that the itew 1s a wmilitary supply item
and procurement is wnde by the cognizant ICP.

AMAs purchase IFE for military-industrial use regardleses of whether
the item is a federally stock numbercd item or managed under a locally
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assigned astock number. Milltary user needs are purchased by the cognizant
AMA. R&D activity requirements are procured by the loeal bases.

Navy Systems for Controlling CNAs

Navy coutractor requirements for IPE are procured by the Naval
Alr Engineering Office (NAEO) Philadelphia, Pa., and the Navy Purchasing
Office (NPO), Washington, D. C. Contractor R&D requirements for IFE are
procured directly by the R&D contractor.
Purchases of IPE for noncontractor use of $2500 or more are made by
area Navy Purchasing Offlces. If the IPE costs $2500 or more and is a
military supply item the item 1s purchused by the cognizant ICP. Purchase
of IFE costing less the $2500 1s accomplished through local procurement.
The Naval Comptroller's Manual (Ref 17, para 036403) exempts IPE reguired
‘ for Irstellstion on new ships under construction and equipmeut that is
;;' speclalized for the exclusive use aboard ships, but requires that a CNA be
' obtalned prior to the initiation of other purchase actions for IIE.
Within the broad framework outlined above, the Navy relies on the
‘r  , individual system commands within the Naval Material Command (NAVMATCOM)
| ' to develop and lmplement their own vrocedures for regquisitlon processing
ond procurement. Procedures of three of NAVMATCOM's systems commends are
descrited below.
Naval Air Systems Commsnd (NAVAIRSYSCOM) installations, i.e., princis
pally the Naval Air Rework Facilities (NARFs), sereen DIPEC with a DD
- ,ﬂ\ Forn 1419 requisition, or equivalent, for avallable IFE, Equipment offered
B by DIFEC 1s inspected by the NARFs. Acceptances or rejections are reviewed
by HQ NAVAIRSYSCOM, Asslstant Commander for Logistics/Fleet Support Shore
Installations Division vho way override NARF acceptances or rejections,
and forwards notices of IFE acceptance or rejection to DIPEC. CNAs issued
by DIPEC are sent directly to the NARFs. Equipment costing less than
. $2500 1s procured by Base Supply. Equipment costing $2500 or more is
B procured by the regional Navy purchasing office with direct shipment of the
f item to the NARF.
3 Naval Ship Systems Command (NAVSHIPSYSCOM) field installations, princi-
. a pally the shipyards, prepare a DD Form 1419 requistion, which is sent to
the Deputy Director for Shipyards Modernization/Director for Navy Facilities
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and Equipment, Technical Director, Plant Equipment Mansgement Division.
This division prepares shipping data arnd obtaine funding. The citation of
funding is wade by the Financial and Budget Management Staff on the LD
Form 1419 who screen DIFEC for itow availability. DIPEC offers of IFE

are reviewed by the Plant Hguipment Management Division. CNAs are sent

to the Plant Equipment Support Ofifice, Annapolis, Md.. for centralized
screening of or prepuration of equipment spocilfications preparatory to
procurement of IPE,

Within the Naval Ordnance Oyctemc Command (NAVORDSYSCGM), contractor
requisltions for TPE are sent to HQ NAVORDSYSCOM for approval and sub-
sequent screening through DIPEC., DIPEC's CNAs are sent 1o the Naval Ordnance
Industrial Systems Division (NOISD), Crane, Ind, IPE costing $2500 or
more are procured by NOISD and direct shipped to the requester. IFE under
$2500 are procured locally. IPE requisitions from U0GOs and fleld instal~
Jations are sent directly to NOISD for processing. IFE procured without
requisitioning DIFEC are identified by NOISD perscrnnel during annual plant
surveys when DIPEC-controlled items (i.e., sccounted for by a DD Fora 1342,
IPE Property Record) are matched agninct a transaction regicter for all
IPE. When a mismatch of the plants' trancaction register and IPE inventory
records occur, the source of acquisition for the item 1s questioned., By
use of the $2500 limit for local or central purchasing and use of the survey
tean the NAVORDSYSCOM utilizes a conecept of centralized control rather than
centrallized procureument of IFE,

Evaluation

The Navy's syotem mway be characterized by the followinge It frag-
ments responsibility for I[FE acquisition among 1ts systems commands each
of which appears to have o dlfferent procedure. Contractor requests for
IPE are generally sent to the Naval system command headquarters for approval.
Centralized procurement of IFE for internal Navy utilizatlon is applieable
where item acquisition cost 1s iIn excess of $2500.

The Army also delegates authority for IFE, to its commodlty commands,
the equivalent of the Navy's systems commands.

Both Army and Nevy make use of their ICPs for procurement of IPE
items that are part of the supply system. The Army uses the ACO to approve
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the contractor?s proposed purchase of IFE to determine whether it 1is
eontractually authorized rather than use headquarters elements. The

ACO obtains the CNA from DIPEC. The Army's major subordinate command (PCO
and industrisl equipment specialists) reviews the DD 1419 requisition for
the I, However, the Army does not use a $2500 criterion to determine
locul or centralized purchase. Type of funding (e.g., PEMA Production
Base Support Progrsm funds) and economy of purchase (volume or geogra-
ply ) are the criteria for the Army’s use of local purchase.

PROPOSED SYSTEM CHANUES

Improvewents for the control of contractor purchase of IPE are
suggested ror implementation at thre contractor, prorerty administration,
wn)or sutordinate command, and HQ AMC levels. For Army purchase of
IPBE, concrols are suggested at the irstallation equipment manager, NICP

item manager, procurement office, major subordinate command, and HQ
AMC levels.

Proposed System Changes for Contractor Purchase of IPE

The proposed system changes for control of contractor purchase of IFE
without {irst requisitioning DIPEC and obtaluing a CNA 1s shown in Fig. 20,
The study team proposes four changes. They are indicated in the heavily
outlined Loxes in the figure. The boxes signifylng changes have been
numbered to agres with the requence in which they are dlscussed below.

ASFR (Ref 1k, para 30lg) currently provides the only existing
control, the sreas outlined by the dottad line, in which the ACO obtains
5 CNA. However, this provision of ASPh has been violated in the past
with no assurance that it will not be violated in th~ future, Specific
elewents being proposed for change have been underlined.

The first proposed control is an expansion of AS[R, Apps B and C,
"Control of Govermment Property in Possession of Contractors," and "Control
of Covermment Property in Possession of Nonprofit Research and Development
Contractors."18 These appendixcs set forth requireuments to be observed
by contractors in establishing and maintaining control over property
provided them by the Government. There 1is at present no requirement [or
a contractor to obtain a CNA prior to the purchace of TPE, Sectionz B-
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and C-306, "Records of Plant Equipment," should be expanded to include
the following:

Prior to the purchase of IFE listed in 13-312 by the
contractor, the contractor must obtain authorization
to purchase from the ACO. This authorization must
include citation of a CNA number with s valid date,
i.e., a date less than 90 deys o0ld at the time pro-
curement action is initiated,

The second suggestion concerns the expanrlon of ASFR Sup 3, Annex I,
System Survey, Category 3, Records.l5 There 15 no provislon for the
exauination of CNAs. The Functional Area "Receipt and Issue File"
shiould be expanded to include:

"CNA _has been vbtained before purchase of IPR"
A third and reluted suggestion is to have major subordinate commands

instruct Army ACO's at Army contractor plants to require a 100 percent

inspection of all production equipment procurements over 22‘,000 rather

than use the sampling technigue specified under ASFR Supplewent 3. The
additional numbsr of items inspected will be small but should accont for
the bulk of the dollar value of newly procured IFE., The 100 percent
sauple should be inspected not only for the presence of a valld CNA having

been obtained before procurewent, but to determine whether equipment
costing $25,000 or more has been identified as IFF,

The fourth suggestion requires that DIPEC edit DD ¥orm 1342 DOD
LProperty Record, data elewent 22 for the omission or presence of ap luvalid
LNA_for mewly purchesed gnd reported IFF, A guarterly report of coptpac-
~ors who purchage wilthout g CNA should be sent to the PCO gt the major
Subordinate coummud 4nd ACO, The ACO would take correctlve action as
required. This report should contaln the purchasing contractor, admlnistering

office, IFE identification, loeation, major subordinate command, and an
indicatlon of whather a CNA omission or invalld date or the wrong CNA
number is involved. DSAM L4215.1, para 90101,]'S should expand DIPEC's
responsibilities to prepare this rrport. The PCO would use this report

as evidence of poor administration at the ACO level since tha ACO is required
to obtain a CNA before contractor purchuse of IPF.

Proposed Systewm Changes fcr Armyv Purchace of IFE

Proposed system changes for the control of Ammy procurement of IFE
6h
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are shown in Fig. 21, This figure 1s essentinlly the same as that
illustrated in the current system Fig. 19 with nmodifications for
recommended improvements noted in the heavily outlined boxes, These
boxes have been numbered to conform to the seguence in which they are
discussed below.

The first suggestion is the expension of the imstallation equipment

wanager's functicus under AMCR T700-64, Egulpment Managoment Progrom
(Ref 19, parn 5-£), o ensure that DIPRC is screened for aveilnble IPE
assets and that o valid CNA is obtulned prior t¢ initinting local pro-
curement or requisitioning the NICP for supply or procurement. The

installation equipment monager muot assure that a CNA with an unexpirod
CNA date is attached to the DD Form 1348 cxception requisition icsued to
the NICP or the procurement request nont to the installation procurement
element., AMCR TOO-64 (Ref 19, parn 5-f), uhould nlso cite Apps 1A, B,
ond C of AR 700;&3'1h for the identification of IIE,

The second recommendntion requires thut the NICP ltem manager rejoct
and return IPE requisitions lacking o valld CNA attached or CNA citntion.
AR 725-50 (Ref 20, para 3-30) should be modifled to include the rejection
and return of IFE requisitions without n valld CNA or CNA date. Appendixes
LA, B, and C of AR TOO-h}lII should be relerenced for IPE identification.
A directive can be used for effecting temporary implementation.

The third suggestion requires that AR T1ll-16, "DSU Installation Stock
wel
be

Control and Supply Procedurcs," Chap. 8, para 8-3, "Local Purchase,
changed to include the rejection and return of IPE purchase requests without
a8 CNA with unexpired dote. Appendixes 1 A, B, and C of AR 700-&3}L should
also be referenced for identification of IFE.

The fourth suggestion provides for DIFFC editing of data element 22
of the DD Form 1342, DOD Property Record. The editing would determine
the omission, or citation, of an invalid CNA (number or expirad date).

DIFEC would inuorporate the results of this editing into a quarterly report
of AMC acitivities that procurc without valid CNAc. Negative reporting
would be included. This report would be sent to HQ AMC and the applicable
major subordinate commands to wlert them of riolators. The report would

contain the IPE identification, location, mojor subordinnte command, CNA
omiscion or invalid CNA mumber or date. [ AMC and/or the major
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subordinate command would centact these activities for Justification
of the violation and an indlcatlon of what messures have been teken to
correct the deficlency 'as well as to prevent its recurrence.

The fifth suggestilon concerns the expanslion of the.Command Supply
Discipline Program, Chap. 2, Sec 2, AR 710-1.16 This program has a
checklist for exomining the commend's supply system. It 15 suggested that
requisitions for IPE, us ldentified in Apps 1A, B, and C °f AR T70O0-43,
be_examined for validity of the CNA date, l.e., leco than 90 days old.

A oixth suggestion 1s to expand the Commund Fquipment Mansgement

Program Review, AMCR TOO-;xiaz to require o 100 percent inopection of all

industrial equipnent procursd for $25, 000 or more. Thils inspection will

cover determination of proper IFF ldentification and obtaining an unexpired
CNA prior to precuresment.

SUMMARY

The Army ond itn contractors have been repeatedly criticlzed for
rrocureucnt of IPH without screening DIPEC and obtaining a CNA. This
type violatlon of ASFR is eeslly detected by the nuditing egencles and lo
vonsidered by them to be serious. 'They note that it not only affects
DIPEC's wicolon of intru~ and inter-service reutilization of IFE, but costs
the Goverrment millions of dollars for the needless procurement of IFE
already availablas, A serles of checke and balances have been proposed
by the study group to eliminate or reduce contractor and Army purchase
of IFE without a valid CNA. In the contri.ctor area the contractor, property
administrator, ACO, und PCO have been glven additional responsibility for
controlling the acquisition of IFE without a CHA. To reduce Army violations
in this area, additional responsibilities have heen given to the installation
equipment wanager, NICP ltewm wanager, procurement activities, and HQ AMC,
These responsibilities will aid the Army und contractorn in identifying
IPE prior to procurement and improve bthe requisitioning supply and procure=-

went process for IPE. A summary of the proposed changes is chown in
Table T.
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PROPOSED RECOLUTION OF CRITICISMS RELATING
TO PROPERTY ACCOUNTABILITY

\
NATURE OF PROBLEMS/CRITICISMS
A number of eriticlows have b?en made of the Army that relate
dircetly or lIndirectly to the concept of pr?porty accountabllity. These
criticisms concern property accountobllity in contractor operatious and
property ac;ountabili?y in Government-operated facllitles. Some specific

eritlcisms ore indlcuﬁed below.

Critﬂcicms Reluting to Contractor+Operated Fucilities

IPR reporped to DIPEC huu been both underrcpo}tcd and reported late.
lncluded in this category are trancactions reloting to initlal reporting
of TPE receipt, transicr, and disposal,

Deﬁicient practices nave been noted in the monner in which inventsries
of equipment have been conducted. ELxsmples ecilted in this connection
included the individval responsible for malntalning the property acecount-
abillty records beinp placed in ¢harge of the conduct uf the physical
lnventorying of equipment, and léck ol agreement between the DIPEC inventbry
for cortractor-held cquipment and the quantity in his possession (e.g.,

IPE camot be located).

Criticioms Reloting o Ary-~Operated imcilltlicso

IF) reporved to DIPEC has been underveported an@ reported lete. The
_rénsactions tn question Inelude IPE receipt, tranusfer, and disposal.
Some reporting has been lnaceurnle und inenmplete.  Inoccurnte reperting
has been charucierlazed by wrong possessor eodes (l.:., a code slpnifying
n spzelfic holder o1 IPE), and Inabili*y o an nctivity to locate IPE
for wanleh DIPEC hus o record,
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: CURRENT SYSTEM A.ND\ EVALUATION—ARMY ,
: The term "property accountability" ref$rs to the fact that holders .
. of Government property are held accountable for both the number of Ltems

In the inventory a&s well as the dollar value of the lnventory. The execution :
of this accountabllity revolves primarily around\ & system ol records
keeping. The quallty of performance for propcrt& accountablility responsi-
bllities is largely a function of the orderliness and completeness of the
records In question, and, most impartantly, the degree to which thece

z. | recorvds accurately reflect the status of the equipment inventory.

Current Contractor System for IPE Recelpt, ‘Iransfer, and Disposal of IPH

The current system for contractor properity accountabllity for IFR
(Fig. 22) beglns with the property adminlstrator's approval of the con-
tractor's property control system (Retf 15, para 302.7). If this system

is approved the contiractor operates within the purameters of the prescribed
property control syotem. I1 it is not approved the property administrator

\ - advices the contractor of system deficlencies and monitors the contractor

A T T oY TR, S g— T Ty — A0

to assure that the system deflclencles are corrected. The contractor
establishes recordc and accountubility fov Government-furnished property
accordlng to ASPR requlrements Ln qffcct at the date of the contract
(Ret 18, purn 301). IPE is elso ldentificd according to the applicable
cectlons of the rceulations (Ref 18, paras 3006, MOL). The reporting of

IPE, i.8., recelpt and acceptance, major changes, IPE no longer required

it i, s i

for the purpose provided, and the completion of dispusal, ls accomplished
on DD Form 1342 within 10 days arter thesc cvents and is forwarded through
the property admlnistrutor to DIPEC (Ref 18, para 300.1). The contractor \
retalnc the oripginal of cach DD Torm 1342, It may oc used as the official
property record. The property administrator meviews the DD Form 1342,
completes Sce V ovalldating the property record, and forwards it to DIFEC.
DIPEC cdits the DD Form L1342 for complcteness and completes the DD Form

o e

L3k wherc known data are miosing (e.g., model numberﬁ). When DD IForxrt !

13bs do n&t paas the DI?EC completencss edit the DD Form 1342 is returned

t. the property sdminlvtrator for eddltlonul data. DD Form 1342s that

pass the completeness edlt are entered into the DIPEC lnventory data bank.
when TPE 1o no longer required for the purpoce authorized or provided

] it muot be declared Idke. A DD Form 1342 noting ita ldle ctatus is
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prepsred by the contractor and forwarded to DIFEC through Lhe property
administrator. DIPEC screens its requisition file for requisitions for
the IFE. If a requisition exlsts for the IFE, DIPEC issues a DD Form 1149,
"Requisition and Invoice/Shipping Document," for shipment by the holding
contractor to the requisitioner. Within 2 days after accomplishment of
shipment the DD Form 1149 should be completed, the bill of lading number
referenced, and the DD Form 1149 forwarded to DIFEC.

When disposition of idle equlpment is other than shipment to a
requlsitioner or storage DIPEC provides the plant clearance officer with
disposition advice by letter (Ref 14, para 20601). The plant clearance
officer establishes an automatic release date of 75 deys with the 90th
day s the screening completion date. During this period the Arwy has
the flrst 30 days priority for the IPE. Screening for Federal agencles
(non-DOD) by GSA occurs betwesen 3L and 75 days. Between T6 and SO deys
the Depertment of Health, Education and Welfare (HEW) screens to fill non-
Federal requests for the IPE. Where other agencies have a request HEW
simultaneously issues a shipping notlce to DIPEC and to the plant clearance
officer who ships the item to the agency. If the plant clearance officer
is not notified by DIPEC, General Services Administration (GSA), or HEW
within 90 days he initiates disposal action, i.e., sale. After the sale
is completed the contractor prepares the DD Form L1342 and submits it to
DIFEC through the property administrator (Ref 18, para 306.1).

Physical inventory ol Government-furmished industrial equipment is
required ennually. The lnventory conoilsts of sighting, tagging or marking,
describing, recording, and reporting the property concerned and reconclling
the property recorded and reported with the property records (Ref 18, para
501). During the duration of the contract the property administrator
evaluates the contractor's receipt, transfe., and dlsposal of Gevernment-
furnished equipment in his annual system survey (Ref 15, para Loz).

Current Army System for IPE Recelnt, Transfer, and Disposal

The Arny's system for IPE receipt, transfer, and disposal 1s shown
in Fig. 23. A regulution (Ref 14, Apps 1A, 1B, and 1¢) provides for the
identitication of IPE and type of IPE not reportable to DIPEC {Ref 1k,
para 20102.3). Requirements for reporting initinl recelpt—~-30 days

T2
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(Ref 14, para 2020L), idle declaration——L10 days (Ref 1L, para 20501),
transfer—-2 days (Ref 1k, App 26), and disposal are specified in the
regulation. The dzfense disposal manua123 is uged for equipment disposal.
Neither the regulation nor manual, however, specify the tlme required to
report dluposal. The functions of AMC installation equipment managers
who are responsible for industrlal equipment at Army installations are
specified in an AMC regulationeu. They assure that equipmeni is properly
authorlzed, inspected, and identified on the property book.

On receipt of newly acquired IPE, a DD Form 1342, DOD Property Record,
is forwarded to DIPEC; however, mechanized reporting is also accepted.
DIPEC reviews the DD Form 1342 for completeness. Forms with incomplete
data are returned tu the sender, others are ecntered into DIPEC's IPE
inventory data bank. Changes to IPE (e.g., status, location, ID number,
administering office, etc) are rcported on the DD Form 1342. A recent
change iIn AMC regulations2 requires that idle IPE be reported on a DD
Form 1342 with a UD status code to assure the Arny hold-priority for
30 days. The DD Form 1342 is sent simultaneously to DIFEC and the US
Army ISA at Rock Island, Ill, During this time ISA publishes a llst of
Aruy idle/excess operating equipment avallable for redistribution. ISA
screens idle/excess IPE against AMC need-to-buy or authorized requirements,
coordinates the available items with the requiring major swordinate
command/installation, or actlvity, as applicable, and furnishes shipping
instructions to DIPEC within 30 days from the date of the idle/excess
report. Prior to effecting intra-~Army movement of IPE to dlstant locatlons
the requesting or dlrecting agency makes inquiry to DIPEC to determine if
& suitable or luter model is available from DIFEC at a closer location.

The purpose of this action is to reduce transportation costs and acquire
more modern equlpment when awvallable.

DJPEC issues either shipping instructions (DD Form 1149) or a letter
with dioposition instrmiction to the Army installations for transfer or
disposition of the ldle IPE, The sdministering activity complies with
the shipping advice codes shown on thc DD Form 1149 end forwards two
coptes of the completed DD Form 1149 stamped "Notification of Shipment"
to DIPEC within 2 dayo efter the euipmeut is shlpped. Essential doata such
as the bill of lading number and wmethod and date of shipment 1s included

Th
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on the DD Form 1149 (Ref 14, App 2€). DIPEC maintainc a computer printout
"RCS-026," which lists DD Form 1149s with past-due dates for follow-up on
IPE transferrcd from use to slorage. No such list exlsts for user-to-user
trarsfer of IPE. DIPEC uses the DD Form 1149 to manually follow up on
shipments. Priority needs are followed up every T days. Nonpriority needs
arc followed up in 15 days and every T dayo thereafter.

For disponal the installatlion equipment manager prepares a DA Form
3161, Request for Issue/Turn-In, to turn idle TPE over to the accountable
property officer, who ln turn glves it to the PDO on receipt of a letter
of advice for IPE disposal from DIPEC. Two copies of the DD Form 132
and one copy of the DIFEC letter with turn-in documentsc are glven to the
PDO. Final dioposal data are reported by means of the DD Form 1342 by
the PDO in accordance with the defense dloposal manual.23 DIPEC develops
a semliannual printout (31 March and 20 September) called "SS 18A Status
Code J Items 170 Duys Beyond ARD" to follow-up on unreported IFE that
1s 170 days beyond the automatlc release date.

The lnstallatlon cquipment manager ls responsible for meintaining
o complete and current inventory of industrial equipment (Ref 18, paras 5,
6). According to AR T39=35 (Ref 25, paras 2-8), an annual reconciliation
between the property book and hand receipts for the IFE 1s required.

AR TlL-16 (Ref 21, para 12-lc) requires an annual inventory of installation
equipment. The DIFEC report, RCS SP-38, "Army IPE by Administering
Office,"26 1ls sent to administering offices. It could ald in IPE inventory

rceonelllation,

Evaluation of Current System

Defects in the Contractor System. Defilcilencles in the present
contractor/DCAS system for IPE property accountability are:

There 1o a conflict between ASPR ond DSAM hElB.llu In the timeliness
For reporting disposal. AGPR, Apps B and C (Ref 18, para 306.1),
requires reporting »f dlsposal by means »f the DD Form 1342 within 10
days through the property adminiotrator. DSAM 4215.1 (Ref 14, para 20601.2)
requires reporting within 19 days by the plant clearance officer.

The property adminisirator's annunl syntem survey doco not speclfically
require reviewlng the timelincss of IPE recelpt, transicr, and disposal

reporting.
Th
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ASPR does not require [FE specifically to be inventoried.

DIPEC's list of coutractor IPE holdings 1s provided to the ACO only
on request. If not requested DIPEC does not furnish this list. The list
could be used to reconcile contractor holdings with DIPEC reported holdings
since large discrepancies have been reported in auditing ageney findings.

No reconcillation is requlrxed between DIPEC reported IPE holdlngs
for the contractor and the contractor's actual holdings or property
records.

DIPEC does not intorm the procuring contracting office of contractor
violations in the reporting of IPE receipt, transfer, and disposal.

The plant clearance officer is not responsible for assuring that the
notice of transfer (DD Form 1149) or disposal (DD Foim 1342) is sent to
DIFEC in a tilmely manner.

Defcets In Present Army System. Defects in the Army system are:

No specific office 1s responsible for assuring conformance to DIFEC
reporting requirements for IFE receipt or transfer.

AMCR 755_92k does not provide for notifying DIPEC of the accomplish-
ment ol ILFPE transfer.

DIPEC does not inform Army installations of nonreporting of IFPE
recelpt,

DIPEC's system for following throngh on Army reporting IPE recelpt,
transfer, and disposal has not been effective for preventing violatlons
in these functional activities.

The use of the possessHor code in DIPEC's SP-38, "Army Holdings of
IPE,"26 does not enable the Arny to locate or identlfy IPE by actual
holder.

Neither the DIPEC Manua126 nor the Defense Disposal Manual2
specliles a time requirement for the reporting of IPE dlsposal by property

3

disyusnl offlcers.

CURRENT AIR FORCE/NAVY SYSTEMS AND BVALUATION
Since all three services are governed by AGPR, the system described

in Flg. 23 for Army contractors also applics to the Alr Forec and Navy.

76
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Alr Foree ;.
AFM 67-L {Ref 27, p 18-8) describes the procedure by which the AL X

Fouce conforms in part to the reporting renulrements of DSAM hElS.l.lb y.
The requlsitlioning activity at the Bage E.puilpment Manegement Office (BEMD) :

1s instructed to submit requisitions for IPE to DIPEC only fTor the f
relatively smell number of IPE that are wanaged through the military K
supply system and were turned over to DIPEC in August 1969 for central 5#

storoge and distribution management. For the bulk of the Alr Force's IPE,

the BEMO requlsitions apainot the military supply system., The AMA

commodlty manager efflects screenlng of requlsitions, approves distributlon, :

and decides whether to requisition DIPEC if wm Ltem is not avallable. g4
Similarly, items thet are excess at the BEMO level are reported to |

the AMA commodlty manager who is responsible {or redistribution decislons,

In the event that an item of IPE lo excess to Alr Force needs, the item

1o reported to (u) DIPEC if that mctivity hos storage and distribution

manggement responeibility for the item, or (b) the Defensce Logistlcs

Support Center 1f 1t ls an item of IPE over which DIPEC does not have

storage and distribution manogement responsibility.

M .
The I\I.f\.‘.fCOl‘dZPMANlrr contains a sectlon dealing opecifically with IPE '

reporting requirements. Although the routing mey vary somewhat from

syostems command to systems command, the following rules apy-ly: _
(a) All rcports for requisitioning IPE or acknowledging are sent to X

DIPEC through the fiscal office of the Naval activity performing plant

property accounting for the activity using the property. Acknowledgment

to DIPEC of rececelpt is not required if DIPEC 1ssued transfer instructions

for the Items. No time limit is specified for acknowlcdging receipt.
(vb) When instructions are reccived from DIPEC to ctore an item that

has been reported as 1dle, property accountabllity is transferred to

DIPLC.
(c) When lnstructlons are received from DIPEC to Lransfer or dispose

of an ltem, the Nevel activity prepores and chips the ltem, clears ito
property accountability recordu, ond within 2 days after shlpment of the

ltem notlfics DIPEC. All the {erepoing transactions are cleared through

7
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the fiscal office of the activity performing the plant property
accountabllity function.

Evaluatlon

Exemination of the Alr Force system revealed nothing that weuld assist
in the smolublon of the problems being addressed.

The Nowvy ystem 1s essentlally the same as the present Aruy system.
dWhe Nnyy, llke the Army, has been faulled beth in the past and present
for Inllure bo confourm to DOD (DIPEC) reporting requirements., The Navy
haa been crlbiclyed recently for lnabllity to lovate IPE, contlicting
regulnilona reguiding reportability of IPE, and late reporting of IPE
receipt (et 78, pp 32-41).

PROPOSED SYSTEM CHANCES
Proposed System Chinges for Contractor Reporting IPE Recelpt, Transfier,

and Disposal

The proposed system changes for contractor receipt, trancfsr, and

dicpooal of IPE provide that (1) the property administrator's system
survey will review the tiweliness of contractor actions for IPE recelpt,
tronsfer, and disposal reporiing and that contractor violations i1~ these
areas will be reported to the PCO; (2) the plant clearance nfficer will
sssure timely reporting of transfers and disposition to DIPEC; (3) DIPEC
wlll provide the FCO with the names and addressss of contractors and
administering contract offices of contractors who do not provide timely
reporting of IPE receipt, transfer, and disposition; and (4) DIPEC will
perform inventories to assure the accuracy of thelr own records. TFlgurc
24 {llustrates the vroposed system changes. The changes are numbered in
order to conform to the mequence in which they are discussed below. The
underlined portions indicate a change or addition to a regulatlon.

1. Expand ASPR, Sup 3, Annex I, Category 2a, Receivi.ng,l5 to
include characteristic (T7):

(7) DD Form 1342 sent to property administrator for submisoion

to DIPEC within 10 days after receipt of IPE purchase lor Government.

T8
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2. Expand ASFR, Sup 3, Annex I, Category hb, Storege and Movement,
Functional area 5 (internal and 'external movements), to include
characteristic (4):

{4) DD Form 1149 with bill of lading number submitted to
DIFEC 2 days after shipment.

3. Expand ASPR, Sup 3, Annex I, Category 1Ob, "Disposition"l5 to
include characteristic (6):

{6) DD Form 1342 gilven to property administrator for
submission to DIPEC within 15 worklng desys after dilsposition.

4. Expand ASPR (Ref 13, Sec 24), "Disposition of Personal Property
in Possession of Contructors," Part 2,

(g) The plant clearance officer shall assure that the
contractor prepares 8 DD Form 1342 within 15 working days
after TPE donation, sale, destruction, or sbandonment and
that Section V of DD Form 1342 is completed and the DD Form
1342 sent to DITEC within 15 working deys after the donation,
gsale, destruction or abandonment or that a DD Form 1149 is
sent to DIPEC as evidence of IFE trangfer.

5. Change DSAM 4215.1, pare 2060L.2,~" to read:

Final disposal of IPE in the posasesion of Defense contractoro

by donatlon, sale, abandonment, or destruction will be
reported to DIPEC by the PCO Jh accordonce with ASPR within
15 working duys after DOD release of title or ownership.

6. Add para 201021.f to DSAM u215.ll“ to read:
DIPEC will provide defense contractor administering contrtct
offices with a semiannual list of ccntractor IFE holdings
for use in the contractor's annuel physicael inventory.

7. Chenge DSAM b215.1, pera 20102.1b, " to read:
Maintain a central item inventory record for all IPE held
by DOD coumponents and defense contractors. DIPEC personnel
will systematically conduct physical inventorles at DOD
installations and contractor operations to reconcile DIFEC

inventory recordc with the 1c¢cords of DOD component installationdy

and contractor operatlons. Any discrepancies indicated by the
DIPEC inventory record sholl be reported elther to the ACO

80
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or installetion egulpment manager for appropriate action.
DIPHC will only adjust thelr records based on officilal
findings made in wilting by the ACO or equipment wanoger.

1
Add pars 20201.5 to DIAM 4215.17 to include:
DIPEC will maintain o file of all CNAs issued to DOD component

acblvities and defense contractors. 'his file will be querled

each month to determine whether o DD Form 1342 has been recelved
for the initial receipt of the IPK for which the (NA han been

lsoued. Inltlatlon of procurement octlon or cancellation

thereof will be noted by DIPEC. The names and addresses of

NOD component sctivities wlll be cent to the DOD component

for corrective action for activitico not submitting an initial
DD Form 1342 GO days after issuwnce of the CNA and every month

thereafter, The names and addresses of defense contractors

will ve sent to the PCO and ACO for contractors from whom an
initlal DD Form 1342 has nut been received 90 days after

igouance of the CNA and every month thereaftcr. CNAs for ILFPH

requliring lonpg lead time will be reviewed 90 days before the

the promised delivery date and esch wmonth thereafter,
Add para 20401.3 to DSAM u215.1ﬂ:
DIPEC will maintain a filc of shippine lnctructions (DD Form 1149)

and will auvtometlcally query the shippor each 7 days until the
completed DD Form 1149 is received at DIFEC acknowledsing IPE

shipment. The names and addresges of DOD component actlvitles

or defense contractors not acknowledging shilpment 2 days after

the shipment will be sent to the DOD componcnt or procurement

contracting office end ACO for corrective actlon.

Add para 2000L.4 to DOAM hElB.llh to rend:

DIPEC will maintoin s Lile for requlred IPE dlupositlon.
The file will be querled each 30 days to determine whether
a completed DD Form 1342 has been recelved acknowledging

IPE dispooltion. The namcs and addresses oi DOD component

activities not reporting diopoultion 90 dayo after the

automatic release datec (ARD) and cvery mouth thereafter, will

be gent o the DOD component inr correcllve actlon.  The

81
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names_and addresges of defense contractors not reporting
disposition 90 days after the ARD and every month thereafter

will be sent to the PCO and ACO for corrective action.

Proposed System Changes for Army Recelpl, Transfer, and Disposal of IFE

The proposed system changes for Aray recelpt, transfer ard disposal
of IPE provide that (L) the installation eguipment manapger will assure
timely recelpt and transfer reporting, (2) the applicable regulation will
be revised to provide for the timely notification of DIPEC of transfers,
(3) DIPEC will maintain tickler tiles to follow through on the timely
reporting of IPE receipt, transfer, and disposal, (4) the aections for
the repcrting of disposals in the applicable regulation and manuwl will
be expanded to specify e time requirement for reporting, and (5) DIPEC
will produce an IPE inventory list by unit identification code (UIC)
instead of possessor code to fncilitate locatlon of IPE at Army installations,
Figure 25 illustrates proposed system changes, which are nﬁubered in order
to conform to the sequence in which they are discussed belosw. The under-
lined portion of the changes discussed below inad.rate o change or addition
10 exlsting regulatlons.

1, BExpand AMCR T00-64, "Equipwent Management Program [Ref 19,
para 5£(T)), to read:

Assure that newly acqulred IE hac been glven o proper acceptulic.
inspection prinr to use and that receipt of TPE has been reported
within 2 days after receipt by means of DD Form 1149,

2. Change AMCR 755-9, "Disposal of Supplles and Equiprknt, Redlstri-

)
ne

bution and Acqulsition of Excess Installation Equipment, as {ollows:
a. Change para <C% Lo 6(5.
b. Insert o rew para 6C4 to reud as follows:
Not latzr than 2 days after shipment of IPE forward 2 coples
of & completed DD Form 1149 stamped "Notiflcation of Shipment"
to DIPEC, ATTN: DIVEC-5. Ecsentlal dato such ao blll of lading
number, method, and date of shipment must be included on the
DD Form L149.

3. Change DSAM h42l5.1, para 20601.3,lu to read:
Final disposal data for IPE in the possession cf DOD Compar--ntp
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will be reported to DIPEC within 30 days after disposal by
the FDO in accordance with DOD 4160.21 M, Defense Disposal
Manual, Part 2,23
4. Expand DOD 4160.21 M, "Derense Disposal Manual," pt 2,23 to
include: ‘
The property disposal officer will complete Sec V of DD Form
1342 and submit it to DIPEC within 30 days after IPE disposition.
5« ©Same as proposed system change number 8 for contractors.
6. Same as proposed system change number 9 for contractors:
T« Same as proposed system change number 10 for contractors.
8. Add para 20102.1f to DSAM 4215.1%* to read:
DIFEC will provide Army activities with a semlannual list of
active S SP-38 .Lrb This list will identify activities
by UIC rather than possessor code and be used to facilitate
IFE locatlon and reconcile inventory.
9. Same as proposed system change number 7 for contractors.
10. Expand AMCR TOO-xx, "Commend Equipment Management Program
"2 4o include:
a 100 percent inspection of all industrial equipment having
an acquigition cost of $25,000 or more will be conducted to

determine whether IPE has been groEry identified.

Review,

SUMMARY

The Arny and 1ts contractors have been criticized for the late and/or
nonreporting of IFE recelpt, transfer, and disposal. A series of
improvements have teen proposed to remedy this situation. A summary of
the improvements to be made at both contractor operations and Army
installations is provided in Table 8,

8l
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Chapter 5

PROFOSED RESOLUTION OF CRITICISMS RELATING \ F
TO IFE UTILIZATION AND REPORTING OF IDLE IPE (M

NATURE OF PROBLEMS/CRITICISMS

The Army has been criticlzed for having procedures that fall to R
assure that IFE in both contrector-operated and Government-operated '
facilities are being utilized efficlently and effectlvely. In addition ;
the Army has been criticlzed for its failure to report, or to report i
promptly, idle IPE. ]

With respect to utilization of IPE, specific criticisms include: '.

(a) Equipment is underutilized, and excess equipment has not been
identified. ]

(b) Economics of equipment pooling has not been achieved.

(c) Surveillence with respect to equipment utilization has been l
ineffective.

(d) Criteria are needed to ascertain underutilization.

Criticisms indicating failure to report ldle equii:ment are:

(a) Inactive IPE is being retained in lieu of reporting it as excess.

{b) Reguletions governing idle status is being misinterpreted.

(c) Excess IPE has remained unreported due to sbsence of meaningful
criteria and records for utilization. ¥

Because of the close interrelation between these two proble m areas
they have been reviewed in this chapter as a single set of overla.ppiné 0]
criticisms, In this chapter the term "idle equipment" excludes IFE
that is a part of & layaway line, i.e.,, mobillzation reserve package.

CURRENT ARMY SYSTEMS }

‘ Contractor-Operated Facilitles Utilizing Government-Cwned IPE
Contrector requirements related to utilization of Govermment-owned

(RAE 86




. IFE are governed by the ASPR (Ref 18, App B). These regulations provide
! that, as a minimum, a contractor shall:

(L) establish a minimum level of utilization below which
an analysis of need shall be made and retention
Justified, except for inactive package plants and
standby lines., The utilization level may be
established for individual items or famllies of
ltems depending on clrycumstances of use;

(ii) provide for recording authorized and actual. use
consistent with the utilizaiion levels eatablished
under (1) above;

(111) require periodic analyses of production needs for
IPE and of future utilizatlon based on known
requirements; and

(iv) have firm provisions for immsdiately reporting to
the contracting officer all IFE items for which
retention is not Justified. (Ret 18, Sec B-603.l)

ASPR provides that each contrector will propuse, subject to approval

: by the Govemment's contract property adminiatrator, the processes and

' procedures by vwhich he intends to control the utilizatlion of Government-

o owned equipment provided him (Ref 15, para S 3-TOL). In 1968 AMC Lssued
a letter; still in effect, stating that in the case of contrgctor-operated
plants, Government-owned IFE not being used 35 percent of the time should
be reviewed to determine if retention 15 Justified. Current DOD policy
requires the ACO to determine idleness on an individual item basis tuking

? . into account the work remalning and other pertinent factors (Ref 29, p 2).

; As a control device, ASPR also provides that the property aduwinistrator

shall conduct a utilization survey at least annually to judge how well

P the contractor is utilizing the Government IPE.

| With respect to the requirement for reporting idle IFE to DIPZC, the

same rules have applied to both contractor- and Government-operated

facilities. DOD has required that idle IPE be reported when it "...has

not been operated for any purpose whatscever for a period of ten calendar

days," (Ref 30, p 1) and when it, "...is no longer required for the
purpose authorized or provided." (Ref 14, para 10218) These require-
ments still apply to contractor-operated facilities.

Army-Operated Facilitiles Utilizing IPE
With regard to the DOD position on utilization or retention of

in-hougse IPE, there are no standards by which efficlent utilization of
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IPE can be measured. DSAM halﬁ.llu requires reporting to DIPEC if IFE
is idle 10 days and no longer required for the purpose authorized or
provided. DOD looks to the individual sexrvices to establish and enforce
utilization criteria (Ref 19, para Td).

AR 700-90™" addresses utilization but, with regard to Army in-house
activities, is limited in 1its scope primarily to the arsenals. AR T00~90
directs that with regard {o such facilities:

(a) commanders are responsible for revieving utilization of IPE to
ensure excess ltems are reported to DIPEC,

(v) utilization review of IFE wiil occur continwously at all commund
levels, and

{c) an exception is permitted to retain IPE despite low utilizatilon
when the itew 1s one of a kind to a facility and is required intermittently
to keep pace with or service the balance of the IPE couprising the
production unit of vhich it is & part (Ref 11, pp 5-1, 5-2).

There 1s no explicit DA policy governing utilization of IPE within
other facilitles such as laboratorles, malntenance depots, proving
grounds, =tc. DA has recently lnstituted an Equipment Survey Program
ithat addresses equipment utilization. However, IPE, per se, ls not
addressed. Only equipment thet should be listed on a TDA is to be
addressed by the survey tea.m.3l The arsenals tend to exclude the bulk
of their IFE from thelr TDA by considering the IPE to be equipment in
place, By regulation, AR 321.0-1&9,32 IPE olassifled as equipment in place
may be excluded from the organization's TDA.

AMCR T0O0-82, dated 23 February 1971,33 prescribes the following
policy with respect to utillzation of installation equipment (IE), a
term that encompasses IPE:

(a) Maximum practical utilization will be achieved.

(b) Pooling will be accomplished ‘to the maximum practical extent
to assure optimun utilization.

(e) Maximm use will be made of the rental, lease, ana loan of
equipment, when economically feasible, in lieu of ownership.

(d) Government-owned IE will be placed in administrative storage
when utillization criterie are not met and future requirements are
wicertainr (Ref 33, p.U4).
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- . AMC regulations further ldentify three principal organizational
elements as having responsibilitles relating tc IE utilization:

P (2) Cnief of ISA=—will analyze und consolldate equipment utilization

P o data for the CG AMC;

P (b) Commanders end technice'! Atrectors=—rill acquire and retain

i . the minimm quantitites of equipmen. necessary to perform thelr mission;
' (¢) Equlpment managers .

: (1) will establish factual Justificaticn of equipment densitiles
‘ by:

(a) usage requirements
(v) walk-through inspections
(¢) local utilization criteria, or
(d) other managerial means (Ref 33, pp 4,5).
(2) will ensure that utillzation stendards are met, designate
IE for administrative storage and pooling, and prompily report excess IE
for redistribution (Ref 19, p 4).
H . Although AMCR 700-8233 provides utilization criteris for selected
i ( : categories of equipment, electric arc welders are the only cless of IPE
| listed (Ref 33, App A). The remainder are materials handling equipment,
construction and engineering equlpment, watercraft, varlous types of
whesled vehicles, rallway equipment, and some mlscelluneous itens. For
IPE and other industrial equipment not in the foregolng categories, the
criteria for jJudging underutilization is left to the discretion of the
equipment manager at individual activities.
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Quarterly formel reviews of Individual ltems and the related equip-
ment grouping is required for those categories listed above. A formal
revievw entails the completion of an AMC Form 1568, Equipment Utilization
Worksheet, for each item. On request from higher suthority, the equipment
é ' pannger summarizes the utilizatlon for each category of equipment and
enters the data on AMC Form 1569, Equipment Utilization Summary Sheet.

For IPE and other installation equipment lacking criteria under AMCR 700-82,33
there is no requirement for a recurring formel utilizatlon review. As a
gulde to establishing locel minimum utilization criteria, AMCR T00-82

directs that such criterla be based on the guantity and usege of like

§ . items as measured by elapsed time meters, statisticel evaluatlon, actual

- usage, records, and facility welk-through inspections. '
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In reality, AMC relles primarily on walk-through inspections for
measuring actual utillzation, The facility commander and equlpment
manager are reduired to conduct and document semlannual utilization
walk-throughs (Ref 33, p c-1).

In addltlon to ‘the equlipment utilizatlon welk-throughs, I8A, a
Class If activity reporting to the Director of I&S, HQ AMC, conducts
a review of each AMC facllity. This review 1s referred to as CEMPR.
Reviews are to be conducted amnually except for small or isolated
activities, vhich may be inspected blennually. The regulation governing
CEMPR has been under preparation for spproximetely one year.22

DOD hes recognized the need to retain certain equipment in order to
support fluctuating workloads, R&D functiona, or mobilization preparedness
(Ref 19; Ref 2T, pp 27-28; Ref 3L, pp 1-2). However, operating activities
have been governed by, and inspected for adherence to DSAM h215.lulu
In general, rather than subscribe to the 10-day rule these activitles
have adhered to the part of DIAM 4215.1 that specifies that equipment
be reported when 1t is no longer needed for the purpose authorized or
provided.

With respect to ensuring adhecence to procedures governing the
reporting to DIPEC of 1dle TPE, the DA Equipment Survey Program does not
address the subJect., On the subjJect of reporiing of idle IPE, Pt IV of
the AMC CEMPR GuideZ? merely refers the user to AR 700-43,™* and the
10-day rule,

A change in idle reporting requirement took place on 10 June 19TL,

A DOD memorandum provides that the services must report idle mission-
support equipment but can retain the equipment (Ref 22, p 2). When
reported to DIFEC, the item will be designated by a new status coae 3H.

22

CURRENT AIR FORCE/NAVY SYSTEMS

Contractor-Operated Alr Forece Facilities Utilizing Covernment-Owned

Equipment;
With respect to utilization of equipment in contractor-operated

facilities the Air Force System Coemand has centered attention on the
30

following concepts:
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(a) Emphasize management controls over high value equipment, i.e.,
equiyment involving a substantial capital investment or constituting a
wajor advance in fabrication or testing process cr prozedures.

(b) Make utilization surveys annually or as program adjustuments,
cutbacks, stretchouts, or cancellations occur.

Decisions whether to rotain, pool, or declare equipment excess
depends on the effectiveness of DCAS or Alr Force Property Administratvor
to identify when low utilization of IIE is occurring. The criterion to
be used specifies that when utilization of an item or group of items of
equipment falls below 35 vercent or 14 hours usage a week (predicated
on a l-shift, 8-hoﬁr, 5-day basic) a detalled survey should be made.

Air Force-Operated Fecilities Utilizing IPE

Utilization measurement and recording are essentially the prerogatives
of the commander whose principal guldeline is that he have on hand only
his winimum essential equipment needs, The Alr Force considers all
Government~owned IFE that is not belng contractor-operated to fall out-
side the majority of the reporting requirements imposed by DSAM hels.l.lu
In the Air Force Equipment Management System (AFEMS) context, utilizatilon
of IFE is subsumed under the uwuch broader concept of utilization of non-
expendable, repairablc cquipment, with a unit cost of $40 or worc.

With respect to the term "idle,” AFEMS does not recognize it. Equipment
that hes become excess to activitles supported by a BEMO are reported to
the AMAs., If the AMAs decide the iltem is excess to Alr Force needs, the
item 1s reported to the Defense Loglstics Support Center (DLSC).

Heavy reliance 1s placed on the performance of an annual eguipment
validation/utilization survey of each unit supported by BEMO. Equipment
management reviews are conducted by Command Equipment Managewent Teams
(CEMT) and are principally validation/utilization surveys of equipment
authorized. Discussions with personnel at HQ AFIC revealed that equipment
meters are used in connection with the waintenance program, not in decisions
to retuin or declare equipuent excess.
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Navy-Operated Facilities Utilizing IPE

The Navy recognlzeg the subject of IFE utilization mainly in connection
with the reporting of idle equipment, The Naval Comptroller's (NAVCOMP)
Manual reguires that IPE that hes not been used for 10 4ays be reported
to DIPEC (Ref 17, pp 6-82). An exception is made if the item 1s in an
approved package plant or is classed as a misslon support item, Although
the NAVCOMP Manusl is quite explicit about the requirement for the
maintenance of & hilstorical record of each item of IPE, no provision has
been made for a recoxd of the utilization history, per se, of the item.

Further insight into Navy practices with reaspect to utilization of
IPE was obtained from interviews with personnel at the headquarters level
at both NAVSHIPSYSCOM and NAVAIRSYSCOM.

NAVSHIPSYSCOM. NAVSHIPSYSCOM states that since December 1965 all
new IFE have been procured with hour meters already lnstalled where
feasible. This command views good utilization data as essential in
developing IFE replacement Justlificatlons end preventive maintensuce
programs and in plnpointing excess equipment., NAVSHIPSYSCOM requires
that all shipyards install hour meters on major IFE, where practicable ,
(Ref 35, p 1) The command also requires that a utilization history i
record be established and maintalned on IPE with hour meters. Shipyards

are to record meter readings at least twice yearly. This 1s intended to ‘

permit ready response to lngulries on utilization of indlvidual 1tems of

IPE, utilization for types of IFE, and wtilization within a given shop

and for special functional work groupings. Utilization data are used

in Justifying modernization and replacement and for valideting whether

proJected cost reductions have actually been achieved (Ref 36, p 5).
NAVAIRSYSCOM. NAVAIRSYSCOM relies essentially on local commanders

to establish and waintaln a system for judging whether IPE authorized

for them is receiving maximum use. The principal activities NAVAIRSYSCOM

controls are seven NARFs. HQ NAVAIRSYSCOM conslders any IFE in s NARF

facility to be ln~use equipment wnless reported to DIFEC es idle. Although

the large majorlty of IFE at the NARFs is metered, little credence is

placed on their value as determinants of equlipment usage or retention.

Personnel reductions during the past year led to discontinuance of the

semlannual practice of recording meter readings.
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P EVALUATION OF ARMY/AIR FORCE/NAVY SYSTEMS

Utilization Systems
Contractor-Operated Facilities Utilizing Government-Owned IPE. ]
Although equipment management control responsibillty rests with DCAS with
respect to DCAS-administered Army contracts, each of the services is
held responslible for contracts they administer. As has already been
nointed out, the accuracy and effectiveness of the equipment management
program a3 proposed and implemented by the contractor depends almost
solely on the qualifications of the property administrator and the
degree to which he appllies himself. With the passage of time in administer-
ing a specific coantract, 1t appears that the property adminiatrator would
have less and less incentlve to detect faults in the contractor's utiliza-
tion of IPE. Indeed there wotld be a fair amount of self-indictment
involved since he 1s expected, under ASFR, to exercise some degree of
utilization survelllance throughout the year.

ASFR permits each contractor to express the practices and procedures

! whereby he will ensure effective and efficient use of Government-owned

: eq_uipmerit, subject to Government property administrator review. In the

: case of DCAS-administered contracts the study group views problems of

; underutilization as not one to be addressed by the Army. Howewcr, this

. does not pertaein when Army-administered contracts are involved. Of the
R $800 million worth of IFE in contractor facilities approximately $500

j . million 1s in the hands of 23 cbntractors each of whom controls $10 million
: or more of Government-owned IPE. Of the $500 million, over $300 million P
pertains to Army-admlnlstered contracts. A concentration ot effort on
these few Army-administered contractors, a close review of their "
utilization prograws, and special emphasis on thelr annusl utilization [ 3
surveys appear to be the most feasible ways to ilmprove utilization in ;
i contractor plants at least cost. P

Unless performance under the contract is in serious Jeopardy, there .
1s at present no provision for feedback to HQ AMC concerning utilization . :'
or the results of utilization surveys. This is true both of DCAS- and
Army-administered contracts. In the case or' DCAS this presents a problem !
to DSA, not the Army, when an auditing egency finds faull with the way in |
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which Government equipment 1s being utilized. However, in the case of
Army-ediainistered contracts the Army is held fully accountable for adherence
to the ASPR. However, Army property administrators are not bound to

follow DCAS manuals., Thus a dual stundard exists for administering Army
contracts.

Army-~-Operated Focilities Utllizing IFE. Although DIPEC mede an
attempt at developing wtilization standards DOD rejected them for ln-house
application as well as for contractor application (Ref 29, p 2). DOD did
80 because they belleved that the diversity of in-housc operations among
the militaery services dictates against the feasibllity or practlicality
of attempting to impose uniform standards on all three services.

The diversity of opereting and mission characteristics among major
AMC activities likewlse dictates agalnst a single set of standards for
these activities. However, the study team feels that it is desirable to
implement separate utilization standards for application to four major
types of AMC facilitles, i.e., arsenals, malntenance depots, laboratories,
and proving grounds/test centers.

The absence of any comprehensive DA policy statement with respect
to the utilization of IFE has fostered confusion and nonconformity in
utilization management philosophy and procedures among AMC facilities.

It is impossible to state how much of this conditiovn is also attributable
‘to the problems assoclated with property accountability, differing
applications of the Army Authorization Documents Bystem, and the very
strong tendency to view IFE as a type of equipment to be assozlated
mainly with those facilities whose prinecipal source of funding is the
Industrial Preparedness Program.

In the absence of utilization stendards for almost the totallty of
IFE in Army-operated facllities, AMC has been relying principally on the
concept of survelillance systems to detect——but not prevent——underutilization
of IFPE. Although the HQ AMC IG has been instructed to review certain
aspects of the manner in which IFE is being managed,37 the study group
observed no effective follrw-up from this survey source. This probably
results from the fact that IG facllity survey reportg cover a very
considerable number of topic aress, only one of which treats IPE, including
utilization. Effective use of survey results implies not only follow=-up
on individual reports but consolidation of the resultes of surveys fram
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like or similar activities. From such information one can nssQclate
& dimension to problems and establish an order Af priority by which
limited rescurces can begin to attack major problems. The study team
could find no evidence that meaningful and continuing conaolidation’ of \
any survey results were being accomplished witl regard to any aspect of
IPE manage%ent including utilization. \

DA, spurred on by fund cuts, has placed exkreme importance on the

‘value of annual equipﬁent surveys in detecting and reporting under-

utilization of equipuent and equipment that is exceeés to the needs of an
38 Partly as a result of\this pressure, new opportunities
exist for achieving significant resultd from surveys. Referénce ig \

organization.

being made here to:

(1) the newly established DA Equipment Survey Program,>: ead_

(2) AMC Command Equﬂpment Management Program Review (CEMPR) ,
. Both of these surveys will be of doubtful benefit 1h resolving IIF
vtilization problems unless the following conditioms are corrected: -

DA Equipment Survey Program. As currently concelved this program
13 regtricted to equipment contained in a unit's TDA. The srsenals, in
particular, exciude very .sizable quantities of IPE from the TDA on the
premise that IFE is in rehlity "equipment-in-place" and therefore need

. not be included in the TDA. !

The initial instructions under this program indicate that it is
desirable to survey eveEy line item number with a unit value of $2000 or
un aggregate value of $50,000. By definition this guide encompausses the
vast majority of IPE. Thus, 1f an activity lists all or moet oq ite IFE |
on the TDA, as the maintenance depotq are reputed to, it would mkan a |
survey team would be expected to survey thousands of items at Just one
installation, without considering the non-IFE items. is 1s clearly an

- imprectical task. The clear impression exiets that the survey was not

really deslgned with IPE in mind, nor were the ﬁypes of AMp facilities -

that use IFE prominently keﬁ% in mind by the survey developers. \
. Proposed AMC Command Equipment Ménagement Program Review (CEMPR).22

In its present draft form, this AMC regulation could be iﬁproved. The

mos? seridua deficlency is the lack of clear delineation of section break

cute for IPE. For example, Part IV of the CEMPR Guide (see App B) has the
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heading "Management bf Industriel Plsnt and Equipment (IPE) and Machine ,l
Tool." Machine tools costing $1000 or more are IPFE. Furthermore, Pt V
of the gulde 1s intended to encompass "Test and Measuring Equipment," ‘
sizhble portions of which are IFE.
Finally there 1ls a very high degree of redundancy among the various
perts of the CEMFR Guide with respect to the subject of equipment utilization,
including equipment pooling. Examples of this are Pts Ia, Ie, IIb(2),
TIf, ITh, IVe, £, Vd, e, and f.
Although utilization data should play little part in retention
declsions, a number of other uses can be made of such -data. The
greatest difficulty 1s achieving 8 coat-effectiveneaa relatlon between
collection/anakysis costs, and navings to be achleved in such things as
equlpment pooliné\decisions, modernization/}eplacement recommendations,
etc. The System-wide Project for Electronic Equipment at Depots
(SPEED), which currently number about 10 of the 19 AMC depots, have the
foundatign, in\AMCR 700-75,39 for a potentially powerful and cost-effective
tool in controlling the use of utilization data., TQe concept of an
Equipment Category Rollup Code, contained in AMCR T0O-T5, permitting the
aggregating of uillization data by generic classifications can be applied
in eqpipment pooling stﬁhies, modernization/replacement Justificlations,
and production process studies. \ _
. Alr Force-Operated Facllities Utilizing IPE. With respect to idle
reporting requirements, the Alr Force includes IPE under its AFEMS systems
rather than follow all the provisions of the DIPEC manual, DSAM 1&215.1.lk
Navy-Operated Facilities Utilizing TPE. NAVAIRSYSCOM presents a
contrast to HAVSHIPSYSCOM. Although both commends require that utiliza-
tinn history be a factor is Juatifﬂing modernization or replacement,
NAVAIRSYSCOM sees little contributicn being dede from having installed
peters on IFE. The argument put forth by the NAVAIRSYSCOM representative
has two aspects: T

(1) If shop personnel are sware that machine utilization history
could be used to their disadvantage, e.g., removal of equipment or rejection
of request for! replacement if utilizapion is'low, théy will run the machines

even though no work 1s avallable. .
( ) The extent to which a mwachine has been used in the past provides
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little; if any, support as to the extent to which it might be used in the
future. Future anticipated workload 1s the key determinant against which
a8 varlety of factors concerning current and proposed equipment are
svaluated,

Although meters are sald to exist on the large majority of
NAVAIRSYSCOM IFE, the pericdic reading of meters was disconiinued recently
due to personnel cutbacks. Even when the meters were being read, however,
it was for purposes assoclat~1 with the malntenance program and not for
purposes of identifylng excesses or Judgiug the feasibility of equipment
yooling. BEven here, however, the cost of collecting and analyzing the
metered date in their opinion largely overrides the benefits to be gained.

general Cbservations on Equipment Utilization

Although the genersl conclusion from the evidence avallable indicates
equipment utilization history data are relatively of little value in
decisions whether to retain equipment or remove it from a facility, wost
regulations or lnstructions tend to emphasize their use for this purpose.
The standard rationale is that utilization evaluation consistc of:

—getting a standard or criterion of use by which one would suspect
a plece of equlpment was belng underutilized

—establishing a means for determining equipment usage, for example,
time meters

=wperiodically recording and evaluating data reflecting usage history

=—turning in or pooling equipment that has been proved to be under-
utilized

The Natick Laboratories has a rather unusual view of equlpment
utilization. This view was expressed in a study conducted in response
to Congressional directlon. The study concerned equipment management
and utilizatlion, with emphasis on the use of time meters. Natick Laboratoriec
views its equipnent menagement program as being desigued to assure optimum
equipment utilization. The equipment manager runs the program and the
yrogram consists of six elements: acquisition; utilization; turn-in of
unused, excess, and obaolete equipment; equipment pools; calibration
through periodic recall; and an annual inventory. By achieving the other
five elements, Natick bhelleves that it will achieve, sutomatically,
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optimum utilization. It 1e worth noting that a finding of the study
committee was that:

Elapsed-time meters in themselves are not adequate

as a sole or primary means of determining satisfactory
equipment utilization. Eiapsed-time meters will be

used primarily for calibration scheduling purposes,

with the information obtained therefrom also serving

as an indicator of items which may be pooled (Ref 40, p 1).

The Natick study reveals the individualistic style that can be taken
in attempting to effectively and efficlently utilize equipment. The RAC
study team believes that systems such as Natick's, which reveal & well-
thought-out if nonstandard attempt at good equipment utilization, are
more effective than standard systems in which very few people have
confidence, as 1s currently the case.

Deaplte the considerable emphasis various investigatory reports have
placed on the value of time meters on equipment utilization decislona,
the weight of the evldence from the DSA study of 19 contractors ,hl and the
Natick Iaboratories study as well as comments from Navy and Alr Force
personnel, do not substantiate widespread use of meters as a tool in IFE
retention decisions. An examination of the AMC's use of installed meters
has revealed that approximately S8 percent of the meters are idleha (see
Table 9).

Idle Reporting Systems

Idle reporting and the criticlams assoclated with this area must be
viewed rather carefully in the light of the evaluation of equipment
utilization. Certain of the practices for which the Army and the other
services have been severely criticized are now permissible. In particular,
after arguing the polnt for some years with the GAO, on 10 June 1971,
DOD eatablished a procedure whereby "IPE in a Government-owned, Government-
operated installation or activity, subject to intermittent use, but
required to remain in place to svpport the current assigned mission of
the installation or activity" (Ref 43, p 2) would be reported to DIFEC
as being in idle condition under & status code "3H." Before this change,
auditing teams tended to apply the 10-day idleness criterion (Ref 1k,
p 2-4) while activities tended to use the "no longer required for the
purpose authorized or provided" (Ref 14, p 1-2) criterion, each of which
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Table 9

Status of Installed Meters in AMC Facilities
' as of 30 Apr T1

. ' Total —_ ,I?-uﬂe fg;g
" ' TIype of Activity On-Hand No. |Percent No. [Percent
Depots 4209 1941 L6 2268 54
i Inboratories” 711 168 ok 543 76

Proving Grounds and

Arsenals 3893 1595 41 2298 59 ;
Miscellaneous 39 21T _Lo 222 _51
Totals 9252 3921 Lo 5331 5B%

8bate not available from Natick Laboratories
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is to be found in DSA Manual 10215.1..1“ In the case of the latter oriterion
the holders took the view that the IPE that at the moment was idle was
needed for mission accomplishment or mobilizatioun readiness. To expect
arsenals, laboratories, and maintenance depots faced with varying and
unpredictable annual workloads to volunteer the release of equipment is
not realistic.

In view of the foregoing the criticisms clted at the beginning of
this chapter as indicating fallure to report idle IPE to DIFEC bear
reevaluation. One criticism quite likely no longer applles simply because
the ground rules for how DIFEC will treat certain idle declarations have
changsd. This criticism stated that inactive IFE was retained in lieu of
reporting it as excess, The second criticism is likely to perslst in the
Army and Navy until DIPEC revises DSAM 4215.1. This criticlsm steted that
regulations governing idle equipment were being misinterpreted. The
practice of DOD issuing notice of IPE regulatory and pollcy changes by
memorandum aggravates the yroblem in the Army because no logical channel
for commnicating these changes affecting IFE has been developed. Thus,
although activities assoclated with the production base support yrogram,
e.g., arsenals, may hear of the change, maintenance depot:, lshoratories,
proving grounds, and post, camps, and statlions might not. ‘Tti1s general
problem has been addressed in the last chapter of this document.

PROPOSED SYSTEM CHANGES

Two general problem areas have been discussed, the underutilization
of IPE and failure to report, or to report in a timely fashion, IFE to
DIFEC, Bach is considered in turn.

IPE Utilization

Policy. Since the concept of equipment underutilization has been
shown to require tempering in the light of mission requirements,
fluctuating and unpredictable workloads, etc, tailoring of this concept
is required. It is recommended, therefore, that a single statement e
issued by the Assistant Chief of Staff for Force Development (ACSFOR),
DA, stipulating DA policy on IPE utilization. The following paragraph
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is suggested for incorporation in AR 310-49., "The Army Authorization
Documents System (’.I‘MDS),"32 2 Mar TO:

In Justifying Industrial Plant Equipment,
elther inltially or for retention, consideration
should be given to the dlverse nature of the
activities utilizing this equipment, e.g.,
mailntenance depots, arsenals, laboratories,
proving grounds, etc. It is DA policy that
declisions as to retention of these ltems on
the TDA/MIDA be premised on pianned workload
and mission requirements, both peacetime and
mobilization, as opposed to historical
utilization data. Although data relating to
past use of IFE should not be ignored, 1t l1s
mwore meaningful to project equipment require-
ments based on anticipa.fed workload for equip-
ment grouplngs where thls 1s feasible.

AMC Equipment Utilization Managzement., There is little doubt that,
if collected economically and used widely, equipment utilization history
data could be of considerable benefit to an activity. However, the
generally unfavorable view that is currently applied to utilization \
history data plus the strong indication that time meter readings are
distortions of fact dictates against suggestions for raplid or easy
solutions to this problem.

It is suggested, therefore, that a series of long-term tests be
run concurrently but independently of each other at four types of AMC
facllity: arsenals, maintenance depots, latoratories, and proving
grounds/test centers. At least three activities from each type should
participate, two that will test out new ldeas and one to serve as a

control,
The purposes of the test would be to:
(a) Establish concepts and procedures by which a facility might i
assure the most effliclent and economical utilization of its equipment '

base, with particular emphasis on IFE
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(v) Deterwine the specific applications and manner of applicetion
of utilization history data, to include such areas as machine workload
projections, maintenance, calibration, and modernizaticn end replacement

(¢) Ascertain whether utilizatiun standards or criteria serve &
truly uwseful purpose, and if so, under what circumstances and to what
extent

(d) Ascertain the nature and extent to which trade-offs should
be mide in attempting to economically collect, analyze, and apply
utilization history data using menual, semiautomated, and automated
techniques.

The proponency of the test for each test of faclility could be
agssigned to the following activities as desired by AMC:

Activity Reaponsible. for

Iype of Facility Developing Standards
Arsenals Directorate of R&P, HQ AMC
Maintenance Depots Directorate of Maintenance, HQ AMC
Iaboratories Deputy for Laboratories, Hqg AMC
Proving Grounds/Test Centers TECOM

As a proponent of HQ AMC policy and procedure on ingtallation equipment
that includes IFE, coordination of the foregoing effort could be
aosigned to the Directorate of I&S.

In connection with the propcsed tests the following additional
comuents are to be consldered. Barring human interference in thelr
operation, installed meters are acknowledged to be the most efficlent
and accurate means for recording the use of IPE. However, there is still
the problem of transferring such date to & centralized record for analysls.
Although some industrial conceins have a direct equipment.to=computer
data transfer capebility it is highly unlikely the AMC will dovelop
spuch & capability on any scele in the foreseeable future. Furthermore,
continuing reductions in human resources within AMC dictate the need
to maximize the beneflt from their use as equlpment utilization data
recorders., Since approximately 10 percent of Army in-use IFE constitutes
approximately SO percent of the total dollar value, the study teaum suggests
that test proponents consider the following order of priorlity in utilizing

installed meters:
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i!' (a) Redistribute the meters already in possession of the Army to
- those activities posasessing the highest dollar value of in-use IFE.
e (b) Meters should be installed in all IFE in which two or more
o items capable of performing the same function are in inventory and

vwhere the unit acquisition cost is $25,000 or more.
Most Effective Use of Army Equipment Utilization Surveys. Currently

four inspection systems are in being for ensuring that various mspects
of IFE management are belng performed and performing well:
—3IQ AMC IG Inspections

? ~—gemiannual walk-through surveys by commanding officers/technical
% direct

% = " Qquipment Survey Programo

% ~—CEMPRs

i, Based on conolderations of thelr impact to date, economlcs of motion,

and likellihood of effecting lmprovements when deficlencies are detected
f in IPE utilization matters, the following suggestions are made:
AN () Eliminete the questions from the IG inspection that deal

specifically with IPH,
‘ (b) Continue the semiannual walk-through survey by the commanding

? officera/ﬁechnical directors.

: (c) For AMC activities, include the DA Equipment Survey require-
ments under CEMFR. That is, conduct a single annual survey of AMC

, faclilities, The DA Equipment Survey Program is concerned only with

o verification of authorizations as conteined in TDAs. CEMPR, which was
to address the total lnstallution equipment base, including IPE and
the authorization and utilizatlon thereof, can fill this void in the

- DA program.
' However, CEMER as prasently conceived is highly redundant,

: ‘ particularly wlth respect to utilization., The followlhg revisions are
suggested for incorporation into the CEMPR guldelines: . 5

(a) change title of Part IV23 from "Management of Industrial - 3

f i Plant Equipment and Machineé Tools" to "Mansgement of Industrial Plant

Equipment." AdJjust questions a, b, ¢, e, and h, accordingly.
(b) Combine: Part I a, "Equipment Utilization;" Part I e,
"Equipment Fool Operations and Facilities;" Part II e, "Equipment

T TIARATT YT
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Utdlization" (AMOR 728-1);lm Part II g, "Equipment Pool Policies."
(Sea App C for possible wanner of combination.)
(c) Add the following questions to Part IV:
If the activity in questicn operates under the Army
Industrial Fund (AIF) concept {AR 37-110),1‘5 has the
ratlc of active equipment to idle equipment, as reported
by DIPEC, followed the itrend of revenues of ALF for the
past four quarters?

For equipment lacking installed meters what wmethod is
used to Judge the rate at which the IPE has been
utilized:
(1) (Check one)

(a) Equipment Operator

(b) Foreman

(¢) Equipment Manager
B (a) other
- (2) (Check one)
o (a) periocdically estimates hours of usage
(b) periodicelly estimates genersl rate of usage,
’ for exsmple, heavy-medium~light-idle
(¢) periodically waelks through ares noting
: general wmachine activity and making note
(d) Delete question f, "Does the utlilization of IPE meet the
: minimum criteria? (Use 20 percent minimum, 40 percent objective

criteria Lf local standards have not been established,)"
(e) Delete Part V since, by definition, the bulk of test and
: measuring equipment in terms of dollar value, is subsumed under IPE.
Army-Administered Contract Property Administration Utilization
“ Survey. The Procurement Pollcy Division, Dircctorate of R&P, He AMD,
should advise the major subordinate commands that special emphasis ia

3 to be placed on HQ AMC review of property adminlstration as performed
. in GOCO/COCO facilitiecs adminlstered by the Army and containing
$10 million or more of Govemment-owned IFE.

Accordingly, major subordinate commands in this category will. be
instructed 1o provide the Procurement Policy Division, HQ AMJ, with

a copy nf the results of the annual property aduinistration system
104
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survay. The Procurement Policy Divialon will review the survey results
for completeness and adherence to prescribed ASFR procedures, particularly
that portion dealing with sample sizes.

Property administrators should be instructed to conduct a 100 percent
sampling of IFE with an acquisitlon cost of $25,000 or more. It is
further suggested that, to facllitate submission and review, the Army
adopt a standardized survey format modeled after a checklist currently
being used by DCAS in conducting 1ts plant surveys. A copy of the
checklist constltutes App C.

Reporting of Idle Equipment

Three aspects of this problem are addressed: The first c-ncerns
the need to identify when equipment 1s becoming or has beccie ldle.
The second concerns a control mechanism to ensure that the first aspect

is being accomplished. The third aspect concerns the necessity to
clarify the distinction betwzen idle and excess equipment.

Adherence to New Reporting Requirement—tatus Code 3H. As a
result of the changes contained in the ASD (I&L) memo of 10 June 1971,
the reporting to DIFTEC of equipment that has been idle for 10 days is
now applicable primarily to IPE in contractor-operated facllities. The
Directorate of 1&S, HQ AMC should revise AMCR 700-8233 by adding
paragraph 7 e as follows:

For AMC-operated facilities, e.g., arsenals,

b3

maintenance depots, and laboratories, the cessation

of the relation of IPE to mlission 1s the determinant

of when t0 report an item of IFE to DIPEC as idle for
redistribution. Should a miassion change, thereby
reducing the requirement for IFE and making some IFE
excess, then the AMC facility would be bound by the
10-day reporting rule for the excess equipment (Ref 15,
para 20501-1). In essence the facility would be
reporting the item as excess to the mission needs
rather than idle. However, should a workload

decrease but the misslon not change, redistribution

of equipment gone idle is not intended. Thus reporting
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the equipment to DIFEC promptly 1s not an wwgent
requirement., The reporting to DIPEC of IPE in
R | status code 3H (i.e., idle but mission-essential)
Ly will occur when:
(a) It is antlcipated that obvious decreases
in workload are to last 6 months or longer.
(v) At the time of semlannual readings of
installed meter, should a facillty use meters, the
: utilization rate reveals possible underutilization
o and/or possible pooling potential due to decressed
R workload, elther of which is confirmed through
N further inquiry.
:3 (¢} Semiannual walk-through surveys by the
' comuarding officer/technical director reveal
wnderutilized equipment.
(d) The annual CEMPR/DA Equipment Surveys
_ reveal the underutilization of specific ltems
ﬁ% of IFE.
] An additional change should be made to AMCR T00~-82 to increase
the possibility that maximum economic benefit may result from semi-
. annual walk-throughs. Faragraph T b should be revised by adding:
A However, industrial plant equipment as defined in
AR T00-43 (Ref 15, para 10220), with unit mcquisition !
cost of $25,000 or more should be reviewed on a
100 percent sampling basis.
Furthermore, to assure the establishment and maintenance of equip-
ment utilization records for such high-value items and to faclilitate
the foregoing review, App A of AMCR 700-8233 should be expanded to
include the following paragraph 8:
8. Industrial plant equipment, as defined in
AR T00-43 (Ref 14, pera 10220), with a unit
acquisition cost of $25,000 or more.
Percentage criteria for each item is at
the option of the using installation or activity.
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Management Indicator to Signify Adherence to Reporting Equipment as
Idle or Excesa, An additional suggestion concerns the utilization both

by commanding officers/technical directors ag well as equipment management
survey teams of a form of management indicetor. This lndiecator's useful-
ness is premised on the correlation that exists between a facility's
annual workload and machine utilization. Figure 26, a hypothetical case,
reflects this relation.

All the arsenals, all the depot maintenance activitles, and five
laboratories operate under the AIF as prescribed under AR 37-.‘1.10.1"5
The concept underlying the AIF consists of 8 revolving fund with any
work performed being supported by a speclfic fund cltution from the
actlvity being serviced.

Under the provisions of AR 37-110, para 5-8.d.(1), each activity must
submit an annual report, "Army Industrial Fund——Statement of Revenue and
Costs," DA Form 2266-R. This form is shown as Fig. 27. Items 1 to 17
represent the cource of sll revenue covering the past fiscal year (Col 1),
the current fiscal year (Col 2), and the estimates for the budget year
(col 3). Only items 1 to 17 would be consldered in the proposed method.
Before implementing the method the major subordinate commands, which are
the holders of the bulk of the Army's IPE, should agree on which of the
17 items listed should be excluded since some ltems might not trly
reflect IPE utilizatlon,

The Directorate of I&S, HQ AMC, should revise AMCR 700-8233 to
require the equipment manager of AIF facilitles to prepare and maintain
a graph simllar to Fig. 27. That portion of the graph relating to revenues
received or prolected would be obteined internal to the facility from DA
Form 2266=R. That portion of the graph dealing with the acquisition
cost of IPE would be obtailned from DIFEC, for the past fiscal year.
DIPEC-originated data would consist of the acquisitlon cost of IFE for
that facility broken out by:

(a) 1IPE in use at the beginning of the fiscal year

(v) IIE reported as idle (excess to facility's needs) during the
past fiscal year, plus other equipment released to DIPEC

(¢) IPE reported as status code 3H (i.e., idle but essential to
facility's mission) during the past fiscal year
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(a) IEE reported as acquired Q1.e.,‘1nit1all& reported to DIPEC
during the past fiscal year)
' During the current fiscel year the equipment manager would post
the equivalent of items(b), (e), and (d), preceding, on a quarterly basis,
togethor with the revenues received under the AIE. Du;ing seinlannual
walk-through inspections by the tommanding officer/technical director
as well as the annua% CEMFR, this gr&ph would be rev?ewed foxr adherence
to the currelation anticipated.

The proposed graph would servc es a management Indicator in two
ways: First, it would provide the commsnding officer/technical director
with a tool for Judging whether hic employees arc likely to have been

achleving economles resulékng fronm & lower workload und equipment being

placed in :ﬁhidle status (e.g., lower maintenance cost) and whether they
have been e

ring Yo the DIPEC reporting requifement for statur code 3H.
Seeondly, the graph, if made avallable in advance of the equirment

management survey, would provide the team with a broad indicator of

management's control over|active and idle equipment 1d the face of
fluctuating workloads. '

To the degree that en activity can anticipate its workload it

should be able to anticlipate the need Yo activate or acquire IPE or to

declare it excess or idle. With experience a facility could use such

rrojections in graphic or raw date form to anticipate the rate at which

IPE should be declared idle (i.e., status code 3H), and monitor actions
sccordingly.

Claﬁification of Definitions of Idle and Excess Equipment and
Reporting Requirements, DSAM 42l5.L. To clarlfy the distinctions that
should be mede bebweeh reporting of equipment when it is (1) idle but
not excess to the mission requirements of a facility and (2) idle and

excess to the mission requirements of a facility, the following
are recomiended to DSAM 1&2.1.5.1.11‘ \

Change para 10218 as ‘follows: \
Idle TFL.

changes

i

Depending on the holder two
distinctions pertain:

*1l. IFE in the posaesaién of a Defensé contractor,
\
not currently being utilized but beicg allowed to
: - \

\
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remaln in the possesaion of the contractor 7 |
vendlng completion of mobilization planning
or foreseeable requirements, Such IFE will ';
be reprted to DIPEC under status code LF.
2., IPE in the possession of DOD in=house
installations and activities not currently
being utilized or utilized intermittently,
but retention by the installations and :
activities is essential for misaion support.
Such IFE will be reported to DIPEC under :
status code 3H. |
Change "Section VW=—Idle Declarations" to "Section V==D2clarations
of Installation or Activity Excess Equipment."
Change paras 20501 and 20601 so that wherever the word "idle" appears
in relation to equipment in possesslon of an installaetilon or an activity,
there is substituted the term "excess to the needs of the installation or ,
activity," or the equivalent, as sultable to the general wording of the ?‘
sentence in quesation,. |
Change "Sectlon VI—Excess and Disposal Keporting" to "Section VI—
DOD Excess and Disposal Reporting."
Add:
Section VII=~Idle Reporting 20T70l—~ Procedure
1, IPE of the types listed in Appendix 1A will
be reported on DD Form 1342 (two coples) to DIPEC
by the user, through required intermediete activity,
at the time any of the followlng conditions apply:
a, the activity anticipates no change in
: mission but does anticipate decrease in workload

= RN e

R R ::-‘ e

T

that 1s to last 6 months or longer.

b, the activity, as a result of walk-through
inspections or equipment management surveys,
determines that IPE has become idle, or that certain
IPE can be pooled thus temporarily relegating other .
IFE to an idle status, I :

Change pars 10219=="Idle Roport" so that it reads, "...in accordance
with paragraph 2070L."
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The foregolng changes should be supplemented by a general review i
of DEAM 4215.1%* 80 as to clearly dlstingulsh between a DOD/DIPEC concept |
of what "idle IFE" and "excess IPE" consist of and what these same terms
mean to a DOD component, e.gs, Army, and 1ts installations and actlvitles. :

Most Effective Use of Army Equipment Surveys. In order to evaluate N
i the degree to which AMC facillties are adhering to current requirements
# concerning the reporting of idle and excess equipment to DIPEC, the
followlng changes are recommended to Part IV of the proposed CEMFR Gulde,

Delete paragraph g., '"1s idle out-of-use IPE reported to DIPEC in
, 10 deys as required by AR 700-43,* ana para 5-5d, AR 700-g07":L
} : Add the following paragraphs in lieu of paragraph g:
; With respect to IFE that is idle but still :

essential to the activity's milsslon need, has %3‘
the activity been reporting such equipment to \
DIPEC under status code 3H?

Has the activity been identifying idle
equipment, in the context of the preceding
question, through the following means: ‘

1. Where decreases in workload are to -
last 6 months or longer . :

2, At time of semiannual readings of ( !f“
installed meters the utilization rate indicates O
possible underutilization and/or potential

, pooling possibilities

3. A% semiannual walk-throughs by commanding
officer/tecinical director

Has there been a change in the mission of
this activity affecting equipment needs since
the last CEMPR?

If yes to preceding 'question and impact is

e

4 et o,
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to reduce equipment requirements: '

. 1. Has the actlvity reported such excess

; IFE to DIFEC within 10 calendar days of its

pod becoming idle?

: 2. Or has the aciivity made adequate plans to report

such equipment reductions when the equipment becomes idle?
112 f




SUMMARY

In thie chapter two major problem areas have been ldentifled, i.e.,
underutilization of IFE and failure to report IFE to DIPEC or failure to
do so0 in a timely fashion. In examining these problem areas a distinction
has been made as to the nature of these problems as they have their roots
in a contractor-operated environment n* a Government-operated environment.
The degree of control permitted the Ammy in these two types of situations
differs significantly, the latter perumitting greater asset visibility and
a closer control since ASPR does not govern.

In examlning these problems as they apply to the Army, a reviev has
been made of pertinent facets of the Navy and Alr Force systems. This
review offered little of note othier than the observation that each of the
military services views the subjectn of utilization, utilization standards,
utilizetion of installed meters for obtaining usage histories, and idle/
excess reporting in & different light. The Air Force, for example,
although recognizing the need to report excess IPE apparently reports it
to DLSC in accordance with MILSTRIP requirements, and does not report
excesses to DIPEC, The Alr Force does not recognize the term "idle" as
used in DSAM hels.l.lu One polnt on which there was concurrence among
all three services was that anticipated worklcad was the prime determinant
in IFPE retention/excess decisions, not the rate at which an item had
been used. .

In propesing system changes, two principal topics have been
addresgsed: IPE utilization, and reporting of idle equipwent. The sub-
divisions addressed within each of these areas together with the related
reconmendations have been summarized in Tables 10 and 1l respectively.
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Chapter 6

RESOLUTION OF CRITICISMS RELATING TO
EXCESSIVE COSTS OF REPAIRS TO IFE AND
POOR PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE PRACTICES

NATURE OF PROUBLEMS/CRITICISMS

Arwy installations and contractors have been criticized from
several sources for noncompliance with AMC guldance on repair expenditure
limitations for in-use IPE; incurring excessive costs for and making
uneccnoml.cal repalrs; not screening DIFEC for replacements of IPE prior
to extensive repair or rebuild; and the lack of uniform maintenance
standards, record keering, and established repair cost limitations. In
addition the Army has been cited for having poor preventive maintenance
(™) practices for in-use IPE,

CURRENT SYSTEMS AND EVALUATION--—-ARMY

Current System, Contractor-Operated Facllities

The current Army malntenance and PM system for contractor-operated
facilities 1s shown in Figs 28. For contractor-operated facilities,
maintenance and PM requirements are specified in ASPR contract clauses
[Bef 13, 7~702.14 (& thru f) and B-600, 60L, and 602].  Paragraph a
of T=-T02.1k calls for the contractor to "perform normal maintenence of
the Facilities in accordance with sound industrial practice » including
protection, preservation, maintenance, and repair of the Facilities, and
vith respect to equipment, normal parts repla.cement."l3 Paregraph b
requires submission by the contractor to the contracting officer, for
approval, of & written "proposed normal maintenance program, including an

appropriate maintenance records system." (lause B-10l places responsibility
for approval of contrectors® programs on the property adninistratcr. On
approval it becomes an obligation of the contractor to carry out the
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programs. Clause B-002 describes some of the required details of the
contrector's maintenance program, particularly for FM, and also covers
disclosure and reporting of the need for major repair, replacement, or
rehabilitation of Govermnment-owned cquipment and the need for providing
records of meintenance actions and inapections.

ASPR Supp 3 (Ref 15, Annex I, Category 7), deseribes two functional
areas of maintenance to be surveyed once a year by the Government property
adninistrator at the contractor's facility to determine compliance with
the approved meintenance progrem. The flrst area checks the adequecy
of PM scheduling and record keeping. The second area checks the adequacy
of scheduling and performance of inspections for capltal«type rehabilitation,
accomplishment of such actions when necessary, and record keeping including
costs. Requests from the contractor for funds for capital rehabilitation
of industrial equipment above the "normal maintenance" level are reviewed
by the ACO, with the assistance of various technical speciallsts. If the
request and cost estimates are volid, considering the sge and efficlency
of the equipment and the expectation of continued usc by the contractor,
and the contractor's need 13 urgent or repalr only is required, the ACO
will submit the request directly to the PCO for approval and authorlzation
of funds. If the contractor's need is not urgent and the equipment
requires rebuild or overhaul, the ACO will submit & DD Form 1419 to DIPEC
requesting clearance in accordence with the requirements of AR T00-43
(Ref 14, pura 70301l-l.a, C.6). If & replacement is avallable and accept-
able the PCO is notified to provide funds for shipment. If a replacement
is not avallable or not acceptable the PCO mist decide whether to rebulld
the equipment, borrow a similar item, or request approval to purchase a
new item. In moking his decision the PCO {8 bound by an expendlture
1imit for repair or rehabilitation of "normally, an amount not more than
fifty percent of the acquisition value of an ltem of indusirial equip-
ment..."ms’u? However, if "the required and essentinl production
schedules would not permit time to deliver new or replacement equipment,”
the limit may be exceeded to obtaln an immedlate repalr action.

16,47

Current Systems, AMC-Operated Focilities
The hierarchy of current and proposed regulations that bear on

118 ;

&




)
v

<

.2
2
B
K

L.
.

]
i

E
H
3

maintenance and IM aativities at AMC installations is shown in Fig. 29.
The DOD level directives and instructions and the Army rogulations provide
general concepts, objectives, and policiles and prescribe responsibilities
of various commanders or organizations. An exception to these 1ls AR 37-
100-72,% in which the statement of a malntenance expenditure limit
although apecific Is minute and almost invisible amng the description
of fiscal codes., Another exception i1s AR 750-33, = which, although
pertinent, contains detoll on PM programs that appears to be out of
place in an Arny regulation. At the AMC level the regulations provide
conslderable detall on maintenance and PM programs, lncluding rcsponsi-
bilities of installatlon personnel and procedures for operating the system.
Two of the AMC regulations are in the proposal stage although BAC has
been told the ’?EIEREQ is currently being applied in the field. AR T750-33
has been hcld up pending lssuance of the DODI,lo and AMCR "{50-.70:&9 has
been withheld almost 2 years awalting AR 750-33.
The presence of 80 many pending elements In the IPE malntenance
and FM systems, as represented by the unilosued regulations, has made it
difficult for RAC tu do more in thls area than provide some general
concluaions and guldance for the resolution of areas of conflict or to
obtain program imprcvements. The DCSLOG representatlve 'to the Study
Advisory Group (SAG) requested at the July 1971 SAG meeting that the
study team look into the possibllity of overlap between the proposed
AR T%0-33 and the exlsting AR 750-1..50 However, time was not avallable
to perform sufficlent analysls 8o as to take a firm position on the matter.
Preventive Maintensnce at AMC Facllitles. The current system for
M of in~use IFE at AMC installations is described by Fig. 30. The basilc
document for equipment management is AMCR 700-6&,1'9 which prescribes the
formation of an Equipment Control Branch, within the Equipnent Management
Office at an installation, and the branch's responsibilities for dewvelop-
ing local PM requirements and regulations. AMCR 700-7539 supports and
complements AMCR TOO-64 by providing instructions for a uniform automated
record keeping system that includes both PM and mintenance.lo AMCR TOO-T5,
however, applies only to installations identifled as SPEED depots. Other
inste” .ations not now equipped with a computer capability are to be covered
by manual procedures contained in the proposed AMCR 750-xx.u9 Both
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AMCR TO0-T5 and TS0=xx refer to the use of mailntenance and PM record
forms contained in TM 38-750.°"

Approval of Maintenance FExpenditure at AMC Facilities, The primary
auditing agency complaints in the maintenance area concerned the making
of uneconomical repeirs or incurring expenditures above the limit of
50 porcent of acquisition cost; not clearing with DIPEC prior to making
such repalrs; and poor record keeping for maintenance actions. The DOD,
Army, and AMC-level regulatilans previously described in the PM area also
covered maintenance, and descriptions of these will not be repeated,
although the conclusions pertinent to maintenance will be repeated
vhere applicable. The following paragraphs will stress the details of
the current system for approving the expenditure of funds for IFE
maintenance, since the adequacy of thia system has been questloned by
auditing agenclies at AMC arsenals, depots, and laboratories.

The current system is detailed in Filg. 3L. A need for repalir resulis
in o malntenance request and a cost estimate that is matched against the
prescribed limit, At the same time & determination is made whether
rebuild/overhaul is required., If the repalr estimate does not exceed
the limit of 50 percent of acquisition cost, and rebuild/overhaul 1s not
required the iastellation may proceed with repair using their OMA funds.,
If the cost estimate exceeds the limit and/or rebuild/overhaul is
required, and the need is too urgent to await DIPEC clearance for o
replacement item, the repair is again made from OMA funds. If the need
is not urgent the procedure prescribved in AR "{00-1&3:L5 for clearing with
DIFEC 18 followed, resulting in cilther an acceptable replacement being
avallable, in which case the problem 1s resolved, or no acceptable
replacexent avallable, which gives the same result as no replacement of
any kind being available., The latter twe results require a decision by
the installation to (1) borrow a similar item from another facility,

(2) attempt to procure a new item or (3) rebuild the failed item regardless
of repair cost limit. Due to the delays involved in finding e&n acceptable
item for loan or obtaining approval for new procurement, rebulld ls the
met likely course of action, resulting almost invariably, in excessive
repalr costs.
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1. . Evalustion of Current Systems ' : .
5 (Jontrnch-ODamted Facilities. AlL reviewing agencies reported '

_ © deficiencles in maintenance record keei)ing, axces:l;ive costs for repairs, “s
. - and uneconomical repairs mede by contractors. The ASPR requirement for
3 initial epproval by the PA of the waintenance progrem submitted by the
contractor should provide tie opportunity for determining that a contractor's
_ prognim is asdequate., There were no compleints by reviewing agencies in
\ \\this ares., The complaints pertained to insufficient implementation of
the progrem, but the PA's annusl survey, if competently \done, plus
' ; . periodic \informl checks ph‘ould provide sufficlent contxol in this area,
' The primary aree of complaint was the lack of control of costs for
repair or :reha.bili tion. Responsibility for expenditure of funds rests
solely with the PCO. He should be a.ware of the limits on expenditures
and the urgency of the contractor 8 needs when making his decision.
; ' However, there is no control on the maximum amount that may be spent for
' \ repalr or rehsbilitetidn once the limit is excceded nor is there & means
\ for reeording the Justification Zor an expenditure above the limit for
use In a possible review by an auditing agency.
Prevenﬁive Maintenance at AMC Facilities. , The current system for
\} \ FM lacks e.ny feedback to Hd. I‘.MC\tha.t WQuld indicate that the various
installations have indeed complied with the requirements for developing
¢ - . & local FM program. . There is a void where nc detalled instructions
presently exist for other than SPEED depots. The exlstence of priposed
IPE management regulations at both Army and AMC levels poses a problem
that must be resolved. T 38-750,% in 1ts ctatement of srope, excludes
application to IPE. \1
_ Approval of Maintenance Expenditures at AMC Facilities. The system
\ ; \ lacks control, documentation of excessive expendlturas, _and gources of
- . informetion useful to improved decision meking. It also suffers from the
& lack of definition of expenditure limlts thatywas evlident in the prior
] discussion of contractor-operated facilities. Some of the corclusions

B . 4
. w e

from the contractor-oprrated faclilitles area eund FM areas are equally
applic#ble to thid area.
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CURRENT SYSTEMS AND EVALUATION-—NAVY/AIR FORCE

To identify any ideas that might be profitably adapt«l to Army neels
in attempting to improve the Army malntenance and PM systems, a very
brief review was made of exlsting Alr Force and Navy systems currently

gerving the sawme purpose.

Navy System and Evaluation
Within the Naval Alr Systems Command each actlviiy has its owu PM

program, the contents of which are locally determined. There exiets no
gulding document at present to prescribe PM practices for all activitles.
However, an assignment was recently wmade to rne of the field activities
to design an automated program for FPM that would be applicable to all
activities. The command states that they observe the requirement to
clear with DIPEC prior to rebuild/overheul but rebuild requires approval
from Headquarters. The command will obtain a quotation from the manu-
facturer prior to committing themselves to any rebullding and will
conslder replacement as an alternative. Usually they will replace due
to the age of the equipment and the technological state~of-the-art
sdvantages that may be obtained. The funds for rebuilding come from the
Naval Industrial Fund. If repair cost 18 less that $5000 the Commanding
Officer at an activity can make the decision to repalr without Headquarters'
If the cost exceeds W0 percent of mcquisitlon cost DIFEC

approval.

mist be cleared flrst.
At the Naval Ship Systems Command, PM procedures are covered in

detail in a 1959 regulation. Approximately 2 yeurs ago one of the shipyards
wad requested to develop & new set of automated procedures for PM but the
task has not been completed. In this command, ¥M is also covered by the
Naval Industrial Fund. There is no limit on expenditures for repairs;
approval 1s necessary only at the shipyard level. However, this command
stresses the recording of meintenance costs for each item of IPE, and any
analysis for replacement of an item will be based on the utilization of
the item plus its waintenance cost record in addition to urgency of need.
The ccmmand etates that they ohserve the requirement to clear with DIPEC
prior to rebuild.

Overall, AMC 1s ahead of the Navy in automating PM procedures.
the maintenmnce area the use of maintenance cost history as background
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to repa.ir/ replacement decisions appears to be useful, and the recording
of this type of data has been suggested earlier in this chapter.

Air Force System and Lveluation
In the Alr Force, maintenance of in-use IPE 1s accomplished in-house

at the variouws AMAn., Guidance for maintenance activities 1s contained in
AF Manual 67--3..27 It is the AF policy to condemn an item of equipment
rather than repair 1t if the estimated cost to rupalr exceeds 65 percent
of the stock listed unit cost, which is current catalog or replacement
cost,

PROPOSED SYSTEM CHANGES

Contractor-Operated Facilities

Since evaluation of the maintenance mspects of the current system
for contractor-operated racilities indicates that the primary control
point for rehabilitation costs is the PCO, any improvements must be
related to his function. Several conclusions have been reached in
attempting to improve the current system. The proposed changes are shown
with dotted lines on Flg. 32.

First, it is desirable to prevent unnecessary or uneconomical repairs
from being made when a replacement mey be avallable from DIFEC. As it
currently reads, paragraph T030l of AR 700-1+3lu requires clearance with
DIPEC only prior to rebulld or overhsul, these belng assumed equivalent
to rehabilitation. A repalr action does not at present require clearance
with DIPEC even if a majJor repair is involved, This is clearly not the
intent of AR 700~43, and this loophole should be closed. RAC has been
informed by L[SA that change 7 to AR TOO=L3 will require clearance with
DIPEC prior to "major repalrs" of active 1PE as well as for rebuild/over-
haul., This change will close the gap 1f "major repair" is suitably
defined.

An attempt has been made to define a major repalr in s draft of a
proposed DODI on the establishment of repair eligiblility critcria for
in-uge I.‘E‘F.‘..S‘5 In the draft document & major repair is defined as one
that "exceeds 4O percent or $8000, whichever is less of the standard
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3 inventory cost" (Ref 55, Sec III, para A5). The standard inventory cost ,?
; g is a current or replacement cost for the item. Since the Army wishes to
¢ base its expenditure limit for IFE on acquisition cost rather than replace-
- & ment cost a second conclusion must be that, for Army purposes, the
definition of "wajor repair" given in the proposed DODI should be based
on acquislition cost to preclude ‘the need for obtalning or compuiing a
replacement cost. Establishment of a definition of major repair 1s a
requirement for effective control of repair costs and it should be
included in the definition section of AR 700-h3lu for ready reference.

A third conclusion 1s that the use of acqulsition cost as & base
for computing expenditure limits, as stated in AR 37-1.00-72,1‘6 is in
i direct conflict with AR '750-2",'56 and ite subsidiary technical bullatins,
vhich prescrlbe expenditure limits for determining the economic repair-
;_f:‘ ebility of Army materiel and use a percentage of replacement cost as a
| reference point. This conflict might be resolved by plucing in AR T50=27
§ a stotement that it does not apply to IPE, assuming that it is indeed
the Army's intention to provide different bases for repalr eligibility
for ltems of supply other than IPE.

A fourth conclusion is that sonme control is needed on repair costs

ft ; that are estimated to exceed the expenditure limit and are approved by
' the PCO owlng to urgent scheduling requirements. It is suggested that ' :
any costs that would exceed the expenditure limit should require the
additional approval of the head of the procurement activity at the
wmajor subordinate command. This proceuure would ensure that the reasons
for exceeding the limit are clearly stated and have been validated.

A fifth conclusion is closely related to the last one. It would
require that in all cases the PCO record the reasons for exceeding the i
| expenditure limit and send a copy of this record, including the signature '
}4 of the head of the procurement office involved to the property administrator
4 to be filed with maintenance records for the item of TPE in question.
The records would then be complete and would be available for review at

g 7

a later time in the event of an lnquiry by an auditing agency.

A sixth conclusion is that the actual costs of repair or rebuild/
overhaul should be recorded and compared with the original cost estimate
by the ACO for the information of the PCO. It is possible that the reason
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for exceeding repair expenditure limits ia because estimates are lower
than the actual costs. The comparison procedure suggested would, over
time, provide a measure of the accuracy of estimates, and lead to any
necessary lmprovements. This comparison should be required only on a
temporary basis, for perhaps L year, and could be eiiminated if it is
shown that estlmating i1s not a problem or 1f sufficient data are made
avellable from the comparison to resolve any apparent problem. Although
the comparison may be discontinued after serving lts purpose, recording
the actual cost of repalrs on the maintenance record for each item of IFE
should be continued. The maintenance cost record would be a useful gage
of the performance of the item that could be reviewed during any
considemation of possible replacement instead of additional repalrs.

Preventive Maintenance at AMC Facllities

Two alternative systems are proposed for ivvroving PM management
a8 shown in Figs. 33 and 34. The only variation between them ls that
Alternative 1 (Fig. 33) assumes that the Army-level regulation will
survive and that Altermative 2 (Fig. 34), assumes the AMC regulation
will survive. The study team's position is that one or the other of
these regulations ls suffilclent; both shculd not be required. Several
yproposals and concluslons are independent of these two regulatlons,
however, and these will) be dlscussed flrst.

It is proposed that each AMC installation send coples of both 1ts"
PM and maintenance regulations back to HQ AMC (I&S) as evidence of
compliance with AMCR 700--6l+.l9 These submissions should be updated
annually if any changes have occurred and provide a starting basis for
the annual CEMER by describing the programs whose ilmplementation is to
be reviewed. A sacond proposal is to revine AMCR 700-7539 to be
applicable to all mejor AMC insitallations, not Just SPEED depots. In
conjunction with this proposal the automatlonr of both maintenmnce and
PM procedures should be placed on the AMC achedule for all major
installations. Automatlon of these procedures would ellminate much of
the tedlous and time-consuming paperwork involved, ilmprovs the timelinese
and accuracy of record keeping and place all major AMU installations on
the same basis with regard to maintenance and PM aspects of equipment

management.
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An additional proposal is that DA develop a publication in the T50
seriea, such as a technical bulletin, that would contaln guldance for
installation PM procedures for all iypes of IFE. This publication
could incorporate the PM details currently included in the proposed AR
750_33h8 for metalworking equipment and would regquire the additlon of
guldance for nonmetalworking equipment. Such a publication would satisfy
in part the implications of para TO201l of AR 700-1\\3 with regard to
establishment of sound PM practices.

Of the two alternatives depicted in Figs. 33 and 34, if the Army
chooses to retain an IPE publication at the AR level, Alternative 1 will
pe a desirsable course of action. It 1s RAC's conclusion that the piroposed
AMCR 750-xxu9 would be necessary only to provide interim manual procedures
wntil automation of the various instellations is completed., It is also
suggested that, in this case, AR T50- 33148 be published without the PM
details (suggested for separats publicatlon) and using the TM 38-T50°"
maintenance and PM record forms rather than the new forms proposed. These
conclusions were reached because PM details appear inappropriate for an
AR, as previously discussed, and because the TM 38-750 forms appear to
be adequate for the purpose intended, are already part of the Army
maintenance system, and are already part of the prescribed procedures
described in AMCR 700-"(539 for the automated system. To eliminate a
current conflict, para 1-3.6 of TM 38-T50 should be revised to strike
out the exclusion of IFE.

If the Amy chooses to eli.mimate the proposed AR T50=33 in favor
of another regulation, such as AR T50-1 ,50 then Alternative 2 would be
the preferred course of action. In that case it is the study team's
conclusion thaet the proposed AMCR T50-xx be issued in a form including
the stronger language and coverage of AR T50-33, including the interim
menual procedures for FM and maintenance, but without any of the PM
details suggested for separate publication. As it presently stands,
AMCR T50-xx 1s & sketchy document that would benefit considerably from
an infusion of the wording of AR 750-33, assuming that the AR is not
published.
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Approvel of Maintenance Expenditures at AMC Facllities
The proposed system 12 shown 1In Fig. 35. It shows & feedback of

actual repalr or rebulld costs to the estimators for comparison with cost
estimates to dstermine if the problem is one of poor estimating. This
proposal is the same as that made for contractor-operated facilities and
again would be temporary until recognition or resolution of the problem.
Agpin, the recoxding of actual repair costs for each item of IFE should
be continued even after the need for a comparison with estimates ls past.
It has been suggested that such maintenance cost date be centrally
recorded by DIFEC on files that would be made avallable to each service
as desired. The study team believes that such central files would be
very seldom used and that recording of malntenance costs should remain

& local matter for each inatallstion.

A second prorosed actlion 18 to differentiate betweep u repair =4
a8 major rapair and to have AR 700-1433'2‘L revised to require screening of
DIPEC for major repair in addition to rebuild/overhaul, As previously
noted wnder contrector-operaied facilities, change T to AR 700-1#31“ is
supposed to lnclude recognition of major repalr, and the proposed DODI
will. define it. An additional proposal is to reference in AR TOO-L3
the use of SB 9-226°! to identify items of IPE that are not to be
repaired.

The study team has also concluded that a control is needed when a
failed item of IPBE requiring major repair, reouild, or uverhaul iu so
urgently needed that there is not time to clear with DIFEC hefore making
the repair. In this clrcumstance it 1s suggested that the reasons for
the urgency be recorded and approved by the production menager, laboratory
director, or equivalent at other installations, before meking the repalir.
The aprroved reasons for the decision should then be tiled with the
malntenance record for the item for pcssible future reference.

Another proposal for lmproving the asystem would be applied when
an installetion has requested a replacewent from DIPEC and none is
avallable or replacements offered by DIFEC are not acceptable to the
installation. In this situation it is suggested that DIFEC be asked to
supply some additional information to sasslst the Installation in deciding
on & course of action among procuring a new item, borrowlng from another
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installation, or rebuilding the failed item. DIPEC should be required
‘ to congpute the reutilization value percentage (RVP) for the failed item,
;o and to list simllar items that are currently in Codes 3H ani UF in the
: DIPEC files. This informetion would establish the desirvebility of’
- repalring the item and provide a source of possible loan candidates,
o The study teeam has concluded that when the decision to buy, loan, or
S retulld has been made a further control is required to velidate the
‘ decision. This control would be approval of the decislon by the i
Director of I&S at AMC major subordinate commands or spproval at an -
equivalent level at other installations. |
With regard to the overall system for maintenance it 1s concluded l
that, as in the ares of prevontive maintenance, AMIR TOO=T5°7 should be
o revised to moke it applicable to all major AMC installations and that
b the automation of maintenance record kecping at these installations be
scheduled as rapldly as possible. 4
A fineal conclusion is that maintenance and PM practices at AMC | §
installaticnd will not be subsvantially lmproved until the status of the
related draft publications at DOD, Arumy, and AMC levels ls resolved and
the directions tc be followed at these Installations become clarified.

SUMMARY
Two general problem areas were addressed, one pertaining to

.. conditinng leading to excessive expenditures for repalr of in-use IFE,

the second relating to definlent or nonexistent PM programs for IPE.
. In reviewing these problem areas a distinction was uade between _
- policy and procedure as applied to contractor-operated facilities and ‘ :
- to AMC-operated facilities. With respect to contractor-operated facilities ‘
' the provisions of ASPR were noted to govern repair, rebulld, and overhaul,
Criticism by eudliting sgencles in this environment was limlted rimexily 8
to lack of control over repalr, rebulld, and overhaul resulting in .
excessive coets for rehabilitation. The PCO was ldentifled by RAC es
{ the key individual for exerting the needed control. Another conclusion

was the existence of a loophole in AR 700-&3,11* namely, the current
. requirement to screcen DIPEC when rebuild or overhawl of IFE is involved
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but not when a major repalr ls involved.
were made,

Several additional conclusions

With respect to the itwo problem areas being addressed and thelr
application to AMO-operated facilities, note was teker of the considerable

degree of flux that currently exists with respect to pertinent NDOD, DA, |
and AMC instructions or regulations.
as 2 yeurs,

Scme have been pending for as long

PM at AMO facilities is govermed through various AMCRs within the
AMC Equlipment Manogement Progrem wlth the Directorate of IS as the
‘ proponent. Currently no effective control exists to ensure that AMC
; facilities have instituted alpreventive malntenance program in
: accordance with AMCR T00-64, 9
i With respect to the problem of excessive IPE maintenance custe at
AMC-operated facilities, apecific manifestations of this problem
included uneconomical repairs or incurring expenditures abcve the Limit
of 50 percent of acquisition ocost, not clearing with DIFEC prior to
incurring such costs, and related poor record keeplng.
Tables 12 and 13 sumarize the system changes that are proposed
to alleviate or eliminate the major IPE maintenance problems being
addressed 1n contractor-operated and AMC-operated facilities, respectively.
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Chapter T

MANAGEMENT OF INDUSTRIAL FIANT EQUIRMENT
AND EQUIPMENT MANAGEMENT

NATURE OF PROBLEM/CRITICISMS

An additional problem was assigned to the RAC study tesm Ty the Chief
of Staff, HQ AMC.”° The Chlef of Staff basically was interested in
axanining the possible organization alternatives within AMC that would
permit the integration and control of all IFE activities under a single

management. RAC wes instructed to pey particular attention to the question
of consolideting all IFE activities under ISA or the Production Eguipment
Agency, both physinally located at Rock island, Ill.

The basis of this problem ie 4o be found in the AAA report of November
1969 which stateds

d. Decentralizations of the Amy's management of
ITE was a factor in many of the problem areas noted during
the sudit. No single organization or activity served
as the focal point tor overall Army management policles,
procedures and supervision. Prlor to the creation of DIPEC.
the Army centralized wost IFE management responsibilities
in the U, S. Army Production Equipment Agency (PEQUA).
With DIFEC's formation, FEQUA retained responsibllity only
for technlcal advice and asisistance in the IFE area; the
Army's management responsibilities were vested separately
awong the individual major and subordinate commands and
actlvities. Although possassing about 93 percent* of the
Aruy's IPE, the U, S. Army Materiel Command's (USAMC's)
wanagement responsibilities were decentralized among its
Headquarters directorates, the offices within these direc-

torater and, in turn, to the varilous subordinate coumands
and activities (Ref 55, pera 2d),

The RAC study team found the condition of decentralization desecribed
by the AAA to be guite accurate. This quotat'on is examined in more

#8tudy team analysis of DIFEC reports revealed 9T percent to be the
current figure.
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detail later in this chapter. However, the conditions described alove

were not cited in any of the other reports that were the basis for isolation

of critical or major IFE management problems such as those addressed in the
last five chapters, Although the AAA report contained the above statement,
it was not presented in the nature of e problem requiring specific correc-
tive action. However, the RAC study team cons)ders the relatively high
degree of decentralization of IFE management together with a marked
scarclty of feedback on system performance to be contrlbuting causes of
wany of the problems treated in the document. PFurther, the RAC study team
considers the resolution of both of these problems to be fundamental to
any short- or long-term resclution of the types of problem addressed in
the preveding chapters.

In addressing this subject area the study team pursued a course of
first examining the structure internal to the Army under which IFE is
managed, with particular attention being given to the AMC organizational
structure. A review was made of the Alr Force and Navy organizational
structures, in similar fashlon. In performing this review it gquickly
becawme apparent that IPE and capital equipment in general was umanaged
radically differently among the three services. It also was recognized
that in order to cope with the problem concerning the wost feasible
organization structure through which to manage IPE, one had to address the
broader questions of organizational wmissions and equipment management.

ARMY ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE FOR MANAGING IFE

Figure 5 (repeated here for the reader's convenience) portrays the
principal activities within DA that psrticipate actively in some function
of IFE management. At the DA level thie only actlvity the study team could
identify as actively participating in IFE mansgement functions was within
the Deputy Chief of Staff Loglsties area. This office had been promul-
gating policy on IPE manasgement as it related to the Industrial Preparedness
Program. However, such policy only affects the arsenals and contractor
facilities at the AMC level, and hns no impact on AMC facilities osuch as
laboratories, maintenance depots, proving grounds, etc,

Before addreesing the elements within AMC that are concerned directly
with IFE management, a distinetion was made so that several management tacks
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could be recognized: planning, programming, and budgeting (PFB); the
promulgation of policy, rparticularly that relating to the use of capital
eguipment needed to perform against approved PPB; executing against the
approved PPB: and controlling s0 as to ensure that the manner of execution
is in conformance with what was planned, programmed, and budgeted.

Control of the PFB aspects of IFE management rests st the HQ AMC
level with three principal directorates: The Directorate of R&P, which
has responsibility for the PEMA funds; the Directorate of RIE, responsible
for RDTE funde; and finally, the Directorate of Mailntenance, which has
responsibility for OMA funds. Each of these three types of funds tends to
relate primarily to one or at the most two types of AMC facility. Ar-
senals are the wain users of PEMA-funded IPE; the Aepots are the main users
of OMA-funded IPE; and the laboratories and proving grounds/tcst centers
are the main users of RDTE-funded IPE. Since PEMA funds are used to obtain
all the IFE assoclated with the ammunition plants, arsenals, and contractor-
operated facilitles as well as & portion of the IPE used by maintenance
depots, the Directorate oi R&P has tended to dominate IPE matters within HQ
AMC.

With respect to proposed policles that relate to (a) IPE management
and (b) the ability to execute against current or future programs, the
directorates controlling the funds are the ones who propose, review, and/
or approve the proposed policy. In the case of proposed pollciec
affecting IPE in laboratories and proving grounds/%est centers, .he Deputy
of lLaboratorles and TEC(M have review and approval authority.

Neither the Directorate of R&P, RIE, nor Malntenance has line control
of the activities that are users of IFPE. The Deputy of Iaboratorles has
cognizance over the leboratories, and the Test and Evaluation Command over
the proving grounds/teat centers, not the Directorate of RDE. The
Special Assistant for Depots has cognizance over the depots, not the
Directorate of Maintenance. The commodity commands that govern the arsenals,
report to the Offices of the Commanding General/Deputy Commanding
General, HQ AMC.

It 1s worth noting that within the Directorate of R&P two divisions
participate actively in IPE management. The Procurement Policy Division
concentrates on policy matters relating to, emong other things, IFE
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managoement in the contractor environmeut. The Industrial Preparedness
Division, among other things, is responsible for consolidating for PPB
purposes PEMA-funded equipment requirewents, including IPE, but excluding
PEMA-furded IPE to be used in maintenunce depots.

The emphasis for the three Directorates described sbove is on broad
PPB and control. When IFE is addrer-ed by them, it 1s generally subsumed
under an lmportant program such as modernization and replacement, manmi-
facturing methods and tecnnology, facilities layout, ete.

PEQUA 1s a Class II activity that reports to the Directorate of
R&P, HQ AMC. The primary mission of this activity is to:

a. Serve as the central point of contact within AMC
for engineering and technical assistence and consultative
services to all elements of AMC concerned in the investi-
gation and utilization of new and improved manufacturing
techniques, processes, and equipment under the AMC
Munufacturing Technology Program.

b. Maintain snd promote within AMC knowledge of
the latest wanufacturing trends, technology, and
equipment.

¢. Serve as the central agency for providing techninel
coordination and asslstance to all DA commands, installations,
and actlvltles in the wmanagement of production equipment
and other I1FE,

d. FProvide the focal point within AMC for the uachine
tool industiry, technical associations, cther industrial
organizations, and knowledgeable per:onnel of Government
departments and agencles to propose new techniques and
processes for evaluation relative to applicability in
the production of military materiel (Ref 59, v 3).

PEQUA is largely limited to those activities falling within the Indus-
trial Preparedness Program. Tbis wonld encompass approximately 80 percent
of rll actiive and layaway IPE under -the control of AMC. FEQUA conslsts

of a staff of approximately 31 persons, 65 percent of whom are englneers
and technical specialists. These personnel are concerned primarily with
the coordination and evaluation of proposed layaway programs, wmodernization
programs, and manufacturing wethods and technology programs, all related

to the broader industrial preparednens program. Although FFQUA had
participated in a number of wodernlzation studies relating to maintenance
depots, this fuuctisn has effectively been transferred to the Meintenance

Su rt Canter.
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ISA 1s ulso a Class Il activity. This agency reports to the
Directorate of I&S, HQ AMC. ISA's mission 15!

a., To serve as the technical arm of the Directorate, I&S
HQ AMC.

b. To provide engineering asslstance and consultive
services to all elements of AMC in the management of cou-
wmunications facilities and physical plants of AMC and
logistical support services incident to the operation of
AMC installations and activities (Ref 60, p 3).

Of particular intersst to thils study is the prime function of the

Equipment Managewent Branch of this agency:

Provide operational management and evaluation of eguipwent

management programs at all AMC installations and sctivities.

The ereas of interest includd, but will not be limited to,

operation, maintenance, utilization, modernizatlon, radis-

tribution, repalr, replacement, inspection and callbratlon

of installation equipment, processing Tables of Distribution

and Allowances, and approving requests for equipment in

excess of authorized allowances (Ref 60, p 2h).
This agency is authorized approximately 114 personnel, 51 percent of
vhom are engineevs, sclentists, and technical speclalists. The degrec
of expertise in production equipment watters 1s wuch less than la PEQUA,
The AMC Equipment Management Program will be discussed in greater detaill
shortly. It is to be noted that in describing the mission of ISA a reason-
ably accurate description hss been glven of the scope of the staff res-

ponaibilities of the parent Directorate of I&S, HQ AMC.

AIR FORCE/NAVY ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES FOR MANAGING IFE

Air Force Stxructure

Figure 36 highlights the principal organizational elements within
the Ailr Force relating to IPE management. There is a pronounced dichotomy
within this sexvice with respect to ite types of activity. At the
Department of Alr Force level, DCS R&D 1s concerned with contractual effort
(e.g., COCO and GQCO), as well as those Air Force military actlvities
engaged in R&D. DCS, Systems & Logistics (DsC 8ys & Log), is concerned
with all other Alr Force facllities. The counterpart of the D(S R&D at

1Lk
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the next level down ie the AF Systems Command, which controle in a line
vapecity the test and special weapons centers, the laboratories, and the
wanagement of contracts relating to R&D as well as production efforts.
The AF loglstics Command is the counterpart of the NCS Sys & log. i
This command controls the AMAs which are somewhat analagous to the Army's ‘ _
commodity coumands winus thoir R&D missions. At Headquarters, AF Logistics g f
Command, the Directorate of Materiel Requirewents under the DCS Materiel
Managewent plays a key role in equipment mwanagement. As was pointed out
in an earlier chapter, the Air Force doés not report in-use IPE to DIPEC, ;
Thus, AFEMS includes IFE within it, along with all other nonexpendable
equipment with a unit cost of 340 or more. AFEMS will shortly be compared
with the Army's Equipment Menagement Prograzm.

S ——

Navy Structure t
Figure 37 represents still another markedly different organizational )

structure=~-the Navy's. Although there exists at the Department of the Navy s

staff level the office of the Deputy Chlef of Naval Operations (Logistics) N

, this of'fice does not concern itself with IPFE, per se,

5 The AMC counterpert within the Navy is the Neval Material Command.

At the staff level within this command there is & dichotomy that is

similar in degree of differentiation to that of the Alr Force. IPE in the

.» hands of contractors is edministered through the Contracts Administration

Division of the Deputy Chief of Naval Material-Procurement and Production,

' but IFE in Naval facllities is controllcd by the Directorate of Installatlons

~,_J and Industrial Resources under the Deputy Chilef of Naval Material Logistlc

Support. The various system commands-~the closest Navy counterpart toc the

R N T

Aruy's comuodity commands——perform in a line capacity to the Chief of
Naval Material. The biggest users of IFE withiy the Navy am reported
to be the Alr Systems (lommand, the Ordnance Systems Command, and the
‘ Ship Systems Command. Oaly the broadest guldance is dissemirated from the
§ DCNM level. Rach systems command 1s organized uniquely and interprets
the LCIMM policy and guidance for application to the facilities undur Its
control. The Navel leboratories are controlled by the Director of
Navy ILaboratories under the DCNM Jor Development.

Although not ropreserted on Fig, 39, the fowptroller’s Office et the
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Secretary of the Navy's level, as well as the various fiscal offices at

each level within the Navy, participates in ths management of IPE. The :
Comptroller ia the proponent of the Naval Comptroller's Manual (NAVOOMPMAN)}T
which will be treated further when the Navy's equipment me,nagemant' systen '
is deseribed. o

EQUIMENY MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS—AFRMY/AIR FORCE/NAVY

In exnmining the subjJect of equipment management systema, the RAC
study tosm wished to determine to what extent IPE was managed as a separate
group of equipment. Thin line of inquiry was largely dictated by the fact
that the study team was not convinced that a separation of IFE management
from other equipment wanagewent as implied by the Chief of Staff's directive
is the moet effective way to manage IFE.

The A Equipment Management Program
Equipment In-Use at AMC Military Facilities, As the AAA report has
indicated, the Army does not have a focal point at ‘the DA level frcm which
policy emanates on the subject of IFE management. The same holds true for
equipment in general. Although DCSIOG has published AR 700-90™% which
addresses certaln aspects of ITE management, the regulation is limited in
application to the Induytrial Preparedness Progrem. Army regulations
relating to various aspects of equipment management, e.g., authorlzations,
property accounting, utilization, maintenance, disposal, etc., exist in
profuse numbers but their proponents are located throughout DA staff.
Howaver within the AMC, The Directorate vf Installations and Services
has responsibility for waintaining an Equipment Management Progrem. This
program has existed almost since the inception of AMC itself. The program
is directed at the effective management of all installation equipment
at all AMC major subordinate commands und all separate installations
and activities reporting directly to HQ AMCs The term installation
equipment 1s deseribed as:

+ o «All nonexpendable equipment other than real property,
fixed plant communication aquipment, and non-appropriated
fund property in use by an installation or actlvity to ac-
complish or support an assigned wisasion.

IE includes all equipment requiring authorization
uwndeyr the installation or ectivity TDA or other applicable
equipment procurement or acquisition authority (Ref 13, p 1).




‘ The Equipment Management Program specifically encompasses responsibil-
ity for wajor aspects of the following processes: authorization, acquisition,
utilization, redistribution, modernization, maintenance, disposition, and
property book accountabllity. However, the program is directed at in-use L

equipment, and related in no way, for example, to eguirment in layaway
lines. In addition, the Eguipment Management Program relates only to in- ‘
use equipment in military-operated facililtles.

An extremely important feature of the Equipment Management Frogram

1s that an organizational concept accompanies 1t, AMC direction providas
that centralized control over the execution of this program will exist
at each AMC actlivity and installation, and this control will be exercised
by the equipment manager. In the case of the AMC depots, DA Pamphlet i“
570-566, "Steffing CGulds for U.S. Army Depots,"Sl ‘
organization structure for carrying out the directive on centralilzed

control of the Equipment Manugement Program., ¥Figure 38 has been extracted i
i from this pamphlet. E-
3 The Rock Island Arsenal was in the process of instituting sun crganiza-
tional change during one of the study visits to that activity. Although
¥ the Equipment Management Program had existed for years, and the title

R AT
s

provides a suggested

Equipment Manager had been assigned to an individual, this arsenal hed

never establighed an organizational entity to effectively carry out the

U N spirit of the program. An BEquipment Management Branch was established at

: . the arsenal in December 1970 (Fig. 39). Its functions are &s follows:

b e (1) To mssure that sufficient serviceable equipment is available;

! that winimum equipment inventories are maintalned; that eguipment is main-

b taiied in the most economical manner; that eguipment is operated at lowast
cost; that economic repair is made of unserviceable economically repairable . '

equipment; that uxcass eguipment is properly condition coded; and that ] }"
calibration is made of test and weasuring equipment.

» (2) To maintein the arsenal's TDA for all installation equipment.

'. ; . (3) To manage the IPE program by providing guidance to operating

S divisions for controlling acquisitions, retentions, and disposals.

' . (4) To davelop programs for disposal of tools, dles, etc.

i (5) To obtain approval for capital equipment in TDA,

4 (6) To perform command inspections of the installation property
. book.
: ' 149

;! ' ¢ .Ac )




Office of

Director of

Production
Equipment
Maintenance
Branch

Services
Equipment
Managemaent
Division
Mobila-Allied
Programs Equipment Equlpment
Administration Cantrol Maiiitenance
Branch Branch Branch

Equipment
Pool
Branch

Fig. 38-~Proposed Orgonization for Army Dapet Equipment Management Program

(RAE

150




2?2 2 2 ° °

R 9

uo.um&Mu.mc_v:uEE:U

{pussiy puD[S] ¥20Y

Y
d
younig juswabouny juswdinby ..uﬁ..ru.:tm jouctipziusbi) [DuUIsSlyY PUDjS] XIBY—EE RER R m
o
ucuseg uol3ag - FLHEL IS uoigdag
{ood IJUDUISIOHN josun) Buijunoasy
juzwdinby juawdinably _ tuawdinby jupwdinby
punyg youoid - - uorsIAi(]
uswabouoy joauo) ...uwcuum iuawabouoy —
uolopIEsuDI | Ajong hakana ] susmdinb3
- —
—
uolsIAlqg uoIsIAIg uoisialg T uoISIALg
e3uBILSSY Buusziibuy i10ddng suoizosedg versialg
A31jonpy juswdinb3y puo (o0} suvi1do jouzssy juawansolg
— }S




| _ o
) l \
+ {T) To waintain TAMMS systém for installation equipment.

(8) To coordinate plans and management data for the preparaution of
OMA add FPEMA budget estimates, forecastd, and projections for installation
equipment and Industrial plunt equipment.

(9) To administer approved funded cost programs.
Figure 40 is the organizational structure the Directorate of I&S, HQ
AMC, suggests AMC actlvities adopt internal to thedr organizations. The

%ﬂ . depots and Rock Island structure both conform closely to this suggested
| form.|
In summary, although not all AMC activities have establisled organi-
_ zational elements with théTreaponsibility for controlling the Equipment
;.f \. Mansgement Frogrim, the concept already exists within AMC for controlling
< _ the large majority of the processes that are a pert of a comprehencive in-
' use capltal equipment menagement program, including IFE,
' In reviewing the AMC Equipment Mansgement program the RAC study team
\ obsérved a number of shortcomings including the following:
(1) In its spplication the prograwm fails to distinguish any relative
y degree of importance among a vast array nf equipment.
« S : (2) There is a myriad of AMC regulations ceach treating relatively
;T ‘ \ m?ll portions of|the program,
' (3) There in a strong tendency in the program to emphasize control
of equipment in TDA snd TOE only. (Much IPE, particularly in the arsenals,
is not carried on such documents. )

-3 ' Until the past few months the program\failed to emphesize the singular
;. \ nature of IFE as a part of installation eqﬁipment. A number of steps have

;  ' been taken by the Directorate of I&S in attempts to correct this situation.
o) Government-Owned Equipment In Use at Contractor Flants. In the ]
" contractor envinrnmant the AGFR governs almost exclusively as far as any k-

s } \ Government-cwned equipment management program is concerncd. This subject

has been covered repestedly in earller chapters and will not be repeated
here. At the present {time there are discussions being cerried on tetween
representativas of the Directorates of I&S and R&P, HQ AMC, and ACSFOR

2
93

concerning the requirement in para 2-49 of AR 310-k to document

. \ 4
certaln GOCO equipment in a TDA. The equipment manager at the AMC major ‘
I .8
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subordinete cowmand letting the contract would have the responsibility
to ensure that this provision 18 carried out. But by reason of the
terms of ASPR and the contract, that is the farthest extent to which
he could effectively operate.

Inactive Equipment, Within AMC, inactive organizational equipment,
other than that in the military supply system or in the process of being
transferred out of the Army system or disposnd of, is almost invariably
assoclated with layaway lines. Isaysway lines are comprised of both IIE
as well as pizable amounts of non-IFE. Chepter 2 of this document reveals
how the management of layaway lines a® the HQ AMC level and higher levels
tends tn emphasize only the IFE portion of the line because the DOD
nertification/iecertification procesg emphasizes only the IFE portilon.

Layaway lines exist not only in AMC faciiitiles such as arsenals,
but in contractor-operated plants as well. Iayaway lines stored in AMC
facilities are offi:lally ascccunted for under the property accountability
system of the facility in which stored. Under the concept of the Equipment
Mansgement Prograr, if carried out as Intended, the equipment wanager
would be the property mccountable officer.

Iayaway lines stored at contractor-operatedi plants are covered by & .
so-called "storage contract." The terms of the contract, rather than
the terms of ASPR, govern what the contractor 1s to do with respect to the
stored IFE and non-IPE.

The Air Force Equipment Mansgement System
Through AFEMS, which 1is administered by AFIC, the Air Force has acnleved

a uniform program, both as to concept and organlzation for the management

of its organizational in-use equipment base. AFEMS centers around the
congept of controlling all organizational nonexpendable equlpment world-
wvide through AFLC, exclusive of equipment In the hands of contractors.
AFEMS includes the following aspects of equlpment mansgement: allow~
ances, asuthorizations, accountabllity and responslbllity from recelpt
through 'ransfer, reporting of equipment authorized and on hand, require-
meants computation, utilization, quality control, and redistribution.
In & fashion comparable to the structure that accompanies the
AMC Equipment Management Program, s rigid organizational concept has been
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instituted to carry out AFEMS. This structure extends from the AFIC leval
down to the base level, At the major command level there 13 s Command Equip-
ment Management Office (CEMO), and at the base level, there is a REMO.
Figure 41 illustrates this relation. Unlike the Army, the Air Force has
publicized its worldwide equipment management system in a single document,
AFM 67-1, Vol .27 However, this manual limits its recognition of IFE
to three subparsgraphs governing code ldentifilcation of IFE in the AFEMS
records, instructions on requisitioning DIPEC for IFE, and instructions
on reporting excess IFE to DIPEC (Ref 27, p 18-8).

Since the concept of layaway lines haes only recently becn adopted by
the Air Force no effort was made to determine thulr method of managing the
equipment contained therein,

The Navy Equipment Mansgement System
The Navy's concept of equipment management consists of controlling all
Navy equipument worldwide through the "Comptroller's Mamual" (NAVCOMHMN).IT

Chapter 6 of this wanual identifles four classes as encompassing all
Navy property:

Property Class 1 Land

Property GClass 2 Buildings, Structures, and Utllitles

Property Class 3 Equipment Other than Industrial
Plant Equipment

Property Class 4 Industrial Plant Equipment

The Navy is the only service that requires that IPE be identified in such
a relatively precise fashion. The manual further requires the DD 1342 be
used as the property accountable record for not only property class 4 but
property clase 3 as well. This undoubtedly was of benefit to the Navy in
recent years when DOD was instrumental in having some new Federal supply
clagges added and some deleted in the definition of IFE.

Within the "Naval Comptroller's Manual," Chapter 6, there is also
contained the majority of stipulations governing the requiremcnts for
reporting to DIPEC. Although DEAM 4215.1%* has been published as a tri-
service document, the Navy has seen fit to repeat wmuch of this regulation in
its NAVCCMPMAN., With respect to IFE management, the RAC study team found
this manual to be the most conzise and clearly worded of the regulatory
documents of all three services on the subject of IFE mansgement.
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Tha Navy Comptrollex's Manusl is more restricted in its scope as far

as a comprehensive equipment wansgement prograum is concerned. The principal

processes covered under this manual aret: acyuisition, accountability
and responsibility, reporting, plysical inventory, identifiocation of IIE,
and IFE requirements determlnatilon. tslde these function, e.g.,
waintenance, utilization, adninistration of approved funded cost programs,
ate, responsibilities are frogmented among different activities. There
is ro uniform structure at the system command level In administering s
broad program of equipment wmanagement. At the activity or instaliation
level, the "Cowptroller's Manual" is generally administered by the Supply
and Fiscal Department.

In discussions with personnel at the systems commend level of th
Navy who had responsibility for eguipment manrsgement, it was revenled tlat
areas not encompassed by the NAVICMPMAN were satisiled by a varlety of
lettertype instructions to the fleld.

CONSIDERATIONS IN ATTEMPTING TO INTECRATE ALL IPE ACIIVITIES UNDER SINGLE
MANAGEMENT

(a) Taken literally, integra“ion of all IPFE activities under a singl:

management would entall a consolidation of planning, programming and
budgeting as presently performed for PEMA, ROTE, and OMA funds. Flgure
L2 identifies the various budget project account a.nd/or subaccount codes
used to authorize procurement of IPE., The Judgment must be wade as to
whether the estimated return benefit would be worth the estimated cost
of such a move, assualng 1t were practical co attempt to do so.

(b) Such integration implies the consoliuation in one area for pur-
roses of equipment management of

(1) TPE, active and in layaway lines, in contractor-operated
facilities.

(2) 1IPE, active and in leyaway lines, in Government-operated
facilities,

Since equipmert wenagement la each area is governed by sn almost
ertirely different set of regulations, e.g., DOD/DA/AMC/major subordinate
com&nd/a.nd inctallstion regulations compared with DOD/DSA/DCAS/contrrctor
regulations an: procedures, & major upheavsl of persomnel and established
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lines of communications would have to take place. Again, the question must

be answered, 1s the estlmated cost of such a move likely to result in an
equal or greater benefit?

(¢) Since equipment wodernization programs exist in ell four types
of faclilty, i.e., maintenance depots, arsemals, laboratories, and proving
grnunds/%est centers, integration as proposed in the Chlef of Staff memo-
randum iwplies the consolidation of modernization missions currently scattered
auwong FEQUA, the Maintenance Support Center, the Deputy for Iaboratories,
and the Directorate of RDE, Is it possible to remove such a critical
function from the organizational environment directing the overall mission,
end not degrade the quality of the modernization program or increase the
difficulty in formulating such u program?

; (d) The KAC study team found no difficulty in either the Air Force
; . or Navy in idantifying organizational elements responsible for IFF wanage-

went once 1t was made clear whether a contractor or military rfacility
was involved.

£,
7
i

(e) The AAA criticisms cited on the first page of this chapter deserve

cloger scrutiny:
g | (1) Regarding the point that no single organization or actlvity
: served as the focal point for overall Army uanagem:ant polliciles, procedures,
and supervision: no evidence was presented by the ARA to show how this
would be achleved, nor was there any evidence to indicate what specific
problem areas would have benefited from a single organization acting
a8 u focal polnt. The Jmplication was that somehow the problems would not
3 ; . have been aB great 1f a single activity had baun governing Army management
‘; f pollcles, procedures, and supervision.
. (2) Regarding the point that prior to DIFEC (1963) the Army
h ; centralized wmost IPE wanagement responsibilities in PEQUA: FEQUA's role

' as & part of the old Ordnance Corps was played in an organizational context
altogether different from that of the present. FEQUA at that tlme, as at
present, had no responsibility for any equipment in laboratories, depots,
or tralning centers.
& All the criticisms dealing with fallure to report to DIPEC, and
3 these constitute & sizable part of the AAA criticilsms, could not have been
3 mede. The variety of items required to be reported in 1963 were

1 158 .
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uuch less than at the time of the AAA avdit in 1968-1969.

PEQUA's responeibilities were primarily to serve in a central record-
keeping cupacity for producticn equipment, i.e., Federal supply group 3k,
and in an auditing capecity concerning how using facilities were maneging
production equipment. Table 1lh ligts the RAC study team's identification
of IFE mansgement functions and compares PEQUA's role before establish-
ment of DIPEC with respect to (1) IFE policy formuwlation, and (2) IPE
procedure writing. This table does not confira the ilwplication of near
total coversge of IFE mansgement contalned in the AAA statement.

(f) Some additional categorization of the mumerous criticisms of the
methods used by AMC facilities in managing IPE 1s possible. A number of
criticisue were the result of varying interpretations as to what con=-
stituted IPE, RAC views other criticlsms as resulting from the failure
of the AMC Equipment Management Program regulations to directly addrass IFE.
Instances can &lso be clted of confusing, contradictory, overlapplng, and
nonexistent regulations or directives at all leveis of the system. The
DA staff level has contributed to *hese criticlsms by its fallure to recog-
nize and fi1ll the void that exists with regerd to a poliecy statement on the
need for a comprehensive equipment uanagement and IPE wanagement program
or programs. Some of the criticisms can be traced to the profusion of
memorandums at the DOD/DSA level and associated prolonged periods of in-
decision when faced with the need to teke a stand on controversial questions,
The large majority of criticisms, however, concern the fallure of operating
activitles to adhere to published policy and procedure.

(g) Any sdventages that may accrue to IFE wanagement in the Air Force
or Navy as a result of the former's centralization of its equipment
management fimetion or the lutter's decentralization of its equipment
management functicn is not apparent to the RAC study team. The criticlams
of all three services in their management of IFE by auditing agenciles
offers little that favors one service's organizatlonel concept over another's
in more effective mansgement of ITE,

(n) With regard to HQ AMC placing responsibility for integruted
IFE management in elther the Directorate of R&P or FPEQUA, such a wove would
involve them in elements outside their present mission, e.g., in matters
concerning OMA~funded progrems, and RDTE-funded programs. TIn RAC's opinion

160




A e

“walfs, 03 PaIIYpB

S8TATATIO®R 2Pq3 JulanstT DUR juam=feuswm FIT JO ¥aaB STY3 Suruisscd SUOL 3STRI3I
543 Suyytaa Joy A3TTIQT5UOAS3I pey Vb 3843 23BOTDUT S84, POXIEM IS0ULy

el

uor3Isodsiq
Suypiaodsy mmquMN STFET

{ wot31sods1d) tesodsig

ol

PTTNQaY/TNEYILA)
xreday
SOUBUIJUTEY SATIUIAIIL]

OUBUSIUT W

Rl

bd

suandyyg pur 3FwIolg
(£emvie] 0 30Q) aseay/awol
UOTINQIIISTPIY

ZOT3BZTLIIN

£3TTTE3unco0y A3xadoxg

UOTINqLI3SIQ

I909Y
asBa] /UBO]
JUSMSINICIT
Butuor3rsInbay
COT3SOTITIUSPI

uoizIsInboy

bd ¥4

UCT3HATIOUINY
UoT: WITWI] SIUSMSITNDSY UOTIBZTITAON
ToT BITWII39G Siuamartnbay {ruoigzsaadp

(gd4) siusmaITnbay

ON | S3i

§ pamIoZIRI vADGIx]

SuoT3ouUng Juamadeuny AIT

saswyg 31250 3Tl

JAIIA A0 INSWHSTISVISH 804 SNOTIOND S,VA0ET J0 SISXTVNV HOd MHOMAWVEL

%T S9T4BL

0 .Ac 3

161

[ P T T Y.

i £ 2 Gy o S




it would also involve them in the formulation of a large amount of
relatively petty detail as implied in formulating the procedural aspects
of property accountability, requisitioning, ™M records, etc., Rather than
conasentrate on integrating and controlling the Industrial Preparedness
Program, their main wission, the directorate and/or PEQUA would be forced
to dissipate thelr currently shrinking manpowar on a relaiively minuscule
portion of its own program, and the programs of others.

(1) Table 15 is & partial listing of the AMC regulations pertuining
to the management cf equipment controlled by the Directorate of I&S, HQ AMC,
Inherent in the concept of integrating equipment wenagement in an activity
other than the Directorate of I&S or ISA would be the need to duplicate
a sirable number of these regulekions in order to recognize TFF as a
neparate class of equipment. Were a single regulation in existence within
AMC 1t might be possible, as in the NAVCOMPMAN," to set up a special class
of property to cover IFE in military facilities and a specisl section
dealing with procedures peculiar to IPE, However, the generation of a
special set of regulations, or even of a single regulation, for IIFE
management may create that much more of a burden at the AMC activity/
installation level.

(1) As was mentioned previously, AMC activities and contractors are
the holders of the vast majority (over 96%) of Army 1PE. As derived from
the DIFEC SP-5 Report, dated 31 Mey 1971, Table 15 identities the distribution
of IFE within AMC by HQ AMC program directors, principal typee of using
organizationa, and by quantity and velated dollar value., The Directorate
of Requirements and Procurement (R&P) controls the program governing the bulk,
both in quantity and dollar ve:uc. o' AMC IFE,

Table 17 expands on .i. iu —mation to the extent that it reveals
the ralative proportions of totul cyuipment holdings of the various types
of activities funded under the AMC Industrial Preparedness Program. This
program 1s controlled out of the Directorate of R&P, HQ AMC. This chart
compares IPE versus non-IPE, as well as designates whether the holding
sctivity 1e & GOGO or GOCO/GOCO facility. The implication in this latter
voint being whether or not the AMC Equipment Management Program governs
*x cpposed to ASFR. (Although the data for Table 17 is from a source
documerit dated approximately one year earlier than the source document
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Table 15
AMCRs REIATING TO MANACHEMENT OF INSTALIATION EQUIPMENT

Number Title

: 56-1  Utility Reilroad Equipment ;ﬂ
| 56=2 Operation and Use of Harbor Craft and Amphiblous '
; 58-2 Maintenance, Repair, and Replacement of Commercial Design Vehicles
; 58-5  Administrative Motor Services Cost and Performance (RCS-CSGLD-14OL)
? 70-16 Mansgement of Research and Development laboratories and Activities
: 95-6 Maangement of AMC Internal Aircraft Fleet

' 385-2 Accident Reporting - Routing of Required Reports

! 385-6 Motor Vehicle Seat Belts

% 385-1C0 Safety Manual

120-19 Testing and Tuspecting Unfired Presusure Vessels

TO00~9 Army Metrology and Calibration System

TON=22 AMC Plant EQquipment und Machine Tool Replacement

700-64 Equipment Management Program

T700-69 Supply Discipline

. TO0-75 Installation Equipment Management

% 710-4  Army Aircraft Inventory, Status, and Flying Time (RCS-AMC-130)
A 711-8 Maintenance of Authorized Stockage Lists

: T00-82 Installation Equipment Utilization Management . g
i 735-2 Pricing Policy )
% 735=3 Tool Crib/Room Control of Current Service Tools and Minor Nonexpendable
o 735-5 Miehanization of Installation Property Books

ﬁ 735-6 Installation Operating Equipment Program (RCS-AMOTS-143)

i T50-5 Command Maintenance Management Inspections

750-13 Equipment Maintenance Shop Authorizatim -
f 750-25 Inspection, Testing and Maintenance of Lifting Devices

v 750-41 Management of Test, Measurement and Diagnostic Equipment TMDE

ﬁl 755-9 Redistribution and Acquisition of Exeess Installation Equipment
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Table 16
DISTRIBUTION OF AMC IPE HOLDINGS BY QUANTITY AND DOLLAR VALUL

KQ AMC Principal J

¥, Program Types of Using ) Dollar Value :
I Directors Organizetions Quantity % (in millions) _$_
X ' Requirements Contractors, 87,533 81.8 $1,121.0 91.0
] and Proocurement Arsenals,

o Ammunition

! Plants
2 Maintenance Maintenance 8,808 8.2 55,0 L.5
T Depots
Deputy for Iaboratories 10,770 10.0 55.0 4.5
C Latoratories

H @ ------ Misc. 116 -—-= U

!

‘|

g Total 107,227 .100.0  $1,231.4  163.0

% A

;

16L

{MAC)




P _ d9°en - TYICL QWD 40 %
; FRTES N 7-109 . TVZOL o
g < 0-onS - 000/0309 m
€95 % 1°i9 0509
_ L SAT-NOK - ) 3T
. - BAI-NON SA HdT - € I4vd
- T T ot o 4T T e v STVZOL
9°€T gt 9-zq ~  gooot 2°ge 2°89 9°¢T 9718 ser3rrTomd TRTajSnpUl Jayyg
0°09 G-0Gt 0°0% gt e auoN -—— suoy S1US(d UCT3iunmmy -
g€ 2T Tgr - otoE 9°9  Tgd o'l gea stemaszy S
0J05/020D SnTsA ooo.u\ocow SUI®A (DOD/0DOD SMTBA 0J0D/ODOS  oniea f31AT307 A4y
18398 % - 18307 3 2308 % 12301, % I
E T BT EAI-GoR BT
0000/00GD 0005

- . 0302 mPOm.OU..d_Hmﬁm

(STOTTTIH ur sanT=pA nﬂ?&

0L6T smp —
SATLTIIOVA TM0ddNS HES¥E ‘IViJISNANI ONOWY ZJI-NON NV Hd1 OWY 40 NOISQTRISTd
- TTIT eTamI




for Table 16, the relative distribution in the Table 17 would not have !
\ changed sufficiently to alter the point about to be made.) 4
: Table 17 reveals that 87% of AMC's total equipment holdings
undqr the Industrial Prepsredness Program are in GOCO plants (Part A). In ‘
addition, of these total holdings 51; are non-IFE (Fart B), To the limited
X ertent that ths Directorate of R&P controls ASFR, the letting of contracts ?
for the operation ahd maintenance of these activities, and the Industrial
Preparedness programming and budgeting, the Directorate of R&F manages |
both IFE and non-IPE in these facilities. '
" With respect to the remaining 13% of AMC Industrial Preparedness
Program combined IFE and non-IFE holdings, the plamning, programming, and
budgeting for this equipment 1s controlled by the Directorate of R&P, while
the AMC Equipment Manhagement Program would govern for the large majorlty of
IFE management functions described\previously in Table 1k,
1 Historically then, the Directorate cf R&P through its Procurement
Policy Diviaion and the Industrial Preparedness Division (and 1ts ante-
cedents) have had the responsibility for exercising the bulk of managerial
planning and control over the bulk of AMC's IFE.

 \ CONCIUSTONS

' Wﬁthin the AMC couplex IPE 1s found to be rather all pervasive. IFG
15 used in the exscution of a variety of programs utilizing FEMA, RDTE, and
}* OMA funds, The AMC fleld actlvities executing these programs span several
: major organizational activities at the headquarters level. Integratlon of

; : ' the PPB aspest of PEMA, RDTE, and OMA-funded IPE management, 1s obviously

i not a solution. IFE management is & means toward an end, not an end in

E ! itself. In addition, detailed examination of the criticisms that have

been leveled against the Army concernling [FE management reveal that they
occur primarily in the execution phase, i.e,, the wanner in which individusl
operating elements manage their holdings of IFPE. A critical problem from
the headquarters viewpoint is its inability to effectively control the
manner in which activitles=—arsenals, laboratories, depots, etc—are

T T

I i )
A

E \ ' 1 mainteining property eccounts, waintenance records, utilization records, etc.
' In the preceding chapters numerous suggestions have been made concerning
EL needed corrections or wodifications. These suggestions involve a slzable
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number of regulations and a great number of diverse proponents of such
regulations. A syntheele of these regulations is needed, s point that
reinforces the desirabllity of integrating not Jjust IFE management but
equipment management within AMC.

The intense pressuie that has been brought to bear on the Army because
of the deflelencies in IFE management places HQ AMC in very great danger
of losilng perspective, Regardless of the volume of eriticism, IFE
must be recognized as belng only a part of a much broader AMC facllities
and equipment resource base. Muny of the problems assoclated with ITE, e.g.,
in the areas of equipment utilization and maintenance, should be viewed as
symptomatic of the problems that way exist in AMC's entire equipment
management program. As the principal advisor to the commanding general
on installations management, the Director of I&S, HQ AMC provides policy
guidance and staff supervision over the ftunctions relating to the wmunugement
of the physical plant and the capltal equipment essential to missilon
accomplishment,

Becausg of these cousiderations RAC views the wanagement of IFE in
use, or in layawsy lines in military facilitles, as a subset to the manage-
ment of the entire AMC equipment base. RAC also vlews the solution of the.
majority of problems associated with IFPE in use and in layaway lines in
military facllities as being resolved by emphasizing, rather than duplicating
the existing AMC Equipwent Management Program. Although tle Program has
shortcomings, it does represent a comprehensive and reasonably well-thought-
out apprcach to a large segment of AMC equipment manegement. In addition,
1t contains within it the concept of an organizational structure for
carrying out this Equipment Maragement Program. This structure extends from
a single HQ AMC directorate into every AMC field activity regardless of
the maiure of the activity's mission or of its source of funds.

With respect to Govermnment-owned equipment In use and in layaway linas,
in contractor=operated plants (GOCO and COCO), the Procurement Policy
Division, Directorate of R&P, HQ AMC, shourd, in RAC's opinion, represcit
AMC in performing management responsibilities on related policy and proce~
dural matiers subject to staffing coordination with the various programming
directorates, e.g., R&F ROE, and Malntenance.
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The foregoing approach would achleve: 3
(1) A single point of contact withiin AMC for policy, procedural, and
pollcing matters relating to IFE both in use and in layaway lines in military
facilities.
\ . {2) A single point of contact withi. AMC for policy, prccedural,
and policing matters relsi.ng to IPE, both 1 -use and in layaway lines in
contractor-operated facilitles,

However, while providing a practicel long-term solution to the question
of how far ona should centralize the management of IPE, the proposed approach
leaves something to be desired in terms of coordinating and implementing
the corrective actions proposed elsevwhere in this report. Until such time
as the wajority of the proposed system changes have been implemented, no
more than 12-18 months, it is hoped, HQ AMC may wish to designate the
Directorate of R&P, this study's sponsor, as the temporary focal point
3 for all matters pertaining to IFE, with the exceptlion of FPB uatters.

ST e B

SUMMARY

The question being addressed was how best to permit the integration
and control of all IPE actlvites under a oingle management. Also to be
considered was the possibllity of consolidating IFE activites under PEQUA
or ISA,

In examining these questions 1t was noted that the three military ser-
vices are quite diesimilar in thelr individual organizatlonal structures
vertaining to IPE management. In comparing IFE management to the broader
spectrum of equipment managewent it was found that for organizational

T o e T e

E“ £ equipment both the Air Force and Navy subsume IPE management under thelr

al own individuaslistle progrem: of sgquimment management, For equipment in the

: hands of contractors, both services treat IT™E separately, procedurally and
organizationally.

A review of the Army revealed no comprehensive eguipment management
concept et the DA Staff level. However, AMC hss an Equipment Management
1 ) Program, Although possessing shortcomings, it is a compreuensive program.
L) Recognition was teken of the unique characteristics distingulshing the
management of IPE at milltary facilitles from that at contractor facilities.
The difficulties in attempting to integrate the management of IFPE in these
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two environwents were also recognlzed. Tt was concluded that the majority

of IFE mansgement functions relating to In-use and layaway IFPE at military
facilities should be integroted under the Directorate of I&S, HQ AMC and

ISA., The majority of IFE management functions relating to in-uge and

layaway IFE at contractor plants should be integrated under the Procurement
Policy Division, Directorate of R&F, HQ AMC. PFB affecting IFE, including
funding edminlstration, would remain with the Directorates of R&P, Malntenance,
and RDE,

However, on a temporary basis and solely for purposes of coordinating
and implementing the numerous system changes proposed by the RAC study team,
HQ AMC may wish to designate the Directorate of R&P, 1@ AMC, as the coor-
dinator for all matters pertaining to IPE wanagement, other than PPB which
wlll continue to be the responsibllities of the functional elements.
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Appendix A
DEFINITIONS OF TPE MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONS

REQUIREMENTS

Operational Requirements Determination
Thie function refers to the computation of future net initial issue
and replacement requirements for IPE based on the various applications,

both mission and product oriented, which are anticipated under non-
mobilization end-ltem planning conditions. Excluded are requirsments

for layaway lines (ASDs). Operational requirements ars programmed under
PEMA, OMA, and RDIE accounts and consist of (a) AMC-projected indvstrial
requirvements, (b) AMC-projected nonindurtrial requirements, and (c) non-
AMC-projected military supply-~oriented needs of TOE/'M’I.‘OE and 'l‘DA/M’I'DA
unite,

AMC-projected industriasl requirements apply to COCO and GOCO
facilities, as well as to AMC arsenals.

AMC-proJected nonindustrial requirements apply to AMC waintenance
depots, support centers, RDTE labs, test centers, project managers, and
other mlscellaneous AMC activities.

Non-AMC-projected military supply-oriented needs encompass TOE/MTOE
and TDA/MIDA units, both CONUS-based and overseas.

Mobilization Requirements Determination
This function refers to the computation of that quantity of IFE,
foruing a part of layawsy lines, required to meet the wobilization

production rates specified for selected items of materiel.
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Authorizatlon

This function encompasses essentially two separate processes each cf
which 1g viewed as providing all or part of the approval to bring IFE into
the Amy system. One process is the funding authorization process which,
for IFE, implies three major types of funds: FEMA, OMA, and RDTE, This
process has its roots directly in the Army's PPB system. The second process
relates directly to The Army Authorization Documents System (TAADS).
Rowever, this process currently has vory little applicetion to any of the
AMC-proJeqted industriel requirements.

ACQUISITION

Identification

Identification is the process of determining whether equipment is
IE er note It iz a prerequislte to requisitioning, proeourement, inven-
tory recording, and reporting of DIFEC,

Requisitioning
Requislitioning 1s the process of submlitting an authorized demand

or request for IFE through appropriate channels to DIPEC and receiving
a final response.
Procurement .

Procurement is the functional activity of procuring IFE from vendors/
manufacturers. The function involves maintenance of vendors/banufacturers'
liste, development and distribution of procurement packages, advertising
bids, evaluation of offers, contract negotistion, and award.

Loan or lease

Loaning or leasing IFE (in contrast to requisitioning/procurement )
is an additional method of acquiring IFE for purpose of umission accomplish-
went. Toan or lease of IPE way be obtained intraservice or interservice.

Receipt
Receipt 1is the precess of accepting equipment into ilnventory. It
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includes inspectlon, rejection, and classification of the equipment.
Completion of recelving documentation verifying item count and condition
are a part of the recelpt procesa. Another functlon of receipt requires
notification of applicable internal and 2xternal organizational elements
of the item's receipt.

DISTRIBUTION

Property Accountabllity
Property accountability refers to the system for recording, accounting,

and surveylng the identification, quantity, location, and condition of
Govermment-owned IPE. The using or storing activity may be a military or
contractor facility.

Utilization

Utllization encompasses the determination of whether IFE on hand
is to be considered in an 1dle or excess status, It way include the
recording and evaluation of the operation or use of IFE,

Redistribution

Redistribution includes the deteruination to convert a current pro-
duction line to layaway pechage status, or to retain, through transfer
within the Ary, individual pleces of IFE a% the expiration or termination
of a contract for producing an end item.

Loan or Leage §0ut of Iaygwa.x!

Ioan or lease from layawny conslsts of transferring IPE from one service
to another, or from one installation to another within the Army, and
assuring the replacement or return »f the IFE to the ASD from which 1t wes
borrowed,

Storage and Shipment

Storage refers to obtalning storage space and the storage cf IPE in .
compliance witl applicable regulations.
Shipwent inecludes compllence with DIFEC advice codes, MIL STD 107C,
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and DD Form 1149, and determining the wost eccnomical method of shipping;
lgsuing work instructions; evaluating changes to packing, orating, and
handling contracts; ordering shipping skids, if necessary; assuring that
loading and shipping has been accomplished; obtalning bill of lading; and
notifying DIIEC and the consignee of shipment.

MAINTENANCE

Preventive Mainteasnce
Preventive waintenance is the proceas of performing periodic maintenance

services on equipment for the purpose of minimizing downtime, reducing
expensive repairs, and prolonging equipment life.

Repair

Repair is the process of performing the msintenance required to cor-
rect material damage or fuilure, as necessary, and/or to restore a mal-
functiolng or defective ltem to normal operating conditione.

Rebuild[Overhaul

Rebuild or overhsul 1s the process of restoring an item Lo a

standard, as nearly as possible, to origilnal or new condition in appearance,
performance, and life expectancy.

DISPOSAL
Idle/Excess Reporting

Excess reporting is the process of submitting an ldle declaration
to DIFEC tor IFE that has become excess to the holding activity's needs,

as a result of being mede 1dle due to production phase dowmn, contract
teruination,; or underutilization.

Disposition

The disposition function encompasses compliance with DIPEC disposition
instructions for turqaing accountability of property over to FDO preparatory
to disposal (donation, sale, abandonment, destruction). Dispositicn of
TPE in both Government-operated as well as contractor=operated facilities
is encoupessed within this function.
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AFFENDIX B

PROPOSED CEMPR GUILE = PART IV

PART IV

MANAGEMENT OF INDUSTRIAL PIANT EQUIPMENT (IPE JAND
MACHINE TOOLS

: X

b.

Ce

d.

Qe

f.

Are all requests for acquisition of IFE and Machine
Tools submitted through the Equipment Meneger?
Are all items of IFE and Machine Tools properly
authorized?

Is the authorization for each item of IFE and
Machine Tools properly noted on property records?
It will be annotated on property books and elther
noted on DA Forms 661 or backup data will be
avallable.

Is all IPE reported to DIFEC as required by AR
T00-432

Have local utilization standards been established
for IFE and Machine Tools as required by AMCR
T700-322

Does the utilization of IFE meet the minimum

_ criteria? (Use 20% minimum, 40% Objective

e

h.

(RAC)

Criteria if local standards have not been
established).

Is 1dle out-of-use IPE reported to DITEC in 10
days as required by AR TO0-43 and parw 5-5d,AR
T00-90.

Is Proventlve Maintenance performcd on &ll IPE and

Machine Tools on & repetitive basis? (Para 5-5c(1),
AR T00-90).
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1. Are SOP's or guldes published covering minimum
reguirements?

J« Are sufficient records kept to validate the FM
Progrem? (Para 5-5c(2), AR T00-90).

k. Is DIPEC screened prior to procurement, rebulld,
and/or repair as outlined in AR T00-43 and para
5-5¢(3), AR TUO-90.

REMARKS:
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APFENDIX C

SUGGESTED CONSOLIDATION OF EQUIPMENT
UTILIZATION/POOLING QUESTIONS FOR CEMPR GUIDE

PART I
EQUIPMENT REVIEW YES NO

&, Eguipment Utilization
(1) Is observed equipment being properly used?
(2) 1Is there evidence that all equipment has been

used with sufficient regularity or that anticipated
workload is such as to Justify retention?

(3) Are proper records annotated showlng use of
equipment ?

(4) 1Is utilization data collected quarterly on
selected category items?

(5) Are local utilization criteria developed and
published for other categories of oquipwent?

(6) Is utilization data collected on other category
items?

(7) Are Equipment Utilization Reports prepared
quarterly by the EMO?

(8) Is utilization data collected on prescribed
forms ?

(9) Does the utilization of IE by categories meet
the minimum criteria?

oo ocoococooa o
oo ooocoo0ooo O

(10) 1Is the utilization data accurate and current? i

Remarks:
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b. Equipment Pool Operstion and Facilities

(1) Is the equipment in the pool accurately
identified?

gf} (2) 1Is a locator system used for pooled
‘ ' equipnment ?

(3) Is equipment avallsbility readily determined?
(4) Are pooled items available to all activities?

(5) Is an inventory of pooled items published and
reedlly avallable?

(6) Are pooled items exempted from maintenance
recall?

(T) Are pooled items exempted from calibration
recall?

(8) Is there evidence that pool inventoriles are
reviewed periodically for excess items?

(9) Is the Jjustification for underutilized items
realistic and documented?

(lO) Have recent utilizatlon studies been made on
other than selected categories of IE (within
6 months)?

(11) 1Is there evidence that the utilization data
is used in internal management? (DI''s,
Board Reviews, etc.)

O 0O O 0004 oadaa
0 0O 0O0O000 0000

Remarks:
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DCAS OFFICE: DATE(S) OF SURVEY:
SURVEYOR & SYMBOL:
CHECK LIST
1 FOR WORK PAPERS
' O CONDUCTING PLANT SURVEYS
I. QENFRAL INFORMATTION REQUIRED:
[0 CONTRACTOR & ADDRESS
[(] 1IPE UTILIZATION [] REAL PROFHHTY UTLIIZATTON
(] ore urrrzzarion [0 &eAn rrROPSY MATNIENANGE
[ conTRACT NO., TYFE OF CONTRACT, AND EXPIRATION DATE.
(NOTE: LIMITED TO ONE (1) CONTRACT PER SURVEY., )
j
(O] PROCURING ACTIVITY & LOCATION
(IDENTIFY FACILITY CONTRACT ISSUING OFFICE, IF AFPLICABLE.)
(] PRIME AND/OR SECONDARY CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION
(IDENTIFY OFFICE & LOCATION, AS APPLICABIE, )
[] IDENTIFY NAME(S) & TITLE(S) OF CONTRACTOR FERSONNEI. CONTACT™N
[} InENTIFY TF FACILITY IS GOVERNMENT-OWNED/CONTRACTOR OPERATED,
OR CONTTACTOR-OWNTD.
[C] IDENTIFY ALL OIMER CONTRACTS, TYFE OF CONIRACT, AND EXPIRATION
' DATE; NUMBER AND DOLIAR VALUE OF IPE/OPE AND/OR REAL PROFERTY,
ON EACH, HAVING INDUSTKIAL FACIIITIES AT THIS SAME LOGCATION.
(REPORT UTILIZATION SURVEY ON EACH CONTRACT SEPARATELY, AND
CROSS~REFERENCE EACH SURVEY. )
[] IF REAL PROPERTY MAINTENANCE SURVEY WILL BE ACCMPLISHED AT A

TATER DATE, STATE WHEN., IF NOT APPLICABIE, S5O SIATE.

v e e Adema

CHECK INFORMATION WITH "FINANCIAL REPORT OF CONTRACTORS POSSESSING
GOVERNMENT PROFERTY," FURNISHED BY CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION |
DIVISION. '

O
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CHECK LIST FOR WORX PAPERS (Continucd)

II.

SURVEY DATA:

A,

B,

C.

PLANT PERSONNEL:

O
O

TOTAL NUMBER ] DIRECT LABOR [] INDIRECT LAUOR
TOTAL CURRENT AVERAGE PLANT HOURS [ wo. surFrs

[] ums./pAY ] pavs/weex

CONTRACTOR'S PROCEDURES :

u
O

O

O
O

DOES CONTRACTOR HAVE WRITTEN PROCEDURES FOR GOVERNMENT -
OWNED PROFERTY UTILIZATION? MINIMUM STANDARDS?

HAVE CONTRACTOR PROCEDURES BEEN APPROVED BY THE PROPERTY
ADMINISTRATOR (P.A.)? WHEN?

IS THAT PORTION OF THE CONTRACTOR'S PROCEDURES PERTAINING
TO IPE/OPE UTILIZATION AND REAL PROPERTY USE/MAINTENANCE
ADEQUATE?

HAS PRODUCTION SUBMITTED RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE P,A. FOR
{MPROVEMENT OF CONTRACTOR'S PROCEDURES? WIEN?

IS CONTRACTOR FOLLOWTNG 1IIS APPROVED PROPERTY PROCEDURES?

DETAILED SURVEY DATA ON THIS CONTRACT:

O

Ooooooo

STATE WHY SURVEY IS BEING MADE AT THIS TIME:
(] pronucTION COMPLETE [ ] CONTRACT TERMINATED
[ scuEpuLE sTrETCHOUT [] PARTIAL SURVEY
(] avmwuAL surveY [ mew contrACT ] orier
STATE PRIMARY PURPOSE OF CONTRACT
IS FRIMARY PURPOSE STILL CURRENT?
IF NOT CURRENT, WAS RECOMMENDED CHANGE SUBMITTED? WHEN?
STATE TOTAL NUMBER AND DOLLAR VALUE OF IFE.
STATE TOTAL NUMBER AND DOLLAR VALUE OF OPE.

STATE TOTAL ITEMS AND DOLLAR VALUE OF REAL PROCPERTY, IF
APPLICABLE; IF NOT, SO STATIE.

STATE ADEQUACY OF CONTRACTOR'S IPE/OFE UTILIZATION AND RRAL

PROPERTY MAINTENANCE RECORDS.
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CHECK LIST FOR WORK PAPERS (Continued)

[} IDENTIFY THE PRINCIPAL SUPPLY/R&D CONTRACTS AND END
DELIVERY DATES WHICH AUTHORIZED TIE USE OF THE PLANT
EQUIPMENT, IF THIS IS A FACILITY CONTRACT, SO STATE,

WHAT "OTHER AUTHORIZED USE" (GOVERNMENT OR COMMERCIAL) OF
INDUSTRIAL FACILITIES HAS BEEN ESTABLISHED?

HAVE OTHER AUTHORIZED USE APPROVALS BEEN REQUESTED/OBTAINED
FROM THE ACO?

DOES CONTRACTOR PLAN "MACHINE LOADING'" OF IPE/OPE?

STATE IF A PHYSICAI REVIEW WAS MADE OF "HIGH VALUE" (OVER
$25,000) EQUIPMENT, AND STATE SAMPLE SIZE OF IPE/OPE
ITEMS. (REVIEW OF REAL PROPERTY, IF APPLICABIE, )

STATE WHETHER CONTRACTOR LOADS HIS OWN EQUIPMENT PRIOR TO
LOADING GOVERNMENT OWNED IPE/OPE.

STATE WHETHER QARs OR OTHER PERSONNEL WAVE REPORTED IFE/OPE
TTEMS IN QUESTIONABLE UTILIZATION STATUS, OR DEFICIENT REAL
PROPERTY MAINTENANCE, IF APPLICABLE,

IDENTIFY IPE/OPE, AND DOLLAR VALUE, THAT MAY BE DECLARED 4
FXCESS BY COMBINING WORK OF TWO OR MORE MACHINES ON A
SINGLI MACHINE WITH LOW UTILIZATION RATE.

O O aooOo oo 0 d

STATE WHETHER ALL AUTHORIZATIONS ARE CURRENT FOR "INACTIVE ' 4
PACKAGE PLANTS," "STANDBY LINE(S)," "ACTIVE BASE PACKAGES,"

OR FIRM FOLLOW-ON COMMITMENT BY THE PROCURING ACTIVITY

AND/OR THE FACILITIES CONTRACT ISSUING OFFICE.

STATE "TREND" OF CONTRACTOR'S VOLUME OF AUTHORIZED USE, i
AND PROJECTION (ORDER BOARD) OF FUTURE VOLUME, IDENTIFIED
BY "MAN-HOURS" OR "SALES VOLUME,"

IDENTIFY NUMBER AND DOLLAR VALUE OF IFE/OPE ITEMS THAT
CONTRACTOR HAS DECLARED "EXCESS" SINCE LAST SURVEY. INCLUDE
"REAL PROPERTY," IF APPLICABLE,

LIST IPE/OPE, AND DOLLAR VALUE, OF ITEMS HAVING QUESTIONABLE
RETENTION JUSTIFICATION. INCLUDE "REAL PROFERTY," IF APPLICABLE .

HAS CONTRACTOR PREPARED "PHASE=-OUT" PLAN? WHEN SUBMITTED TO
GOVERNMENT? IF NOT, STATE CURRENT STATUS AND TARGET FOR
COMPLETION,

O 0O 0O 0O

NOTE: IF A FORM IS DEVELOPED FOR USE CONTAINING ITEMS ON THIS CHECK
LIST, USE ONLY AS A WORK PAPER — DO NOT TYPE OR SUBMIT AS ATTACHMENT TO
SUMMARY REPORT. RETAIN WORK PAPERL IN PRODUCYTION CONTRACT WORK FOLDERS,
(SEE SuPARATE "CHECK LIST" FOR SUMMARY REPORT, )
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CHECK LIST

SUMMARY REPORT

FOR IFE/OPE UTILIZATION SURVEYS: EFAL FROPERTY MAINTENANCE SURVEYS

(FORMAT FOR INTER-OFFICE MEMO (IOM), DSA FM 111, OR LETTER.)

[] pare: (SUMMARY DATE MUST BE WITHIN 10 DAYS AFTER DATE OF
COMPLETION OF PHYSICAL SURVEY.)

[ sussEer: [] TYPE OF SURVEY (e.g., UTILIZATION SURVEY —
PARTIAL, ANNUAL, SPECTAL, MAINTENANCE OF REAL
PROPERTY, OTHER).

- AT T e e e

LR T

[] CONTRACTOR AND LOCATION/ADDRESS PLANT,

AR P,

E——

[[] CONTRACT NUMBER (LIMIT TO ONE CONTRACT FER
SUMMARY REPORT).

o LT

i

b

] =rom: (IDENTIFY OFFICE BY NAME AND CODE.)

SRR ]

] ro: (IDENTIFY OFFICE BY NAME AND CODE.)

K FORMAT OF SUMMARY

(See ASRP $-3402.5)

I, INTRODUCTION: IDENT FY CONTRACTOR'S NAME (INCLUDING SUBSIDIARY OR
DIVISION;, PLANT ADDRESS, PERIOD OF SURVEY, AND TYPES OF INDUSTKIAL

PROPERTY INVOLVED.

II. METHOD USED: EXPLAIN METHOD OF PERFORMING SURVEY, (USE GENERAL
TERMS — 100% OF ALL ITEMS; 100% OF ITEMS $25,000 VALUE; SAMPLING
TECHNIQUES DESCRIBED IN ASPR §3~402.7 AND ANNEX II OF ASPR SUPPLEMENT
NO. 3, OR A COMBINATION OF ALL,)

III. CONCLUSIONS: STATE CONCLUSIONS REACHED (BE BRIEF, DO NOT REPEAT
ALL DATA CONTAINED IN WORK PAPERS, IF THE CONTRACTOR'S PROCEDURES ARE
SATISFACTORY, SAY SO AND STOP., 1IN EVENT OF FINDINGS OF UNSATISFACTORY
CONDITIONS, IDENTIIY, IN DETAIL, TIE CONDITIONS AND OR DEFECTS FOUND.

IV. ACTIONS REQUIRED/RECOMMENDATTONS: LIST RECOMMENULATIONS REQUIRED
TO CORRECT THE UNSATISFACTORY CONDITIONS FOUND, TF ANY, AND STATE WHO
OR WHAT OFFICE HAS TO TAKE THE CORRECTIVE ACTION,

V. WHEN CONDITIONS WARRANT (i.e., INDICATION OF SIGNIFICANT NON-COMPLIANCE
WITH CONTRACT REQUIREMENTS; DIVERSION OR MISUSE OF GOVERNMENT PROPERTY;

OR OTHER CONTINUED FAILURES JEOPARDIZING THE INTERESTS OF THE GOVERNMENT),
COPIES OF THE SUMMARY SHALL BE PROVIDED TO:




CHECK LIST SUMMARY REPORT (Continued)

ADMINISTRATIVE CONTRACTING OFFICER.

PROCURING CONTRACTING OFFICER.,

FEDS P N

FACILITY CONTRACT ISSUING OFFICE.

DoOo0oo

PRE-AWARD SURVEY MONITOR.
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10.

11.

12,

13,

1k,

REFERENCES

Dept of Defense, Office of Assistant Secretary of Defense,
Installetions and Logistics, IPE Management Study Implementztiion
Group, "Plan for Implementation of the Report on Management of
Industrisl Plant Equipment," Apr 68.

Defense Supply Agency, "Report on the Management of Industrial
Plant Equipment within the Department of Defense," Dec 66.

General Accounting Office, "Need for Improvement in Control over
Government-Owned Froperty in Contractor Plants," Nov &7.

___,6gAction Taken To Put Inactive IPE in Army Arsenals to Use,"
May .

Defense Supply Agency, "Audit of the Management of IPE within DOD
Relative to the Inventory Mission of DIPEC," Apr 69.

Army Audit Agency, "Army-wide Audit of Management of IPE," Nov 6Y.

General Accounting Oftice, "Management of Government IPE Kept for
Possible Future Use Should Be Improved," Apr 70.

Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense, "Report on the Review
of Management of IPE in the DOD," Oct 70.

General Accounting Office, "Need for Improved Laboratory Management
Procedures,”" Nov 70.

Dept ol Defense, "Management of Defense-Owned Industrial Plant
Equipment," DODI 4215,18, 10 Dec 6k,

Dept of Army, "Army Industrial Preparedness Program," AR 700-90,
Jul T0.

US Army Audit Agency, Midwestern District, "Report of Audits: Army
Wide Audit of the Management of Industrial Plant Equipment," Audit
Report MW 70~15, 28 Nov 69,

Dept of Defense, "Control of Government Property in Possession of
Contractors," Armed Services Procurement Regulation, 12 Feb T1.

___» Defense Supply Agency, "Defense Industrial Plant Equipment
Center Operations," DSAM hElS.l/AR 700~-43/NAVSUP DUB SOOQ/AFM 78-1,
through Change 5, Apr 68,
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15.

16.

7.

18.

19-

20,

21.

22,

25-
26.

27.

28,

29.

3G,

31.

32,

y "Property Administration," Armed Services Procuremeni
Regulation, Hup 3, 31 Mar 70.

Dept of Army, "Centralized Inventory Management of the Army
Supply System," AR 710-1, 24 Feb 71.

Dept of Navy, Comptroller, "Plant Property and Other Navy Property,"
NAVCOMPMAN, Vol 3, Chap 6,

Dept of Defense, "Control of Government Property in Possession of
Contractors," and "Control of Government Property in Possession of
Nonprofit Research and Development Contraoctors," Armed Services
Procurement Regulations, App B and C, 12 Nov 70,

US Army Materiel Command, Headquarters, "Equipment Management
Program," AMCR 700-64, 1 Feb 68,

Dept of Army, "Requisltioning, Receipt, snd Issue System,"
AR 725-50, 15 Feb 65,

> "D8U Installation Stock Control and Suppl; Procedurcs,"
AR T711-16, 8 Apr 66,

US Army Materiel Commend, Hemdguarters, "Logistlcs Command Equipment
Management Program Review (CEMPR)," proposed AMC Regulation TOO=-xx,
undated (succeeds AMCR 750-5).

Dept of Defense, "DOD Personal Property Disposal Program (I&L),"
Def'engse Dispoegal Manual, DOD 4160.21 M, Pt 2, 28 Apr O7.

US Army Materiel Command, Headquarters, "Redistribution and
Acquisition of Excess Installation Equipment,” AMCR 755-9, through
Change 3, 21 Apr 70.

Dept of Army, "Property Accountability," AR 735-35, 20 Nov 70.

Defensq'Industrial Plant Equipment Center,"Army IPE by Administering
Office, RCS SP-38.

US Air Force, "USAF Supply Msnual: Alr Force Equipment Management
System," AFM 67-1, Vol IV, Part One, through Amendment 1k, 10 May 71,

Dept of Navy, Naval Area Audit Service Norfolk, "Review of Industrial
TLant Equipment (Plant Property=—Class U4) Management in the Fifth,
Sixth and Fighth Naval Districts," Regional Audit Report RLO0SY,

26 Feb T71.

Dept of Defense, Defense Supply Agency, Deputy Director, "Utilization
Standards for Industrial Plant Equipment,” memorandum to Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Installations and Logistics), 28 Oct OY.

US Air Force Systems Command, Headquarters, "Industrial Resonrces:
Utilization of Actlve Government-Owned Industrial Plant Equipment,"
AFSCR 78-10, 27 Oct 6k,

Dept of Army, Office of the Adjutant General, "Equipment Survey
Progrem," 1ltr, 16 Mar 71.

Dept of Army, "The Army Authorization Documents System (TAADS),"
AR 310-49, Mar 70.
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3k,

35.

36,

37.

38.

39.

kO,
W,

L2,

43,

4L,

L5,

L6.

L7.

48,

US Army Materiel Command, Headquarters, "Installation Equipment
Utilization Mansgement," AMCR 700-82, 23 Feb 71 (supevsedes
AMCR 728-1, 11-7-67).

» Installations and Services Agency, "Management of
Tnstallation Equipment," briefing material, undated,

US Naval Material Command, Headquarters, Naval Ship Systems Command,
"Utilization of Industrial Plant Equipment; recording of," NAVSHIPS
Instruction 4870.14, 30 Aug 68,

sy "Documentation of Operational Savings

Resulting from Industrial Plant Equipment Procurement; request for,"
NAVSHIPS Instruction L870.9a, 3 Feb T0.

US Army Materiel Command, Headquarters, "AMC Comments on GAO Report
on Army Management of IPE " ltr from Deputy Commanding General AMC
to DCSLOG, 15 Oct 69.

Dept of Army, "Equipment Authorizations and Excesses,” ltr from
Chief of Staff,to G, AMC, 1k Sep 70.

US Army Materiel Command, "Installation Equipment Management, "
AMCR 700-T5, paras 15 and 16, 8 Sep 69.

, Natick Laboratories, "Equipment. Utilization Study and
Management Cnncepts and Operating Procedures," Dec 68,

Dept of Defense, Defense Supply Agency, "Report on Recording the
Utillization of Industrial Plant Equipment," Nov 68 (FOUO).

US Army Materiel Command, Headquarters, Installations and Services
Agency, "197Ll Survey of Elapeed Time Meters," memcrandum for
record, /S R. A. Starr, 15 Jun 71.

Dept of Defense, Assistant Secretary of Detense, "Retention of Idle
Industrial Plant Equipment in Contractors' Plants Pending Completion
of Industrial Readiness Planning," memorandum to Assistant Secretaries
of Army, Navy and Air Force and Director of Defense Supply Agency,

L0 Jun T,

US Army Materiel Command, Headquarters, "Installation Equipment
Utilization Management," AMCR 728-1, Nov 67.

Dept of Army, "Accounting, Reporting and Responsibilities for
Industrial Wunded Installation and Activities," AR 37-110, through
Change 8, 14 Apr 70.

, "The Army Management Structure (Fiscal Code)," AR 37-100-72
c.1, Cbap 6, Sec I, para e (5), p 6-2, 16 Feb Ti.

US Army Materiel Command, Feadquarters, "Directive Guidance for
provision of Production Facliities," para 2 e, ltr coded AMCPP-PI,
22 Jan 68,

Dept of Army, "Maintenance of Supplies and Equipment—-Management
of Maintenance Prorvams for Army-Owned Ine-Use Industrial Plant
Equipment," (drafi), AR 750-33, Jun 70,
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52.

53+

5)4-.

55«

56.
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58.

9.

60.

61.
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US Army Materiel Commend, Headquarters, "Maintenance Management
Program6for Installation Production 1ype Equipment," AMCR 750-xx,
17 Sep 69

Dept of Army, "Maintenance Concepts," AR 750-1, Jun 67.

Dept of Defense, "Policies Governing the Use of Commercisl and Military
Reﬂourcga for the Maintenance of Military Materiel," DODD 4151.1,
28 Jul 60.

, "DOD Maintenance Engineering Prograw," DODD 3232.1, 3 Nov 55.

y "Maintenance Instmetions or Technicel Maintenance Standards,"
DSAR %151.4, 19 Jan Tl.

’ ’ 14 .

Dept of Defense, Defense Supply Agency, "Establishment and Use¢ of
Revair Eligibility Criteria for In Use, Government-Owned IPE,"
Draft, July 1971.

Dept of the Army, "Repair Cost Estimates and Maintenance Expenditure
Limits," AR T50-27, See III, para 8.b, 8 June 1967.

US Army Materiel Commund, Headquarters, "Tool and Equipment Items
Not Authorized tor Rebuild," SB 9-226, 3 Oct 69.

» Chlef of Staff, "Integration of Industrial Plant
Equipment Actlvites," Memorandum to Director of Requirements and
Procurement, 28 Oct 70,

, Production Equipment Agency, "Organization and
Mission,“ PEQUA Memorandum 10-1, 30 Jan T7O.

, Installations and Services Agency, "Organization and
Management Manual," Oet TO.

Dept of Army, "Staffing Cuide for US Army Depots," DA Pamphlet .
570-566, 26 Apr TIl. :

186




