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The Navy's Ship Support Improverent Project is designed
to analyze and develop a saintenance system for all Navy aurface
ship classes. Concepts are being developed tc tring about an
early iamprovement in the ships' material conditicn, extend the
operaticnal use of ships, and iaprove material readiness. The
project encompasses four major programs: Guided Nissile Prigate
Class Support, Bngineered Operating Cycles, Intermediate
Maintepance Activity Upgrade, and HMaintenance System
Developaent. The total cost of the project for fiscal years 1977
to 1983 is an estimated $644 million. Pindings/Cozclusions: The
Guided Missile Prigate Class Support progras calls for ssall
creus, modular replaceazent-type repairs, and progressive
overhauls. Potential problem areas that could affect t.e giccess
of the progras include: the data base, a new supply support
concept, and adherence to the class maintenance plan. The
Engineered Operating Cycle Program is intended tc extend the
interval between major ship overhauls. Problen areas for this
progras also involve the data base or which new maintenance and
logistics concepts are based. Nodernization and improvement
activities of shore and afloat intersediate maintenance
activities may be premature for the following reasons:
intermediate~level maintenance workload needs to be more
accurately defined; the Navy needs to determine the most
effective vay to satisfy intermediate-level workloads: and the
impact c¢f changing Navy maintenance concepts needs to be more
fully evaluated. It is premature to draw any firs conclusions
vith regard to the NMaintenance Systeam Develcpaent Progras since
it is in the earliest stages. Recommendaticns: In view of
current Navy efforts to obtain funds to upgrade and improve
interaediate-level maintenance facilities, the Hcuse
Appropriations Coamittee should requirs the Navy to provide
specific evidence demonstrating the need for such facilities.
The cosaittee should also require the Navy to report
periodically on the results of the various pzogram studies and
their implementation status and, if they are not implegented, to
explain why. (BRS) "
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[REPORT BY THE

Compitroller Generall
OF THE UNITED STATES

The Navy’s Ship Support
improvement Project

The Navy is currently engaged in a compre-
hensive, long-term effort to review its ship
maintenance strategies, requirements, and re-
sources for all classes of surface ships. Called
the Ship Support Improvement Project, the
purpose is to develop an overall, integrated
ship maintenance system to improve the ma-
terial condition of ships.

Tiis report to the House Committee on Ap-
propriations gives some insight on the Navy's
approach to the $644 million project and
identifies several potential problem areas
which, unless closely watched, could affect
the success of the project. The report also
identifies specific project areas where the
Navy has not done sufficient work to justify
current budget requests.
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20840

B-13317n

The Honorable George H. Mahon
Chairman, Committee ¢cn Appropriations
Rouse of Representativesz

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This report is in response to your October 19, 1977,
letter in which you requested information on the Navy's
comprehensive effort to improve the material condition of
its surface ships by developing an overall, integrated
ship maintenance system ané an associated contract. Our
report points out that although the development of an in-
tegrated ship maintenance system is in its early stages,
there are several potential croblem areas which require
close monitoring to assure the success of the effort. One
area aimed at wmodernizing intermediate maintenance facili-
ties has not received adequate analyses to justify provosed
*xpenditures.

As ycu requested, we did not obtain written comments
from the Navy. However, we did discuss matters contained
in the report with Navy and contractor officials and their
comments have been incorporated where apprcpriate.

As arranged with your office, copies of this report
are being sent to the House Committees on Armed Services
and Government Operations and to the Senate Committees on
Appropriaticns, Armed Services, and Governmental Affairs.
Copies are also being sent to the Director of the Office
of Management and Budget and to the Departments of Defense
and the Navy. Copies will be available to other interested

parties who request them.
Si € yours/
AL LA i"

Comptroller General
of the United States



ERRATA

To the recipients of the Cormptroller General's report
to the House Committee on Apprcpriations entitled “The Navy's
Ship Support Improvement Project" (LCL-78-433):

At the bottom of page 22, following the word "acceptable,"
ingert:

“level of material condition; that ig, a material condition
standard for each maintenance critical ship system or piece"



COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S THE NAVY'S SHIP SUPPORT
REPORT TO IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

DIGEST
the objective of the Navy's ship maintenance and
modernization program is to sustain enough ships in
good condition to meet current requirements.

To carry out this objective, the Navy has adopted a
periodic; multilevel approach to ship maintenance
which, depending on the type and complexity of the
work, Places responsibility at three different levels~-
organizational, intermediate, and depot. In fiscal
year 1977 the Navy spent about $3.3 billion at these
three levels to maintain and modernize its fleet.

The House Committee on Appropriations was concerned
about the size of the Navy,/s ship maintenance and
modernization program and wanted to see if alternate,
more cost-effective ways could be found to adequately
maintain Navy ships.

The Committee was interested specifically in obtaining
information on an ongoing, four-part Navy effort,
called the Ship Support Impcovement Project, which is
designed to develop an overall, intsgrated ship main-
tenance system to improve ship material condition.

The Committee also requested specific information on
the Navy's selection and use of a contractor--
Anerican Management Systems, Inc.--to do the work on
one part of the project, called the Maintenance System
Development Program.

THE SHIP SUPPORT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

The Ship Support Improvemernt Project is desigred to
analyze and develop a maintenance syatem for all Navy
surface ship classes. Concepts are being developed
to (i) bring about an early imp:ovement ia the ships'
material condition, (2) extend the operational use

of ships, and (3) improve material readiness. The
pProject encompasses four major programs: Guided

LCD-72-433
Tear s"“,?t Upon removal, the report
cover date shouid be noted heroon‘.’ i



Missile Frigate Class Support, Engineered Operating
Cycles, Intermediate Maintenance Activity Upgrade,
and Maintenance System Development. The total cost
of the project for fiscal years 1977 to 1983 is
estimated to be about $6%4 million.

The Guided Missile Frigate Class Support program calls
for small crews, modular replacement-—type repairs, and
progressive overhauls. The prograr is intended to pro-
vide operating intervals of about 1U years between
major ship overhauls and modernizations. Periodically
during the 10 years, the ships have scheduled mainten-
ance performed at Intermediate Maintenance Activities
and at shipyards to maintain the ship at an acceptable
level of material condition. (See pp. 10 & 11.)

Although it is too early to reach any firm conclusions
regarding the effectiveness of the program, 3a0
identified several potential problem areas which,
unless closely monitored, could affect the success of
the program. GAO noted that:

--The data base on which several of the new logistics
concepts are based and which will be used to evalu-
ate program effectiveness is inaccurate and unreli-
able. However, the Navy is currently undertaking
steps to improve this situation. (See p. 12.)

--A new supply support concept which the Navy considers
critical to the success of the new logistics concept
must be carefully implemented and monitored to ensure
that previously identified material visibility and
control problems are eliminated. (See pp. 13 to 15.)

—~Close adherence to the class maintenance plan, which
is considered essential, will raquire close and high-
level monitoring to ensure that prescribed mainten-
ance schedules are met. (See op. 15 to 16.)

rhe second element of the project, the Engineered
Uperating Cycle program, is also intended to extend
the interval between major ship overhauls of several
different classes of surface ships. The program
involves (1) the development of maintenance require-—
ments based on an engineered review of past perform-
ance, (2) a baseline overhaul to each cuio, if
required, that restores it to a "like new" condition,
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and (3) a class maintenance plan which identifies what
and when maintenance on shio systems and equipment is
to be performed during trief, veriodic, restorative
actions at intermediate maintenance activities or
shipyards. (See p. 16.)

For this program, GAO noted potential problems similar
to those described in the Guided Missile Frigate Class
Support program. Again, the data systems, on which
the new maintenance and logistics concepts contained
in the program are based, are of questionable accuracy
and reliability. Also, close adherence to the class
maintenance plan is essential. Finally, the Navy is
implementing the program without having clearly defined
what is the current level of material condition of
ships in the program, what should it be, and how it is
to ke maintained. (See pp. 20 to 23.)

The Intermediate Maintenance Activity uUngr.ie program
resulted primarilv from an increased intermediate
maintenance workload expected to result from the

Guided Missile Frigate and Engineered Overating Cycle
programs. The orogram encompasses (1) a modernization
and improvement program of shore and afloat inter-
mediate maintenance activities, (2) Navy initiatives

to better train its intermediate-~level maintenance
personnel, (3) studies assessing the need for automated
test equipment to detect malfunctions in electronic
components, and (4) an experimental wrogram to contract
out excess intermediate work to private industry.

(See p. 24.,)

GAO believes that based on the following observations
and on its recent work in this area, 1/ the moderniza-
tion and improvement program of shore and afloat
intermediate maintenance activities may be oremature.

-~Intermediate-level maintenance workload needs to be
more accurately defined. Current workload projec-
tions are based on Guestionable data and are orobably
overstated. (See pp. 25 to 27.)

1/"The Navy's Intermediate Ship #daintenance Program
Can Be Improved" (LCD-77-412, Sept. 23, 1977).

Jear Sheet iii



~=The Navy needs to determine th. most effective way
to satisfy its intermediate-~level maintenaance
workloads; that is. how much should be mobile and
how much should be shore-based. (See p. 31.)

~-The impact of changing Navy maintenance concepts
needs to be more fully evaluated since it directly
affects what work will have to be done during
mobilization and in peacetime. Therefore, expansion
of capability and capacity should follow onlv after
the needs are clearly defined. (See p. 32.)

The fourth element of the Ship Support Improvement
Project is the Maintenance System Development Program.
This program is a long-~term study and implementation
effort where fundamental changes in the way ship main-
tenance is accomplished and controlled are being
addressed. (See pp. 34 to 42.)

Because the work on the Maintenance System Development
Program is only in its early stages, it would be pre-
mature to draw any firm conclusions on whether the
program will result in an improved ship maintenance
strategy. This will depend on the (1) scope of the
studies, (2) accuracy of the data used in the studies,
(3) reasonableness of proposals generated by the
studies in the program, (4) Navy's acceptance of the
various proposais, and (5) extent to which the Navy
will implement accepted proposals. Presently, only a
few studies are in the implementation stage. (See

Pp. 42 to 43.)

MAINTENANCE -SYSTEM  DEVELOPMENT
PROGRAM CONTRACT

The Navy had three alternatives available *o do the
Maintenance System Development Program work. It could
either contract out the entire effort; do the entire
effort in-house; or do a combination of both. Without
fully evaluating these alternatives, the Navy chose to
contract out the entire effort. (See pp. 44 to 45.)

The prime contractor selected, American Management
Systems, Inc., was one of eighteen firms which sub-
mitted technical and cost proposals for the program
work. Although the contractor's cost proposal was
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among the highest submitted, the Navy ultimately chose

it because of its technical proposal. (See pp. 45 to 47.)

The original contract was awarded in fiscal year 1976.
Since then, two annual contracts have been awarded to
the same contractor on a sole-~source basis. (See

p. 47.)

Work—~force capability was considered a prime factor

in contractor selection. A brief analysis of contrac-
tor staff qualifications and a comparison of current
staff capability with that included in the original
proposal showed that staff qualifications were
adequate and staff capability had not diminished.

(See pp. 47 to 49.)

RECOMMENDATIONS - TO  THE - COMAITTEE

GAO's recent repo: . on the Navy's intermediate mainten-
ance program inclu =d several observations and recom-
mendations on issues such as (1) work requiréments’
definition and quantification, (2) alternatives to
satisfying work requirements, and (3) impact of chang-
ing maintenance corcepts on intermediate-level mainten-—
ance needs. The Navy generally concurred and promised
corrective action.

Although some progress has been made, GAO believes that
the Navy still needs better information on and analyses
of the above issues before it can establish what tyve
and how much intermediate-level maintenance capability
is needed. 1In view of current Navy efforts to obtain
funds to upgrade and improve intermediate-level main-
tenance facilities, GAO recommends that before acting
on future requests for funds the Committee require

the Navy to provide specific evidence which clearly
demonstrates the need for such facilities. (See

p. 33.)

Also, since the cost of the Maintenance System Develop-~
ment Program is substantial and the results of the
program could lead to permanent changes in the Navy's
ship maintenance system, the Committee should require
the Navy to periodically report on the results of these
var ious Program studies and  heir implementation status,
and, if they are not implemented, to explain why. (See
p. 43.)



AGENCY COMMENTS

At the instruction of the Subcommittee on Defense,
House Committee on Appropriations, %AO did not solicit
official written comments from the Departments of
Detense and the Navy. However, matters contained in
the report were discussed with Navy officials and their
comments were incorporated where appropriate.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The cbjective of the Navy's multibillion dollar ship
maintenance and modernization program is to sustain enough
ships in good condition to meet current requirements.

To do this, the Navy has adopted a periodic, multi-
level approach to accomplishing ship maintenance requirements
which, depending on the type and complexity of work, places
responsibility at three different levels.

--Organizational-level maintenance is normally the re-
sponsibility of ships' crewmembers. Tasks performed
at this level include inspecting, servicing, and lu-
bricating equipment.

Incermediate-level maintenance is done by designated
intermediate maintenance activities (IMAs) for direct
support of the fleet. Assigned work includes calibra-
ting, repairing, or replacing damaged or unservice-
able parts, components, or assemblies; modifying ma-<
terial; and providing technical assistance to ship
maintenance personnel.

--Depot-level maintenance is done by shipyards and
other designated Industrial-type activities. These

activities are generally responsible for making major
ship overhauls, conversions, modifications, and re-
pairs to end-items and components.

At the end of fiscal year 1978, the Navy is expected to
have an inventory of about 452 ships. This inventory in-
cludes aircraft carriers, cruisers, destroyers, frigates,
submarines, and various combat support ships, such as oilers
and ammunition ships. 1In fiscal year 1977 the Navy spent
about §$3.3 billion at the organizational, intermediate, and
depot maintenance levels to maintain and modernize its ships.

Over 60 percent of the total ship maintenance and
modernization expenditures are for standard depot-level main-
tenance. 1In fiscal year 1977 the Jdepot program was about
$2.1 billion. About 70 percent of this budget is used in
naval shipyard facilities and about 30 percent is to pay for
contracting with private industry for depot-level ship main-
tenance.



The House Committee on Appropriations was concerned
about the size of the Navy's ship maintenance and moderniza-
tion program, and wanted to see if alternate, more cost-
effective ways couid be found for maintaining and modernizing
ships. '

The Committee was aware of an ongoing, four-phased Navy
effort, called the Ship Support Improvement Project (SSIP),
which was designed to develop a better strategy for maintain-
ing and modernizing Navy ships. The Committee was interested
in obtaining information on this effort. Furthermore, the
Committee requested information on the Navy's basis for se-
lecting one company--American Management Systems, Inc. (AMS)
--as the prime contractor for one part of the project, the
Maintenance Systems Deve.opment Program (MSDP).

In addition, the Committee asked us to compare Navy and
commercial shipping firm maintenance practices for support
ships, such as tankers and cargo sbips, and to provide com-
parative cost data on those ships.

On May 2, 1978, we provided a comprehensive briefing to
Committee staff on SSIP and on the contractor selection pro-
cess. Specific areas discussed included (1) major objectives
of the project, (L) Navy plans to achieve these objectives,
(3) current status of Navy efforts and future plans, (4) con-
tractual data, and (5) our preliminary observations. In-
cluded in this report are the matters discussed at that time.
Our work on Navy and commercial ship maintenance practices
will be discussed in a separate report.

SCOPE OF REVIEW

We interviewed and ohtained documents from Navy and
Navy contrictor officials. Following is a list of primary
locations in our review.
--Headquarters, U.S. Navy, the Pentagon.
--Commander-in-Chief, Atlantic Fleet, Norfolk, Virginia.
--Naval Sea Systems Command, Arlington, Virginia.
--Planning and Engineering for Repair and Alterations
Office for Amphibious Ships and Craft, Norfolk,
Virginia.
--Defense Contract Audit Agency, Alexandria, Virginia.

--American Management Systems, Inc., Rosslyn, Virginia.



CHAPTER 2
THE SHIP SUPPORT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

The Navy is engaged in a comprehensive, long-term ef-
fort to review its ship maintenance strategies, require-
ments, and resources for all classes of surface ships. The
purpose of the effort, referred to by the Navy as the Ship
Support Improvement Project, is to develop an overall, inte-
grated ship maintenance system to improve and maintain ship
material condition.

EVOLUTION OF THE PROJECT

The driving factor behind the establishment of SSIP was
the Department of Defense's (DOD's) and the Navy's long-
standing concern over the material condition of its fleet of
surface ships. It was recognized that, although Navy ships
were receiving "thorough" overhauls since 1968, rerformance of
the Navy's intermediate and organizational main nance le-
vels was not adequate to maintain the ships during its oper-
ating cycle and resulted in an inadequate material condi-
tion, especially on surface ships. 1/

In recognition of these problems, the Chief of Naval
Operations established as a major Navy priority the develop-
ment of "* * * a comprehensive program to promote an early
improvement in the fleet's material condition."™ SSIP was
established as the main, long~term initiative associated
with this objective.

The project started in February 1974, when the Secre-
tary of Defense and the Navy jointly determined a need to
develop an integrated, engineered, reliability-~centered
ship maintenance strategy. Concept development and engi-
neering funds to carry out that tisk were granted in
July 1975.

In December 1974, the Chief of Navy Operations designa-
ted the project a major project because of its technical com-
pPlexities and high-level interest, and merged the project
with other ongoing Navy programs dealing with material con-~
dition, such as the Engineered Operating Cycle (EOC) program

1/8ee app. I for a discussion of some of the "long-standing
ship maintenance problems" recognized in the Navy. The
appendix discussion is excerpted from the Navy's fiscal
Year 1577 Program Objective Memorandum.



the Intermediate Maintenance Activity Upgrade program, and
the Guided Missile Frigate (FFG-7) Class Support program.
The organizational plan for the project was referred to as
"RED E" and .iater retitled the Maintenance System Develop-
ment Proqram. PMS-306, located in the Naval Sea Systerms
Command, was assigned as tbhe project office. It is re-
sponsible for the planning and devzlopment effort associated
with the four programs.

PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The goal of SSIP, as currently defined, is to develop
an overall, integrated ship maintenance system to improve
and maintain ship material condition. The project is ex-
pected to improve the Navy's understanding and actual per-
formance of all aspects of ship maintenance, from require-
ments definition through facilities improvements. The ef-
fort recognizes ship maintenance throughout the life cycle
of ships. The objectives of the project are to:

-~Clarify and refina the Navy's current ship mainte-
nance policy.

--Integrate and coordinate other Navy ship maintenance
programs.

--Provide support for classes of ships designated for
new Engineered Operating Cycles.

--Engineer improvements to existing technigues, methods,
and facilities.

The goals and objectives of the project will be accom-
plished via four separate yet interrelated efforts.

-=FFG-7 Class Support program.

~-EOC program.

-~IMA Upgrade program.

--MSDP.

A brief descripticn of each program follows.

FFG-7 Class Support Program

The Guided Missile Frigate Class Support program con-
sists of life-cycle maintenance support procedures for the



FFG-7 class ships. This ship class was designed for

limited operational manning, with limited self-maintenance
capacity relative to earlier ship designs and with a speci-
fic maintenance policy. Integrated logistics support capa-
bilities, such as component rework, supply support, ard
tailored technical documentation to support a component
change-out versus an onboard ship repair concept, and a spe-
cial information system (Logistic Data System) are being
developed. The first ship of the FFG-7 class was delivered
to the Navy in late 1977. (See ch. 3 for more details.)

Engineered Operating Cycle program

The Engineered Operating Cycle element of the preoject
involves the development of plans and procedures to support
the extension of the nominal period (cycle) betweer regular
ship overhauls. This program involves (1) the development
of maintenance requirements based on an engineered review
and past performance, (2) an introductory (baseline) ship
overhaul plen that specifies all ship repairs and reliabi-
lity alterations required prior to entering the new cycle,
and (3) a class maintenance plan which identifies when and
what maintenance on ship systems and equipment is to be per-
formed. This program applies to 127 surface combatant ships
of several ship classes.

In 1977, 135 FF-1052 class ships entered baseline over-
haul. By 1984 about 260 ships, or about 50 percent of the
Navy's total fleet of ships, are expected to be covered by
an operating cycle program such as EOC, FFG, or a previously
developed system for submarines. (See ch. 3 for more de-
tails.)

IMA Upgrade prcygram

This element of the project is designed to improve the
Navy's ability to adequately support maintenance require-
ments for existing ships and future ship maintenance poli-
cies such as FFG and EOC. The Upgrade program involves
modernization and improvement of shore and mobile IMA facili-
ties to improve workflow, working conditions, and mainte-
nance personnel training. The program also includes an
effort to assess a need for better‘ test equipment to detect
malfunctions of shipboard electronic components and an expe-
rimental program to contract excess IMA work to private in-
dustry. {(See ch. 3 for details.)
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MSDP

MSDP is a Navy development and implementation effort where
fundamental ard long-term changes in the way the Navy
accomplishes and controls ship maintenance are being address-
ed. The basic goal of the program is to develop an integrat-
ed ship maintenance system to imporve the material condition
of surface ships.

To accomplish this gcal, the program is being approach-
ed along three paths: first, to improve allocation of re-
sources to measure the impact of changes upon material read-
iness and to improve the ship maintenance management and con-
trol functions in the Navy; second, to develop procedures
to more accurately define preventive and correc:ive ship-
board maintenance requirements; and third, to identify and
implement improvements in the actual delivery of maintenance
in such areas as shipyards, the supply system, maintenance
manpower planning, and training.

The Navy, through the use of a contractor, is identify-
ing and analyzing problems and developing recommendations
for improvements in the above areas. Based on these analy-
ses, the Navy plans to implement improvements to the ship
maintenance system where appropriate. (See ch. 4 for more
details.)

The Navy considers the EOC, the FFG-7 Class Support,
and the IMA Upgrade programs to be short- to intermediate-
term programs; that is, they are expected to be completed
and implemented by the early to mid-1980s. MSDP, however,
will probably not be completely implemented by the mid-1980s
although certain tasks may be completed and implemented be-
fore that time. As of August 18, 1978, the Navy estimated
the total cost of the programs, between fiscal years 1977
- and 1983, to amount to about $0.6 billion. Projected per-
sonnel increases amount to about 640 People. Analysis of
the cost totals revealed the following breakdown.



Project Costs (note a)

Program FY 77 FY 78 FY 79 FY 80 FY 81 FY 82 FY B3 Total
---------------------- (millions)-=---=c—ms—mermcmmenoe e
MSDP
(note b) $ 5.1 $8.9 S 8.8 §$ 10,8 $ - $ - $ - $ 33.6
EOC
(note c) 4.7 13.3 17.3 14.9 17.9 25.5 37.3 130.9
FFG 6.0 15.7 27.0 53.5 53.1 ©58.6 66.4 280.3
IMA 6.9 12,0 50.9 58.0 52.7 15.4 3.5 199.4
Total
SS1P $22.7 $49.9 $104.0 $! 7.7 $123.,7 $99.5 8107.2 $644.2

a/ Data Source: July 1978 Five-Year v.efense Plan with budcet
revisions through August 18, 1978, as provided by PMS-306.

b/ Includes early implementation costs in fiscal year 1979-80.
¢/ Does not include ship overhaul costs.
A significant portion of SSIP is expected to be done by

contractors. To date, contracts amounting to about $47 mil-
lion have been awarded.

In the remainder of the report, we will address the
following topics for each of the four program elements of
the ship Support Improvement Project.

--Major objectives of the project and Navy plans for
achieving these objectives.

--Current status of the project and future plans,
--Contractual data.
--Observations.

Additionally, since the Committee expressed special in-

terest in the selection of AMS as the prime contractor for the

MSDP portion of the project, we have provided information on
this area. This is discussed in chapter 5.



CHAPTER - 3

THE’SHIP‘SE?PORT'IMPROVEMENT'PROJECT:

A-DISCUSSION-OF -PROGRAMS -WELL UNDERWAY

As previously discussed, the Ship Support Improvement
Project merged several ongoing Navy programs designed to
improve the material condition of surface ships with a
long-term stndy and implementation effort designed to effect
fundamental changes in the way ship maintenance is accom=-
plished and controlled by the Navy. Two of the ongoing
programs, the Guided Missile Frigate Class Support program
and the Engineered Operating Cycle program, have been
designed to provide a structured approach to maintenance
support for selected classes of ships, This approach
includes scheduled, pveriodic, preplanned ship maintenance
availabilities at the intermediate and depot levels
and improvements in the logistics supoort system. The
third proyram which was ongoing, the Intermediate Maintenance
Activity Upgrade program, is designed to provide the
intermediate maintenance support thought to be necessary
to implement FFG-~7 and EOC as well as other Navy ships
maintenance programs.

For the FFG-~7 program we noted:

~~The data base on which several of the new logistics
concepts are based and which will be us2d to evaluate
program effectiveness is inaccurate and unreliable.
However, the Navy is currently undertaking steps to
improve this situation. (See p. 12.)

--A new supply support concept, which is critical to
the success of these new maintenance concepts,
must be carefully implemented and monitored to
ensure that previously identified material visibility
and control problems are eliminated. (See pp. 13 to 15.)

~~Close adherence to the class maintenance plan, which
is considered essential, will require close and high-
level mciitoring to insure that prescribed maintenance
schedule: are met. (See pp. 15 to 16.)

In the EOC program, we made similar observations. 1In
addition, the Navy is implementing the program without
having clearly defined what the current level of material
condition is for ships in the program, what should it be,
and how it is to be maintained. (See pov. 20 to 23.)



Concerning the IMA program, we believe t.at based on
the following observations, implementation of facility
improvements may be premature.

-—~IMA workload needs to be refined. Current project-
ions are based on guestionable data and are probably
overstated. (See pp. 25 to 27.)

~~The Navy needs to determine the most effective way
to satisfy its IMA workload; that is, with mobile or
shore activities located overseas or in the United
States or a combination of both. (See p. 31.)

~~The impact of changing Navy nmaintenance concepts and
of the long-~term efforts of the Ship Support Improve-
ment Project and the Maintenance System Development
Program need to be more fully evaluated. (See p. 32.)

GUIDED MISSILE FRISATE CLASS SUPPORT PROGRAM

A phase of the SSIP program extending maintenance
strategy planning to new surface ships is the FFG-7 program.
When considering the design in 1971 for a new class of
guided missile ships that were to be introduced into the
fleet, the Chief of Naval Overations determined that they
would have o include certain goals of increased operational
availability, combined with minimized shipboard manning,
that is, 90 percent availability and 1R85 shipboard accom-
modations. While a precise definition for availability has
not been developed, the Navy expects that the time a ship is
not at a depot or IMA facility will be about 12 percent more
than current ships. The 185 accommodaticns include a heli-
copter attachment of about 35 people. The remaining 150
crew members are abouat 100 fewer than a current shio of
similar size and mission.

Fifty-five ships are expected to be built under the
FFG~7 program. The first ship was delivered to the Navy
in the fall of 1977.

The total cost of the SSIP planning and support of
the 55 ships projected to be in the program for fiscal
years 1977 to 1983 is about $280 million.

The Navy's goal of increased operational availabilitw
was to be partly achieved by minimizing the amount of time
for depot maintenance, while at the same time, decreased man-
ning called for deemphasis of organizational maintenance. Both
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of these act.ions placed a heavy emphasis on intermediate-
level maintenance support and on repair of components at
component rework facilities. (See p. 25.) To achieve
these objectives, the Navy devised a nontraditional concept
of maintenance fer this ship class, which involves modular
replacement of repairable components (modular change-out)
and progressive overhauls.

Modular change-out, designed to reduce repair workloads
and to decrease shipboard manning, is built around individual
components which are highly standardized and accessible for
removal. This has not been true in the past, causing
increased shipboard time for inplace tearing down and repair
of critical equipment. Now the component is removed and
replaced, and the damaged component is sent to an IMA or
depot for repair. 1In addition, use of state-of-the-art
technology, such as gas turbine engines, rather than high
maintenance boilers, and particular maintenance emphasis on
ship design and arrangements is expected to permit a reduced
level of shipboard maintenance requirements.

The progressive overhaul concept places the shic on a
10-year cycle and does not involve the lengthy overhauls
regularly performed at 3~ to 4-year intervals. Instead
the ship is brought into the depot every 24 months for
about 4 weexs to receive specifically planned maintenance
and alterations. These availabilities are augmented by
3-week periods at IMAs every 6 months. Only at the end of
the l0~year cycle are major modernization actions takun.
This cycle is illustrated in the following chart.

FFG-7 CLASS OPERATING CYCLES
PROGRESSIVE OVERHAUL

SELECTED RESTRICTED
AVAILABILITIES — 28 DAYS

24 MONTHSHﬁ MONTHS H 24 MONTHS

oo e

A A A A A A A A A A
—
INTERMEDIATE MAINTENANCE MAJOR
AVAILABILITIES MODERNIZATION
21 DAYS AT 6 MONTH INTERVALS AT 10 YEAR

INTERVALS
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IMPLEMENTAT.ON OF FFG

Success of the FFG program depends on several key
factors relating to the ability of program managers to
first project and later adjust maintenance and supply
requirements, to assure that these maintenance requirements
are met, and to monitor the effectiveness. Ultimate achieve-
ment of the FFG goals depends largely on the suitability
and accuracy of feedback information to carry out the above
functions. The Navy has stated that the Maintenance and
Materiel Management system (3-M) is a major vehicle for
collecting the necessary historical or program effectiveness
data on maintenance. However, we previously reported that
some of the current difficulties with maintenance management
arise from the gquestiornable accuracy of 3-~M data. A Navy
sponsored study in 1975 1/ also pointed out that the 3-M
cystem was neither designed nor capable, without substantial
~hange, of providing data to support the reliability,
maintainability functions of these program in SSIP.

Navy officials commented that since that 1975 study,
the Navy initiated several actions to improve 3-M reporting
for the FFG~7. These actions which include full maintenance
reporting and expanded equipment identification coding are
currently under evaluation using feedback data obtained from
the first ship in the program, the FFG-7. We were told that
the Navy also has undertaken programs to (1) upgrade the
3-M hardware in the Fleet--an eristing bottleneck to
efficient feedback-—-(2) develop vrocedures to reduce time-
consuming shipcrew paverwork, and (3) redesign the
Intermediate Maintenance Management System which prevides
feedback on the work accomplished at the intermediate level.

Furthermore, Navy officials stated that besides feedback
from the 3-M system, the FFG-7 will use informa. -~a from its
Consol idated Casualty Reporting System (CASREPT), soard of.
Inspection and Survey (INSURV), and Force Status Reporting
System (FORSTAT). These systems are described on page 21.

Logistics suppotrt-analysis

A key system being developed to support FFG class shios
is the Logistics Support Analysis (LSA). To obtain detailed
information for IMA and depot planning, the Navy is conducting
extensive engineering and logistics supvort analyses for

..........................

1/ PMS-306 Surface 3-M MDCS System Utilization Study
(Jan. 24, 1975.)
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seiected electronic, combat systems, hulls, and mechanical
and electrical equipment to determine their failure rates
and effects and, through a logic process, the Navy is deter-
mining the support they require. Based on this analysis,

a preventive maintenance plan is developed, the corrective
maintenance requirements are estimated, and the level of
repair--organizational, intermediate, or depot--at which
maintenance is to be performed is established. Given these
maintenance requirements, the logistics support, that is,
repairable components, skills, tools, and technical documen-
tation, required at each level of maintenance, is determined.
All of the data developed based on these analyses is recorded
in the LSA file.

According to the Navy, the LSA file is kept current,
based on cperational data from the 3-M and other data systems
and other sources discussed above. Using equipment failure
rate data and p~rts usage information, support requirements
are analyzed and updated as necessary, and maintenance
actions to be performed are detailed. The upgraded LSAs are
then used in conaection with the initial engineering analysis
in building the .SA file for each subsequent ship entering
the fleet. Over the life cycle of the ships the file update
is to be maintained current to update the class support plan.

So far, most of the work on the LSA system for the
second sh1p in the program, the FFG-8, 1/ has been completed.
The remaining work is expected to be completed by June 1379.

Supply support

Success of the new ship maintenance policy depends
largely upon an accu:ate statement of maintenance reauire-
ments and a responsive supply system which must make available
the piece parts, modules, and repairable components to
achieve the turnaround time necessary to accomplish the
required ship maintenance operations during the relatively
short ship av~ilability periods in the ship's engineered
operating cycie.

To translate the FFG support requirements into fully
responsive supply support at all maintenance levels, the
Navy plans to:

1/ The data is based on FFG-7 configuration with FFG-8
modifications. The SSIP program is building support
for the class starting with the FFG-8. The FFG-7 will
be backfitted in the early 1980s.
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--Egstablish the initial range and depth of stock items
that must be available in the Navy Supply System to
support the FFG class ships.

--Develop a repairables management and control system
which provides visibility and control over material.

--Establish procedures to determine the range and depth
of piece parts necessary for repair operations at
the organizational, intermediate, and depot repair
levels.

Limited work has been done on these objective. However,
information we obtained indicates that the Navy is planning
to expand the use of a supply support concept, called the
operational support inventory, to provide FFG supply support. 1/
According to the Navy, a major feature of this concept is
that the inventory is protected from normal supply requests.
The protection, however, i- nct total: priority requests for
items causing a nonoperational condition on a ship will over-
ride the system and be issued from the operational support
inventory.

We asked the Navy why this inventory concept was under
consideration rather than continued use of the existing
system. We were told that it was considered because the
Navy supply system could not support FFG program needs on a
"husiness as usual"™ basis because (1) the FFG maintenance
philosophy requires that specified maintenance be accomplished
when specified, (2) to accomplish specified maintenance, all
required material must be immediately available, (3) the
number of preplanned IMA availabilities scheduled for ships
in both the EOC and FFG programs is substantially larger than
under the current Navy ship maintenance strategy, and (4) the
time frames in which work during these IMA availabilities is
to be accomplished (21 days) is shorter than under the current
system (4 to 6 weeks). A Navy officials commented that the
ramifications of maintenance deferral magnified the importance
of stock availability during periods of FFG intermediate
maintenance.

Since stock availability at the shore IMAs apparently
is critical to the success of the FFG program, it is

1/ The same system is also applicable of EOC ships and has
been used in Navy aviation maintenance since 1975.
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imperative that the Navy establish an effective material
management system at the shore IMAs to control material
resources. Key to such a system is having valid information
on current and projected demand for materials, material on-
hand, in-process, and on-order. The Navy's proposed solution
to this requirement is to position operational support
inventory level at shore IMAs, closest to the point of

use, to support maintenance needs and monitor material
availability centrally at the Navy Inventory Control Point.
Material usage and inventory data input at the shore IMAs

is presumed to be accurate. This, however, has not always
been the case. For example, in our recent report on naval
shipyards, 1/ we noted a lack of accurate data., We asked

the Navy how it planned to insure that the information
reported at the shore IMAs was valid. We were told that
with the exception of limited physical inventories, the

Navy planned to rely on the integrity of its supply personnel
to provide accuratzs material data.

We believe that this may not be sufficient. It appears
that the proposed actions treat only the symptoms but not
the underlying causes of the problems noted previously in
this area. 1In our opinion, the Navy needs to employ continuing
and more rigorous command surveillance at all levels to insure
that these problems are overcome. This was recommended in
our report on naval shipyards. The Navy agreed to this
recommendation.

Control-of -maintnance-actions

Close adherence to the class maintenance plan is
considered to be essential to the effectiveness of the FFG
program to prevent the backlogs previously encountered in
maintenance of surface ships. To assure that Fleet Commanders
follow the plan, the Chief of Naval Operations has directed
that rigid controls be placed when and where the maintenance
is performed. A "plan of use" has been issued to achieve
these controls. Such requirements have not been the normal
method followed for surface ship maintenance, and close
monitoring of its effectiveness is essential.

In discussing these controls with fleet maintenance
officials, we were told that this program gives the Fleet
Commander a better tool with which to plan and schedule

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

1/ "Naval Shipyards--Better Definition of Mobilization
Requirements and Improved Peacetime Operations Are Needed"
(LCD-77-450, Mar. 31, 1978).
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maintenance of the ships under his command. The Fleet
Commander must consider the maintenance requirements and

the operational commitments when scheduling ship emplcyment.
In the past, without a formal Navy plan of use and a class
maintenance plan, large backlogs in deferred maintenance

at the different maintenance levels have often occurred.

For example, in our report on the Navy's ship overhaul and
repair program for fiscal years 1972 and 1973, 1/ we found
that in fiscal year 1972; 20 percent of the ships scheduled
for overhaul were unable to receive it due to operational
commitments. If this percentage of maintenance action
deferrals continues with the FFG program, the effectiveness
of the program will be adversely affected. This, in turn,
may lead to questions about the usefulness of some of the
new logistics support concepts developed for the FFG program.

Navy officials agreed that in order for the FFG program
to be fully effective, prescribed maintenance schedules have
to be met. They commented that since this practice is rela-
tively new to the Navy, the Navy expects to educate some
fleet personnel on the importance of meeting the schedules.

ENGINEERED OPERATING CYCLE
PROGRAM FOR SURFACE SHIPS

A second element of SSIP currently underway is the
EOC program for surface ships. The Navy stated that the
objectives of this program are to achieve an early improve-
ment in the material condition of ships designated for
EOC development. 7These ships are then to be maintained at
an acceptable level of material conditicn and show an increase
in operational availability, both at an acceptable cost., The
projected total cost as of fiscal year 1977, for planning and
support of the 127 destroyer-type ships currently in the
program, was estimated to be about $131 million through fiscal
year 1983, of which approximately $25 million was for develop-
ment contracts. 2/

According to the Navy, the EOC program was developed to
improve maintenance practices on existing surface ships and
is to complement other similar programs developed for
submarines and new FFG surface ships. (See app. II for the

1/ "Management of Ship Overhaul and Repair Programs” Fiscal
Years 1972 and 1973" (B-133170, Juns 7, 1973).

2/ See app. II for a list of ship classes in the EOC program.
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historical development of EOC programs.) Ships are to be
introduced into the EOC program by ship class, and a separate
plan for each ship class will have to be developed based on
experience from already established EOC programs.

Based upon experience with the submarine EOC program
and the early phases of the Surface Ship EOC program, the
Navy is establishing and documenting procedures and guide-
lines for general EOC development. Each ship class under-
taken for EOC analysis may vary from the specified procedures
based on the peculiarities of the class. The EOC planning
is structured in three phases--a l-year initiation phase, a
2-year development phase, and an implementation phase that
extends through the remaining life of the ship classes
involved. A brief description of what the Navy is currently
doing or planning to do during each phase follows.

During the initiation or feasibility determination phase
(see fig. 1), ship data such as ship operating time, scheduled
maintenance time, and data associated with equipment and
system failures is collected, and objectives constraints, for
example, costs and shipboard staffing that will guide the
EOC program, are defined. The current status of the ship's
material condition and its overhaul maintenance strategy
are assessed. Alternative maintenance strategies are
identified and, from them, th: preliminary EOC maintenance
strategy is defined. The existing and proposed maintenance
strategies are compared and analyzed and the feasibility
of adopting an EOC program is evaluated.

® ASSESS CURRENT SHIP STATUS/
MAINTENANCE STRATEGY e FORWARD
® COLLECTSHIP e DEFINE PRELIMINARY EOC 'S’:Ué':T\L?_';‘H
LASS DAT
C A MAINTENANCE STRATEGY SLAN OF ACTION
e IDENTIFY INITIAL [ e CONDUCT COMPARATIVE > AND RESOURCE
PROGRAM ANALYSES OF EXISTING AND REQUIREMENTS
BJECTIVES AND STRA’
OBJ PROPOSED STRATEGIES o GAIN PROGRAM
CONSTRAINTS
® EVALUATE FEASIBILITY OF APPROVAL
PROPOSED EOC PROGRAM

FIG. 1 IMPLEMENTATION PHASE PROCESS
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During the development phase (see fig. 2) detailed
engineering efforts are undertaken to develop gspecific
approaches for the EOC s'rategy. The preliminary plan is
used as a guide during this phase. Pertinent, detailed
technical, operational, and experience data is assembled and,
from this data, critical equipment and systems are selected,
beneficial technical and Fleet Modernization Program
alterations are identified, and maintenance requirements
for pre-~-EOC overhauls, called basel ine cverhauls are
developed. Detailed systems engineering analv: are
performed on selected critical maintenance equipment, that
is, equipment that has historically been the greatest main-
tenance burden to the class, with specific restorative and
corrective maintenance requirements identified in the develop-
ment of a class maintenance plan. Standards of material
condition azsessment and program effectivenss are developed
to permit the analysis of the effectiveness of the EOC program
and to modify the efforts as necessary. Finally, a management
plan is developed to provide guidance in program administration,
planning, 2xecution, and support. Together, these elements
constitute the EOC plan that is to be implemented.

. e SELECT CRITICAL EQUIPMENT/SYSTEMS
e COLLECT e IDENTIFY NEEDED TECHNICAL/FLEET
DETAILED MODERNIZATION PROGRA 1
TECHNICAL ALTERATIONS
DATA e DEVELOP PRE-EOC OVERHAUL
e COLLECT REQUIREMENTS
OPERATIONAL | | o PERFORM DETAILED SYSTEMS >l FoR PROC
AND ENGINEERING ANALYSESS FOR PROGRAM
EXPER'ENCE IMPLEMENTATION
DATA e DEVELOP CLASS MAINTENANCE
PLAN
e DEVELOP MATERIAL CONDITION
ASSESSMENT METHODS
e DEVELOP PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS
PROCEDURES

® DEVELOP MANAGEMENT PLAN

FIG. 2 DEVELOPMENT PHASE PROCESS
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During the implementation phase (see fig. 3), each ship
will be given a pre-EOC overhaul (if required) before entering
its Engineered Operating Cycle. This baseline overhaul
differs from a regular ship overhaul in that its work package
is designed to restore a ship to a known level of material
condition, as defined during the development phase. This is
to be a level that has all known problems corrected and
outstanding maintenance work accomplished to help in sustaining
the material condition during the cycle.

According to the Navy, once a ship has completed its
pre-EOC overhaul and has entered its Engineered Operating
Cycle, it will have an individual ship's maintenance plan
developed for it. As a ship proceeds through its operating
cycles, maintenance and modernization tasks from its
individual ship plan are to be updated on the basis of the
lessons learned from other EOC programs, other ships of the
class, trend analysis of ship equipments, and tests and
inspections performed on ship systems.

* ?.?52'32“3" SHIPS ENTER AND CONDUCT ONGOING
OVE-RH AULS —  PROCEED THROUGH [~ ANALYSIS FROM
(IF REQUIRED) EOCs FEEDBACK:
F e MATERIAL
CONDITION
ASSESSMENT
e POST OVERHAUL
ANALYSIS
e TREND ANALYSIS
* ESTABLISH CONDUCT ENGINEERING ® PROGRAM
EOC SUPPORT 9 MANAGEMENT OF @—{ EFFECTIVENESS
ELEMENTS AND PROGRAM ANALYSIS
ORGANMIZATIONS

FIG. 3 IMPLEMENTATION PHASE PROCESS

The initial EOC program for surface ships applies to
destroyer-type ships and was to serve as a focus for
development of an improved maintenance strategy for all
surface ships. Future programs are planned to expand the
EOC concept to other classes of ships, that is, amphibious
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ships, carriers, and frigates., The feasibility studies for
amphibious ships have been completed; however, due to budget
limitations, the Navy has not provided development and
implementation funds for any EOC effort beyond the de-

stro: >rogram. The Navy plans to review this program
this ta.l.

We noted that segments of the total SSIP are interwined.
For example, increased intermediate level workload require-
ments under th2 Destroyer EOC and the FFG-7 orograms were
used as a partial justification for upgrading IMA facilities.
Workloads for otlier ship classes (not yet in a directed EOC
program, such as the amphibious ships) were maintained on
a current, historical basis. Thus, a change in EOC programs
is likely to change the IMA workload requirement. The impact
of the EOC program on the IMA program is discussed later
in the chapter.

Assessment of "the program

Operational change, such as the one resulting from
implementation of the EOC program, is an accepted method
of improving operations; however, improved management does
not automatically result from such a change nor do benefits
automatically accrue.

To determine whether the EOC program is going to meet
its designated objectives, we identified and evaluated some
of the factors which we believe are necessary to effectively
implement the *© »zent. The factors include:

-=A clear aef. 'yn of what level of material
condition is acceptable.

-~-~An accurate and reliabtm data base tv develop
maintenance regquirements.

~~hkn effective material condition assessment and
squipment monitoring program to determine a ship's
actual level of material condition.

~--Adequate system discipline to insure that required
maintenance actions are carried out in a timely
fashion and at an acceptable level of qualitvy.

We observed the following regarding these factors:

1. The Navy currently does not have an overall material con-
dition indicator which could be used to define an adequate
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level of material condition for ships. However, various
indicators of material condition do exist. They include:

~-The Navy's Force Status Reportinjg System——a system
which reports a ship's readiness status by means
of (1) a rating indicating the capabiity of a ship
in performing each of its assigned missions (M-rating),
(2) a rating indicating the overall mission readiness
of a unit (overall C-rating), and (3) ratings indi-
cating the readiness status of personnel, equipment
and supplies onhand, equipment readiness, and training
(resource C-ratings).

~-The Consolidated Casualty Reporting System--a system
for reporting shipboard equipment failures wherz the
effect of the failures infringes on the reporting
unit's ability to perform its assigned mission(s).

~-Board of Inspection and Survey--periodic inspections
of the condition of shipboard equioment,

~-Pre-Overhaul Test and Inspection (POT&I)--an inspec-
tion prior to overhaul to identify needed repairs.

~-Propulsion Examining Board (PEB)--periodic inspections
of the condition of propulsion systems.

Each of these systems was developed to meet specific
needs. Navy studies indicate that each system has advan-
tages; however, there are drawbacks that detract from their
usefulness as a single materiel condition indicator. For
example, a 1976 Aeronautical Radio Research Corporation study
concluded that CASREPT should not be used alone to measure
the effect of ship overhaul om material condition because
casualty reports are special events, influenced by many
factors other than material condition (e.g., area of opera-
tions). 1In addition, the method of casualty reporting is
inconsistent and may even be used as a way to justify
additional supply support.

Other drawbacks were reported in the Navy's general plan
of action for the Maintenance System Development Program. To
illustrate, the plan of action noted that the FORSTAT C-rating
suffers from being the ship captain's subjective rating of
his own ship's readiness status and from being too aggregated.
Regarding the INSURV inspection results, it reported that the
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results suffer from being a detailed technical inspection
for the purpose of detei. ining repairs needed. Similar
observations were made regarding the CASREPT and Propulsion
Examinaticn Board reports. In recognition of these short-
comings, MSDP is to come up with a better set of indicators
than those used to define an acceptatlea level of material
condition for ships entering the EOC proaram, but full
results appear years away. 1/

2. The Navy's data base for developing maintena 2 require-
ments is inaccurate and unreiiable. Navy officials told

us that the Navy partly used historical data derived from
the Maintenance and Material Management system to develop
maintenance requirements for daseline overhauls and the
class maintenznce plan. However, as pointed out in a Navy
sponsored report on the 3-M system, 3-M data was inaccurate
and unreliable. (See p. 12.) The report recommended that
the existing data base should be validated and the system be
revised to provide additional data, such as all preventive
and corrective maintenance staff-hours per ship, so total
maintenance requirements could be determined. We found no
evidence which suggested that this was done. Since the

Navy has not taken aggressive actions to improve the
accuracy and reliability of the 3-M data, reliance on this
data could lead to potential misjudgments in engineering

the maintenance requirements for EOC ships.

Navy officials commented that the Navy was aware of
the inaccuracy and unreliability of the 3-M data prior to
the beginning of the EOC program. But, instead of waiting
for corrective actions discussed in the FFG-7 program, the
Navy relied on available 3-M data coupled with CASREPT
feedl.ack, material usage information, expanded POT&I and
INSURV baseline conditon inspections of the combatant ships
in the EOC program, and information available from other
sources to establish EOC maintenance requirements. According
to the Navy officials, this action was necessary to preclude
delays to the EOC program.

3. The Navy has recognized that effective maintenance
management over an extended ship operating cycle depends on

a continuous material condition assessment and equipment
monitoring program and has taken steps to accomplish this

with the help of site teams and a central technical group.
However, problems with defining what constitutes an acceptable

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

1/ The Center for Naval Analyses is also studying this area.
Its study is scheduled to be completed in March 1979.
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of equipment, will hinder accomplishing these objectives.
Navy officials agreed that establishing material condition
standards is difficult. They stated that these areas will
be discussed with technical personnel from the Fleet in
the near future.

4. Fulfilling predetermined maintenance requirements may
not be as effective as planned because of potential conflict
between fleet operational commitments and predetermined
maintenance schedules. As in the FFG program, the Navy
believes that EOC program effectiveness depends upon

closely following prescribed maintenance actions contained

in the class maintenance plan. To insure that this is

being done, the Chief of Naval Operations has issued an
instruction requiring Fleet Carmmanders to prepare directives
for implementing the specific: of “4“e class maintenance plan.

High backlogs of deferred maintenance at all maintenance
levels attest to the fact that many maintenance actions have
not been accomplished at prescribed time periods. Fleet
maintenance ofricials told us that, as in the FFG program,
the class maintenance plans are considered to be oractical
guidance which will assist the Fleet Commanders in schedul ing
maintenance actions and in accomplishing the maintenance
necessary to maintain a ship's condition.

The concept is untried and will have to be closely
monitored to determine if operational or scheduling problems
continue to arise which will hinder the achievement of EOC
goals.
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INTERMEDIATE’MAINTENANCE’ACTIVITY’UPGRADE’PROGRAM

The Navy considers the intermediate-~level of maintenance
to be an essential element of the Navy's overall fleet main-
tenance program. It believes that without the maintenance
support provided by the 29,000 sailors manning the IMAs--25
afloat IMAs and 9 shore IMAs——the fleet maintenance program
cannot be accomplished properly.

To enhance the contribution of this resource element,
the Navy is currently seeking congressional aporoval to
expand current IMA capacity and capability by modernizing
and improving certain afloat and shore IMA facilities. The
Director of the Chief of Naval Operations Ships Maintenance
and Modernization Division told the House Appropriations
Committee on March 22, 1978, that increasing IMA workload
will necessitate upgraded facilities. Furthermore, the
Director stated that the Upgrade program would be accompanied
by (1) a comprehensive IMA personnel training plan, (2)
studies assessing the need for automated test equipment to
detect malfunctions in electronic components, and (3) an
exper imental program to contract excess IMA work to private
industry.

The Navy projects the total cost of the IMA program,
fiscal years 1977 to 1983, to be about $200 million. 1/ A
breakdown of the total, by program element, is shown Tater
in this section.

IMA requirement-projections

The driving factor in the Navy's IMA Upgrade program was
several Navy studies which projected that the Navy would
experience significant IMA workload increases between fiscal
years 1975 and 1983. The IMA workload trend, in man-years,
is shown below.

Percent
Fiscal year workload increase
1975 1979 1981 1983 1975-to-1983-- -

IMA worklo:d
(man-years) 15,000 20,958 21,136 20,988 39.9

1/ Planning and development contracts associated with the
program are estimated to amount to about $20 million for
fiscal years 1973 to 1984. This total does not include
a 6-percent architect and engyineer fee associated with
each military construction project.
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Reasons given by the Navy for the workload increases
included:

~-During the 9-year period the total ship surface fleet
would increase from 217 to 280, a 29-percent increase.

——~There has been a designed reduction in manning levels
on FFG class ships, as compared with other ships, and
a corresponding maintenance concept has been built
around this reduction. (See p. 10.) This concept
is expected to result in an increased workload at the
intermediate level of maintenance.

~—The Chief of Naval Operations directed the introduc-—
tion into the EOC of 127 destroyer-type ships.
Implicit in this concept (54 versus 37-month operating
intervals between ship overhauls) is an increased
demand for maintenance at the intermediate level.

~~The fleet commanders identified significant backlogs
of deferred maintenance and these backlogs were pro-
yected to be growing by at least 10 percent per year.

Workload projections-are-questionabie

On May 15, 1978, and several times thereafter, we asked
the Navy for documentation supporting their workload projec-—
tions. Although we received some general workload informa-
tion, the data was not specific enough to allow us to
accurately assess the reasonableness of the projections.
However, the information provided and Congressional testimony
given by Navy officials identified the methodology used by
the Navy to arrive at their workload projection. The Navy
stated before the House Appropriations Committee on April 11,
1978:

"* * * IMA workload projections are based on historical

data since 1975 which has established what work the
IMAs were accomplishing by ship class. This was
adjusted for current and projected force levels
changes by subtracting IMA workload for ships being
retired and adding projected requirements for new
ship acquisitions. This i{s further adjusted by the
engineered IMA requirements for those ships entering
engineered operating cycles * * #n

From the above testimony it is avparent that the Navy's
projections of IMA requirements are primarily based on
historical data and estimates. "Thus, with exceptions of
pProjections for EO. and FFG-~7 type ships which project IMA
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requirements basad on engxneered workload analyses, the Navy
assumes that work performed in the past will be performed

in the future. This aporoach to establishing IMA require-
ments projections depends heavily on the IMA management
information system which documents and accumulates IMA
direct or productive staff-hours charged for ship main-
tenance.

We have previously identified problems with the Nawvy's
management information system. 1In an earlier reoort 1/
on the Navy's intermediate ship maintenance orogram, we
concluded that the Vavy s IMA information system lacks
adequate controls to insure accurate and reliable inout data
and that existing data resulted in overstated IMA require-
ments projections. Although we were unable to determine on
a total basis the degree of the ove.statement, specific
examples showed it could be substantial.

A House Approprlatlons Committee Investigative Staff
Report issved in November 1977 also made similar observa-
tions. It concluded that IMA requirement projections
needed further justification.

Furthermore, as previously mentioned, a large percent-
age of the total projected IMA reguirements is based on
engineered analyses conducted as part of the Navy's EOC and
FFG-7 programs. Howevar, as previously mentioned, these
- analyses are only in their early stages and have yet to be
validated. As a result the effect that the EOC and FFG-7
programs will have on future IMA workloads is uncertain.

The Navy agrees that requirements projections could
be further refined and has taken some actions to do this.
It believes that by 1985, the Navy will have a "defined"
IMA workload. However, it believes that regardless of the
accuracy of current projections, requirements in the out-
years will unquestionably be greater than they currently
are.

We believe that much could and should be done to refine
IMA requirements now, especially because of extensive Navy
plans to upgrade its IMA facilities. Areas of concentration

1/"The Navy's Intermediate Ship Maintenance Program Can
Be Improved" (LCD-77-412, Sept. 23, 1977).
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should include (1) establishing procedures to prevent unneces-
sary or uneconomical work from being done at the IMAs and

(2) improving the existing management information system to
reflect the actual time spent by ship personnel, both
productive and unproductive. This was recommended in our
previously mentioned report on the Navy's IMA program.

Navy-plans-to-meet projected IMA-requirements

The Navy beljeves that its projected need for increased
IMA support could best be met by a program which would
maximize the productivity of IMA reso''rces. Past Navy
studies had chown that productivity at the IMA level wae
hindered by obsolete and inadequate indust:ial facilities
and equipment, marginal personnel skills (training), skill
mixes inconsistent with requirements, and lees than adequate
management tools. To improve the productivity of its
existing IMAs, the Navy has developed plans to:

~-Modernize and improve (1) five existing shore IMAs
located at Mayport, Fla.; Pearl Harbor, Hawaii;
Norfolk, Va.; Charleston, S.C.; and San Diego,
Calif.; and (2) eighteen arloat IMAs--5 destroyer
tenders, 4 repair shios, and 9 submarine tenders--
to improve workflow and promote good, heaithy, and
safe workiny conditions. Typical facility improve-
ment projects include items such as (1) building
new maintenance shops, (2) consolidating or rearrang-
ing existing ones, and (3) obtaining some new plant
equipment. The total cost of this upgrade effort
for fiscal years 1977 to 1983 was projected to be
about $164 million.

—-—Improve maintenance personnel capabilities by
providing for (1) industrial managemen: training of
IMA managers, shop suvervisors, and ship super-
intendents; (2) industrial training in unique skills
not available from other sources; and (3) develop-
ment of an IMA shops procedures manual and on-~the-
job training of maintenance personnel by qualified
teams of technicians. The total cost of the training
program for fiscal years 1977 to 1983 was projected
to be about $27 million.

~~Provide improved support and test equipment for
testing printed circuit boards for IMA and electronic
rework facilities. Total program cost: about $9
million.
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In addition since a comparison of the Navy's IMA
workload projections with projections of available IMA man-
power indicated that not enough people would be available
t> do all the intermediate-level maintenance work, the
Navy decided to institute a pilot program for fiscal year
1979 to contract the projected overload of intermediate-
level maintenanre work to private industry. The new
feature in the pilot program is that specific shop over-
load work items, rather than entire ship work packages,
will be contracted for. The dollar value of the contract
program between fiscal years 1979 to 1983 is expected to
range from a low of about $43.8 million in fiscal year 1979
to a high of about $81.2 million in fiscal year 1980.

Improvement of maintenance personnel capabilities and
an assessment of the need for better test equipment appear
to be reasonable objectives because of reported deficiencies
in this area. For example we noted in our report on IMA
operations (see p. 26) that the low quality of personnel
assigned--expressed in terms of rank, completed tours of
duty, and service school completion--hindered IMA produc-
tivity. Better personnel training, as planned for by the
Navy, would be a good first step to overcoming reported
personnel quality problems.

Concerning the two other productivity improvement
programs, their validity depends largely on the reasonable-
ness of the wcrkload projections and on such other issues as
(1) the impact of changing maintenance concepts and strat-
egies on IMA needs and (2) where IMA requirements can best
be satisfied; that is, afloat IMAs, shore IMAs, or a combina-
tion of both. These issues are addressed on page 31.

Current status-of -the IMA-Upgrade program'and future-olans

As shown in the charts on the next page, the shore IMA
and tender upgrade programs are well underway. Planning for
most of the five shore IMAs to be modernized will be com-
pleted by fiscal year 1981. Procurement of indnstrial plant
equipment began at a low level in fiscal year 1977. Work on
all shore IMAs is expecied to be complieted in fiscal year
1984. 1/

1/These dates were recently revised due to congressional
deferral action on the fiscal year 1979 Military
Construction Program.
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The situat on is similar for the tender program. By
the end of fiscal year 1978, tender modernization needs will
have been identified for most of the 18 tenders scheduled
to be upgraded and two of the tenders are scheduled to
undergo regular overhauls starting in fiscal year 1979.
During these overhauls identified modernization needs will
be accomplished. The Navy expects to have mod rnized most
of its tenders by the early 1980s.

Progress has also been made in the IMA personnel
training proqram. A shop qualification improvement program
(SQIP) which provides for technical training in 17 selected
repair skills areas, such as pump and electric motor revair,
has been developed. According to the Navy, initial results
of the SQIP program are encouraging. They indicate substan-
tial improvements in both written and practical skills
scores. This is shown in the following table.

RESULTS OF SQIP EXAMINATIONS

INITIAL FINAL IMPROVEMENT
SCORE SCORE

ELECTRIC SHOP: (SAMPLE SIZE 188 PERSONS)

WRITTEN EXAM 52 80 28

PRACTICAL %22 90 68
SNOTE: MOST MEN DID NOT KNOW HOW
TO REWIND MOTORS

PUMP SHOP: (SAMPLE SIZE 181 PERSONS)

WRITTEN EXAM 62 83 21

PRACTICAL 72 92 20
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According to the Navy, the SQIP program will transition
from PMS-306 to another Navy organization in fiscal year 1979
for continued execution.

The support and test equipment engineering program is
just getting started. Work requirements are in the process
of being defined. Then, analyses to determine at what
level of maintenance, that is, depot, IMA or organizational,
identified requirements will be accomplished. Finally test
equipment to satisfy the requirements will be procured for.
the applicable levels of repair. This latter task is
projected to be accomplished from fiscal year 1981 to 1983,

Other -issues-to-be-considered

Besides IMA workload projections, two other issues and
their impact on the IMA upgrade program need to be considered
either before or during implementation of the program. These
issues include (1) how IMA requirements can best be satisfied
by afloat IMAs, shore IMAs, or both, and (2) the impact of
changing maintenance concepts and strategies, such as the
long-range portions of the Ship Suprort Improvement Project,
on IMA needs. Factors such as the role of IMAs in war and
peace, and the cost of doing work at different IMAs are
integral parts of such issues.

In our report on IMAs (see p. 26) we found that the
Navy had not adequately addressed these issues. For example
- We observed that the Navy (1) had done very little to
determine its wartime IMA requirements, (2) had not con-
sidered the use of allied ship repair capabilities iu war
planning, (3) had not established a wartime role for most of
its shore IMAs, and (4) had not adegquate.y matched wartime
needs with peacetime requirements. We recommended that such
efforts be undertaken to insure that the ootimum maintenance
activity effort could be determined and minimum necessary
afloat and shore IMA capacity could be defined. Furthermore,
the previously mentioned 1977 House Appropriations Committee
Staff report on shore IMAs noted that the Navy d4id not
consider either the capabilities and capacities of private
shipyards or the possibility of making greater use of naval
shipyard or Naval Air Rework Facilities for special needs.
The report recommended that the Navy and private industry
work together to determine what total intermediate mainten-
ance cavacities and capabilities are available along with
the acquisition of special labor skills required.
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We also reported that the Navy should carefully assess
the impact of changing maintenance concepts, such as the
long~term ship maintenance strategy reassessment effort, on
IMA maintenance requirements. This is expecially important
since (1) we had obtained preliminary data on the applica-
tion of the Integrated Logistics Support concept for the
Navy's Mark 48 torpedo 1/ and on the extended submar ine
overhaul cycle that indicated that actual demands on IMAs
would probably be less than originally estimated and (2)
certain changes proposed as part of the long-—term Navy
effort to reassess its current ship maintenance strategy
could affect IMA maintenance needs. For example, one major
task of this long-term Navy effort is to improve productivity
at the IMAs and shipyards. If the productivity of the IMAs
is increased, the amount of available IMA capacity. would
also increase. This additional capacity, in turn, could be
used to satisfy increased requirements, given the same
facilities and equipment.

Concerning the first issue, a Navy official stated that
since our report was issued, the Navy had completed a
study 2/ which addresses many of the points raised in our
report.

We briefly reviewed this study and found that although
progress was made in certain areas, such as consider ing
attrition of ships, some of the same problems noted in our
previous report still existed. For example wartime require-
ments, which were used as a basis for justifying total IMA
needs and the mix of shore IMAs to afloat IMAs, were again
based on unrefined and possibly overstated peacetime require-
ments, and the ship maintenance capability of our Allies was
again not considered in determining how and where wartime
requirements could best be satisfied.

In addition, we noted that the Navy still sizes its
shore IMA structure on its need to support its sea-to-shore
rotation program. According to the Navy, this program was
established to provide meaningful shore billets for personnel

——— s . o . . . S S

1/"why Improved Navy Planning and Logistic Support For the
Mark-48 Torpedo Are Essential" (LCD-76-451, May 9, 1977).

2/"Mobile Repair Facility (MRF) Force Level Reguirements
Study" (Presearch Inc., Oct. 24, 1977).

32



who spend a disproportionate amount of time at sea. The
personnel have skills which, for the most part, are needed
only on board shins. The shore IMAs allow these persons

to work in their skill areas while on shore duty. AdJitional
shore billets also improve the sea-to-shore rotation ratio,
which reduces family separation time, improves morale and,

it is hoped, improves the retention of these skilled persons.

Although this program was established for commendable
reasons, more work needs to be done to determine the impact
of personnel assignment alternatives discussed in our pre-
vious report on IMAs and the House Appropriations Committee
Investigative Staff report on the number of shore IMAs in
the Navy. In our opinion, prior to sizing the shore IMAs,
the Navy needs to have a good handle on its maintenance
requirements—-both wartime and peacetime, and how and where
these requirements can best be satisfied--at shore IMAs,
afloat IMAs, or both. Although the Navy has made some
progress in defining its IMA maintenance requirements,
additional work, as noted above, is needed to accomplish
this task.

The various issues described above were discussed with
the Navy. Their and our positions have not substantially
changed since our last report on IMAs.

RECOMMENDATIONS - TO - THE - COMMITTEE

In our recent report on the Navy's intermediate main-
tenance program, we made several observations and recommenda-
tions on issues such as (1) work requirements' definitions
and quantifications, (2) alternatives to satisfying work
requirements, and (3) impact of changing maintenance concepts
on intermediate-—~level maintenance needs. The Navy generally
concurred and promised corrective action.

Although some progress has been made, we believe that
the Navy still needs better information on and analyses of
the above issues before it can establish what type and how
much IMA maintenance capability is needed. Because of
current Navy efforts to obtain funds to upgrade and imorove
intermediate—~level maintenance facilities, we recommend that
before acting on future requests for funds, the Committee
require the Navy to provide specific evidence which clearly
demonstrates the need for such facilities.
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CHAPTER 4

THE SHIP SUPPORT 1.PROVEMENT PROJECT:

THE LONG-RANGE EFFORT

While the programs discussed earlier identified some
areas where opportunities for immediate improvements to the
Navy's surface ships existed and where improvement actions
coula be implemented, several previous Navy and DOD studies
indicated that these efforts might not be sufficient and that
a major, integrated engineered development effort was needed
to make basic changes to the way the Navy is currently ac-
complishing ship maintenance. (See app. I.) This effort,
the Maintenance System Development Program, is discussed in
this chapter.

THE MAINTENANCE SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

MSDP was initiated in response to problems of inadequate
material condition of surface ships. Also, ship maintenance
costs were growing rapidly, suggesting changes in existing
ship maintenance practices. In 1974 DOD and the Navy decided
to develop an integrated, engineered, reliability-centered
ship maintenance strategy to improve its ship maintenance
functions and activities and thereby achieve an appropriate
level of material condition on surface ships. The initial,
or study phase of the program, started in fiscal year 1976,
is currently projected to cost about $34 million and is
programed to be completed by the end of fiscal year 1980,
Navy officials told us that implementation of major study
proposals is to follow but may take many years to complete;
however, some study proposals can and are being implemented
at lower Navy command levels.

The work of MSDP is proceeding in three phases: (1)
a review of the current ship maintenance system to identify
significant problem areas, (2) an analysis of major problems
and the development of improvements, and (3) a decision to
implement improvements.

Although various parts of the program are currently in
different phases, the Navy believes sufficient analytical
work has been done on the first two phases to suggest that
current Navy systems and procedures, with modification,
could provide a better and more integrated ship mainten-
ance system.

34



Because the work on MSDP is only in its early stages, i+
would be premature to draw any firm conclusions on whether
the program will result in an improved Navy ship maintenance
strategy. However, we did make some preliminary observations
which are shown on page 42,

Program areas

Three major areas containing nine different elements were
identified by the Navy as needing improvements: maintenance
requirements determination, maintenance management, and
maintenance support engineering.

Maintenance requirements determination focuses on planned
and corrective maintenance; maintenance management is con-
cerned with the process of programing and allocating resources
to maintenance, the management of ship maintenance by classes,
the information systems that provide data on fleet readiness
and maintenance problems, and organizational issues related
to maintenance. Maintenance Support encineering addresses
supply, repair, manpower, training, and test equipment. A
brief description of the Navy's objectises and actions for
each element contained in the three maj r program areas
follows.

Maintenance requirements

The goal of the maintenance requirements determination
effort is to revise ship maintenance Plans and resource re-~
Quirements to achieve three results.

—-Only do the planned maintenance that is necessary to
maintain good equipment reliability.

--Restructure corrective maintenance tasks to maximize
equipment availability within existing resources.

--As a result of these two efforts, increase ship and
equipment availability.

To accomplish these objectives, the Navy has modified
for application to ships a reliabiiity-centered maintenance
logic which has been successfully applied to aircraft.
Basically, the logic focuses planned maintenance on ship and
crew safety and mission combat capability. All other planned
maintenance is ended unless a major cost savings can be seen
by doing planned maintenance. Planned maintenance tasks
based on this logic and newly developed corrective mainte-
nance procedures based on a similar logic are currently
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being prototype-tested on the FF-1053, the U.S.S. Roark. 1If
the test proves to be successful, the new procedures will be
tested on several more ships. By 1980 the Navy hopes that
this will lead to a general specification for shipboard and
off-ship maintenance which incorporates both reliability-
centered planned maintenance and new engineering for correc-
tive maintenance.

Maintenance management

The objective of this program element is to restructure
maintenance resources, organizations, and information systems
in such a way that appropriate information is provided to the
proper Navy management level to achieve better control over
the ship maintenance program.

The Navy believes that this needs to be done because
several previous Navy studies showed that (1) the Navy is
currently unable to effectively relate maintenance resources
to either ship material readiness or material condition,

(2) existing organizational interfaces in the Chief of Naval
Operations hinder the :velopment of clearly defined ship
maintenance goals an ~ identification of ‘depot and
intermediate-level maintenance resources required to satisfy
requests generated by different Navy sponsors, (3) different
lines of responsibility exist for maintenance support and
execution--basically responsibilities are divided between the
Navy's shore establishment and the fleets--better coordination
is necessary, and (4) current information systems containing
maintenance-related data are not coordinated and integrated
to provide relevant, timely, and accurate information.

Actions underway in the resource area include work on
development of adequate measures of material condition; iden-
tification and tracking of all the resources programed, bud-
geted, or spent for ship maintenance; and redesign of the
current maintenance resource allocation process to make it
more responsive; and development of revised formats for the
maintenance and modernization annex to the Navy's Program
Objective Memorandum. Finally, an approach to relating re-
sources to ship material condition is being developed.

The Navy projects that the major goal in the resource
area of developing resource/material condition linkages will
not be completed until fiscal year 1980. However, several
improvements to the Navy's current maintenance programing,
planning, and budgeting system will be ready for implementa-
tion during 1978. 1In fact, we were told that the Navy has
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developed and partly implemented a new format for the fiscal
year 1979 and 1980 annex D of the Navy's Program Objective
Memorandum which provides greater visibility over resources
spent or projected tc be expended by the Navy. We tried to
assess this Navy action by obtaining suppo:ting documentation.
The MNepartment of Defense, which handles requests for informa-
tion related to Program Objective Memoranda would not provide
us with annex D of the Navy's fiscal year 1979 Program Objec-
tive Memorandum. However, we were provided with exerpts

from this document. This information was not sufficient for
us to determine whether the Navy action had resulted in an
improvement.

Actions underway in the organizational area include the
development of recommendations for improving the Navy's com-
mand structure for maintenance and the development of an
improved organizational structure for managing the Navy's
ship maintenance pPrograms on a ship-class basis. Work on
these projects is expected to be completed during 1978.

Actions in the information area include a study of cur-
rent data systems in the Navy, data needs for management of
ship classes, for identification and analysis of maintenance
problems, and for measuring ship material condition. The
actions, which are expected to be completed during 1978,
are projected to provide a base for revising and integrating
maintenance information systems, which will begin in fiscal
year 1979. Also, according to Navy officials, a system con-
cept for revision of the Navy's 3-M IMA reporting system
is currently under development.

Maintenance support engineering

The Maintenance Suprort Engineering Area focuses on
supply, repair, manpower and training, and technical issues
where improvements and better coordination are required to
improve maintenance.

Sugglx

The goal in the supply area is to reduce the time spent
awaiting parts at all maintenance levels. According to the
Navy, this was desirable because there have been several past
instances where needed maintenance actions could not be done
in a timely fashion due to a lack of parts. The Navy hopes
that improvements in this area will reduce the aaount of
downtime of ship systems.
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To achieve such improvements, the Navy is assessxng al-
ternate stock models which will prov1de for changes in quan-
tity and location of stocked parts to xmprove responsiveness. 1/
Furthermore, to reduce supply delays and to increase supply
efficiency, work is being done to evaluate the benefits
and costs of capitalizing repairables into a Navy sto:k fund,
to assess improvements needed in the management to reparable
items, and to facilitate material being requisitioned ana
delivered.

Work on the capitalization study has been completed and
recomqendations to implement study results were forwarded
to top Navy management for approval. Navy officials, however,
told us that the study's recommendations are controversial
and that the Navy is currently reviewing which of the study
proposals should be implemented or if they should be imple-
mented at all. We vere told that a decision concerning im-
plementation is schrduled to be made in September 1978.

An assessment of problems in the repairables management
and supply flow procedures areas is scheduled to be done
by September 1978.

Repair

The goal in the repair area is to reduce the time a
ship is not operationally available due to industrial avail-
ability requirements. Navy data shows that this has been
a significant problem in the past and appears to be getting
worse.

The Navy believes that this goal can be achieved in
several ways. One, by increasing the efficiency of the naval
shipyards and intermediate maintenance activities both in
planning and production effort and second, by improving ship
availability scheduling. 1In addition MSDP is supporting
two o.going efforts--the enhancement of the intermediate main-
tenance management system, which is the management system
aboard tenders (3-M reporting) and the automation of the
ship alteration and repair package program, winich provides
the planning baselines for ship overhauls and feedback on
work accomplishments.

1/Navy officials added that one version of these models,

" although not through the testing stage, is currently being
used to compute financlial requirements for spares for the
PHALANX weapon system.
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Work on the IMA and naval shipyard effort started in
April and June 1978, respectively, with a survey effort
which reviews current studies and improvement programs related
to IMA and shipyard management and scheduling techniques
to discover what improvements have been proposed, attempted,
or installed. The survey is also designed to develop a
detailed plan for more necessary analyses and design of
improvements in management and scheduling techniques and
tools. Work on improving the existing tender maintenance
management system is expected to be complete?® in late 1979
while the automated ship alteration and repair package is
expected to be completed in September 1978.

We briefly reviewed the current scope of the repair ef-
fort and had no difficulties with it. However, we were told
by personnel from the Navy's prime contractor for the MSDP
program that substantially expanding t:e scope of the IMA/
naval shipyard effort is being considered because this area
offers the potential for significant improvements. While
additional effort in the IMA/naval shipyard area may be
warranted, we believe that the Navy should first consider
implementing recommendations made by past Defense, Navy,
and GAO studies on IMA/naval shipyard operations. GAO
reports pertaining to this area are listed in appendix III.

Navy officials told us that although a significant amount
of funds had been earmarked for this effort in fiscal year
1979, the amount of money actually spent and the way it
would be spent (whether on more problem definition, problem
solving, or assistance in implementing already-made recom-
mendations) would depend on the findings of the current
baseline study.

Man power

The objective in the manpower area is to insure that
enlisted maintenance personnel at the organizational and
intermediate maintenance level make a maximum contribution
to the ship maintenance system.

The Navy believes that this goal can be partly achieved
if weaknesses in the ship manpower document methodology are
overcome. 1/ These weaknesses, which had been previously

1/The ship manpower document is the basis for staffing require-
ments to which Navy manpower managers must respond and for
justifying manpower needs during the budget process.
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identified in work done by the Navy Fleet Manpower Policy
Studyv Group and the current Navy Manpower Planning System,
included (1) no provision for basing staffing requirements
on peacetime conditions, (2) crude methods for estimating
manpowetr requirements for corrective and facilities main-
tenance, (3) lack of mechanisms for considering alterna-
tive mixes of manpower ard other resources, and (4) valida-
tion difficulties.

Actions to overcome these and other manpower weaknesses
include studies (1) to develop a process which can effectively
match shipboard maintenance workload with crew capability,
including the development of improved methods to estimate
maintenance workloads; (2) to assess and improve existing
training for maintenance skills; and (3) to develop appropriate
policies and procedures to better use shipboard manpower. The
initial effcrts on these actions are scheduled to be completed
during 1978 and all the work is expected to be completed dur-
ing fiscal years 1979 to 1980.

Techrni~al support

The Navy's goal in the technical support area is to
improve the support in two areas--the management of general
purpose test equipment throughout the Navy and the delivery
of technical support to ships from Navy engineering activi-
ties.

Actions to be completed this fiscal year will include a
report on methods to determine general purpose test equipment
requirements, how tc maintain a test equipment inventory man-
agement system, and procedures for developing consolidated
budget requirements for test equipment. Work on the second
area is expected to begin the next fiscal year.

Implementation procedures

According to the Navy, one of the objectives of the
MSDP program is to develop specific recommendations for im-
plementation throughout the life of the program. A limited
number of these proposals have been implemented, such as
restructuring annex D of the Navy's Program Objective
Memorandum for fiscal years 1979 and 1980. The Navy iden-
tified some other studies that may soon be implemented, such
as the study on capitalization of repairables, provided that
the Navy agrees with the study proposals.
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Currently, the Navy uses the folluwing step-by-step
process to review the MSDP products and implement them. First,
a peer review of the analysis is conducted. This is done
through a planning review committee which has been established
to help the project manager (PMS-306) review the planning
and products of the program. This committee is composed of
selected representatives from various Navy organizations.
Second, when an MSDP study presents a recommended change,
various Navy organizations review the proposed change and
either approve, disapprove, or comment upon it. Third, once
recommended changes are approved, implementation plans will
be reviewed by appropriate Chief of Naval Operations organ-
izations. Once approved, implementation in most cases i3
expected to be done by the Navy organization responsible for
that area.

Navy officials told us that until recently, this general
process for review and approval of study recommendations was
done informally. However, because most studies are reaching
the completion phase, the Navy has begun plans to make the
process more formal. They have prepared an instruction which
assigns responsibility for the technical approach of the pro-
gram to Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Logistics and
assigns review responsibility to other Navy organizations.
According to Navy officials, the instruction detailing the
formal process is in final review and should be issued shortly.

Resource requirements

The total projected cost of the MSDP program for fiscal
yeaXs 1976 to 1983, as projected in fiscal year 1977, was
about $40 million, all of which is for contracts or direct
support to implementing activities. Current projections show
that this total has been reduced to about $34 million for
fiscal years 1977 to 1983, assuming that the effort will con-
clude, as currently programed by the Navy, at the end of
fiscal year 1980. Information we obtained, however, indicates
that due to a cut in funds in fiscal year 1979, it is possible
that the 1SDP program cannot be completed by 1980 without
reducing the scope or objectives. No firm estimate has been
developed for additional funding required to complete the
MSDP program as currently planned. The total project cost
does not irclude future cost of implementing proposals de-
veloped by the program, that is, those implementation actions
not supported during the current program life.

The actu-l amount of contracts let by the Navy between

fiscal years 1976 and 1978 amounts to about $14.3 million;
about $11.1 million of that total was assigned to one
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management consulting firm, American Management Systems, Inc.,
about $2.2 million to Lockheed California Company, and the
remainder was spent on miscellaneous tasks. AMS is the

prime contractor for the total analytical effort of the pro-
gram except for the shipboard maintenance portion which

is handled by Lockheed. Of the $14.3 million in the AMS
contracts, $5.6 million have been used to subcontract certain
technical portions of the program. The basis for selecting
AMS as the prime contractor is discussed in chapter 5.

PRELIMINARY OBSERVATICNS

The Maintenance System Development Program, as curc.ently
planned, is a complex and ambitious undertaking. It involves
wotk on various functions and activities, most of which are
interrelated. Since many of the issues addressed in the
program have been or are currently being addressed in Defense,
Navy, and our studies; careful research and coordirztion with
these efforts is required to avoid duplication of work and
unpromising avenues of analysis.

While the Navy appears to have done a credible job in
identifying problem areas and in defining major task oblec-
tives to improve these areas, its implementation of stuly
proposals resulting from reviews of these areas is proceeding
slowly. So far, of the many studies being worked on, only
a few are ready for implementation. These include (1) a
test of the reliability-centered maintenance concept aboard
ship, (2) a supply study related to capitalization of re-
pairables, and (3) an improvement effort involving the
Navy's current maintenance programing, planning, and budget-
ing system.

Of these, the first one is underway, the second has
been transferred to a Navy inhouse group for final disposi-
tion, and the third is being gradually implemented over
several years. Whether study recommendations involving
sensitive or controversial areas, such as streamlining th=
Navy's command structure to facilitate effective ship main-
tenance management, will be implemented remains to be se=2r
The ultimate cost of implementing approved study propos=1c
is still unknown.

Furthermore, the MSDP program, as well as other SSIP
efforts, appears to rely heavily on inaccurate and unreliabla
data. No major efforts to validate or improve the data
base were apparent. Such validations or improvements
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are necessary to insure that conclusions reached on the
basis of existing data are credible.

There is also a question of whether all the MSDP efforts
should be done, and if so, how extensive they should be. For
example, any increases in the current scope of the IMA/naval
shipyard study in the planning and production area appears
questionable because of the many previous studies in these
areas,

Navy officials commented that several studies in addi-
t.on to those shown above are ready for implementation.
Additional studies include (1) an improved supply model
that maximizes operational availability of ship systems
and equipment, (2) a maintenance management information sys-
tem, (3) a costing and scheduling model for ship overhauls,
(4) a management plan for completing work on the ships'
equipment configuration accounting system, and (5) a com-
puter system for makin¢ sure that ship alterations, upon
installation, will be provided the necessary logistics
support. We were told chat the first has already been applied
to calculation of fiscal years 1979 and 1980 spares budget
requirements for contractor support of the PHALANX weapon
system; the second and third are in the final stages of com-
put2r programing, and the last two should be improved for
implementation by the end of this fiscal year.

We did not review these studies.

Regarding our observation on the inaccuracy and un-
reliability of the data base used, Navy officials told us
that as part of the MSDP program, a more careful analysis
of existing raw data is being undertaken. Furthermore,
plans are being made to develop data collection and anal-
ysis systems which are quicker and portray more accurately
what is actually happening and are more useful for all
levels of management.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE COMMITTEE

Since the cost of the MSDP program is substantial and
the results of the program could lead to lasting changes in
the Navy's ship maintenance system, the Committee should
require the Navy to periodically report on the results of
the various program studies and their implementation status,
and if they are not implemented, to explain why.
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CHAPTER 5

INFORMATION RELATED TO THE MAINTENANCE SYSTEM

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM CONTRACT

The Committee was interested in obtaining infornation
pertaining to the Maintenance System Development Program con-
tractual efforts. Because of the long-term nature of MSDP,
the annual award of a contract and the projected total con-
tract cost (about $34 million), the specific Committee in-
terest involved alternatives for accomplishing the MSDP work,
the contractor selection process, and the impact the contract
has had on the selected contractor's business.

ALTERNATIVES FOR ACCOMPLISHING THE MAINTENANCE
SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM WORK

The Navy had three alternatives available to do the
MSDP work. It could contract out the entire effort; do the
entire effort inhouse; or have a combination of both, such
as going to a series of direct contracts and integrating
the entire MSDP effort inhouse.

The Navy selected to contract out the entire MSDP effort.
Three reasons for hiring a management consulting firm to do
the work were spelled out in testimony given by the Director
of the Navy's Ship Maintenance and Modernization Division
of the Chief of Naval Operations before the House Appropria-
tions Committee.

"* * * First, to obtain a thorough analysis
by specialists in the management field;
second, to obtain a fresh, unbiased look at
our (ship) maintenance practices; and third,
to take advantage of the available business
management talent in formulating improvements
to this multi-billion dollar business."

The Director went on to say that:

"* * * the prime contractor forx the analy-
tical effort is American Management Systems,
Inc., who subcontracts to other firms for
various portions of the study, and who in-
tegrates the whole study * * » ~
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Navy officials told us that the other alternatives were
aiso considered but were deemed impractical. One reason given
for not doing the work in-house was that while the Navy had
the essential management and technical skills to do the job,
the skills were not resident in one single command nor
readily available to be diverted to the project in the short
time required.

Concerning the option of accomplishing the contract via
a series of direct contracts, the Navy rejected this approach
because it did not feel that the current Navy management team
involved in the Ship Support Improvement Project could perform
the integration with its current resources, and splitting up
the various tasks related to the MSDP effort would be counter-
productive to an integrated output. Centralizing the function
with a contractor was felt to be more desirable.

Since all of the above reasons were subjective, we asked
the Navy if it had any "hard" facts to support its decision.
It had not. Because the size of the contract was so sub-
stantial, we tried to develop some information on how mu
of the cost could have been avoided if the Navy had chose
another alternative. A Defense Contract Audit Agency official
stated that based on data contained in one of the three con-
tracts accomplished by the prime contractor to date, over
25 percent of the $4.6 million cost was related to integrating
the work of different subcontractors. A portion of this
cost could have been avoided if the Navy had used a series
of direct contracts. Part of the costs avoided would be
offset by the cost of performing the integration effort in-
house.

Navy officials commented that as the study and integra-
tive portions of the effort are completed and solutions to
specific problems are found, the proportion of direct con-
tracting will increase.

CONTRACT PROPOSAL AND BASIS FOR CONTRACTOR SELECTION

Sixty-two firms were invited to submit technical and
cost proposals for the MSDP effort; only 18 firms actually
submitted proposals. The solicitation specified that the
Navy would use the following criteria to evaluate each offer.
The criteria are listed in order of priority.

—-~Depth of understanding the work required as reflected

by the offerors' work statements and technical pro-
posals.
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--Qfferors' selection of personnel, both management and
technical, and their specific qualifications and creden-
tials.

--Corporate background, experience, and expertise as
related to the description of work.

--Organizational structure for project management.
--Location and adequacy of facilities.
--Offerors' cogt proposals.

--Completeness, accuracy, and thoroughness of the
total proposal--technical and cost.

The offerors were also told that the soundness of the
technical proposal would be the primary basis for final con-
tract award.

A three-member Navy panel reviewed each technical pro-
posal using the following criteria and weights to assign
scores to each offeror.

Criteria Relative weight
Understanding of objectives 35
Personnel qualifications 35
Experience in related areas 10
Facilities--1ncation and adequacy 10
Organization for project management 5
Propos21l quality, accuracy, and

complete.~ess -]
100

in the judgment of the Navy panel, American Management
Systems, Inc., the contractor selected, scored much higher
than its nearest competitors in the areas of personnel and
understanding of objectives. Scores given to the selected
contractor in the remaining areas were about equal to thouse
of its competitors. In the final analysis, the selectee's
total score was 28-percent higher than its nearest competitor.

The cost proposals were evaluated separately from the
technical proposals. The proposals ranged from a low of
$262,000 or $27,300 per man-year to a high of $960,000 or
$99,800 per man-year. AMS submitted an offer of $715,300 or
$74,300 per man-year. The chosen contractor was higher than
15 of the 18 cost proposals submitted. Although the chosen
contractor obviously did not submit one of the lowest offers,
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he was ultimately selected by the Navy on the combined basis
of his technical and costs proposals.

Since the original contract was awarded, two annual
contracts have been awarded and plans call for additional
contracts through 1980. The first contract was, as dis-
cussed, awarded on a competitive basis while subsequent
contracts were awarded on a sole-source basis, because
of the expertise developed during execution of the first
contract. Navy officials added that the learning process
and startup time for an analysis as broad in scope as the
Maintenance System Development Program would have required
at least six months and awarding the contract to another
contractor would have unduly delayed the work effort. While
no mention was made of the possibility that the successful
offeror could be used as a sole-~source in the following
years, we were told by the Navy that this is not unique
and all experienced contractors should have been aware of
this potential.

INFORMATION ON AMERICAN MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS, INC.

In response to the Committee's interest in obtaining
information on the selected contractor and on the impact
the MSDP contract had on its operations, we (1) obtained
contractor work force and revenue data, (2) compared revenues
generated by the MSDP contract to total contractor revenues,
and (3) compared current staff qualifications and skill mix
with those included in the original proposal submitted in
1976. We obtained the followi~g information.

The contractor was incorporated in February 1970 to
provide consulting services in developing computer-based
information and analysis for planning and management. Since
that time, their total yearly revenues have grown from
$0.5 million to $21 million, with the most growth (in dollars)
coming during 1976 and 1977 ($7 million to $21 million);
however, the percentage growth rate was higher in the 1970
to 1974 period. Between 1970 and 1977, their work force
agrew from 25 to 414. See chart on the following page.
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Contractor Work Force and Revenues: 1970-77

Full-time Part-time or Total
employees temporary employees Total revenues

(000 omitted)

12/31/70 23 2 25 $ 555
12/31/71 49 1 50 1,278
12/31/72 85 4 89 2,241
12/31/73 178 4 182 3,492
12/31/74 240 7 247 6,602
12/31/75 202 5 207 7,239
12/31/76 289 10 299 12,321
12/31/717 396 18 414 21,195

Although the Navy contract is one of the company's
largest single contracts, it does not appear to be the prime
reason for its rapid growth because it does not represent
the major source of its revenue as shown below.

Comparison: Navy Project‘Yetsus Total Revenues
(1976 to Present)

1976 1977 Jan. to Apr. 1978
(000 (000 (000
omitted) omitted) omitted)
Total company
revenue $§12,321 100% $21,195 100% $8,084 100%
Navy project
revenues 1,246 10.1% 5,779 23.7% 1,216 15%

The contractor performs a wide range of work, and cur-
rently, this contract is its only work as a prime contractor
for a defense organization.

Because personnel qualifications weighed heavily in
contractor selection, we looked at the skill mix of project
personnel listed in the criginal proposal, those who ac-
tually worked on the contract, and those currently working
und2r the latest sole-source award.

Of the 19 professional staff listed in the original
proposal, which was used as a justification for the contract
awarda, nine actually worked on the contract. Coniracting
officials told us that of the remainder, four people em-
ployed by a subcontractor to do maintenance management-
related work were not used as anticipated because the com-
pany and the Navy decided to do this work through another
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subcontractor; the others were information system specialists
who were not used due to a change in emphasis initiated
after work was begqun.

Of the analysts working on ihe project in July 1976,
only 31 percent are still involved. Company officials
told us that such a large turnover is not unusual for a
long-term project such as the MSDP effort because (1)
some people always leave the company and (2) the company
has a policy to rotate, over a reasonable period of time,
a significant portion ci the personnel assigned to the project
to prevent becoming "mentally stale.” To illustrate this,
company officials provided us with data on another long~term
project also begun in 1976 which showed that only 32 percent
of the original staff assigned to that project was still
involved in it. 1In comparing the current staff qualifications
and skill mix with those included in the original proposal,
we noted that both groups included senior analysts with
various backgrounds, including defense-related experience,
systems analysis, engineering and computer science. The
mix of senior to junior staff also does not appear to have
diminished.

OTHER INFORMATION

We also contacted the Defense Contract Audit Agency
(DCAA) to discuss the results of an audit it had previously
performed on the original contract proposal. DCAA officials
told us that they had reviewed direct labor, overhead, and
general and administrative expenses contained in three
Amer ican Management Systems, Inc., contract proposals.

These reviews did not disclose any major concerns with the
contract.

DCAA officials also informed us that they planned to
do a more detailed review of the MSDP contract, called a
"costs incurred" audit later in the year. Such an audit
assesses the allowability, allocability, and reasonableness
of direct and indirect labor costs incurred by the contractor
in performing the contract work.

OBSERVATIONS

While we have found no apparent reason to gquestion the
selection or operations of the current contractor, we believe
that the Navy should have, as a matter of good management,
more fully assessed the alternatives before issuing this
contract. A formal assessment of the alternatives would
have permitted the Navy to compare the true costs of using
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a single prime contractor in place of building the central
Navy staff to perform either the actual tasks or to assume
the functions of integrating the tasks of several direct
contracts. Because the costs of the current contracts may
reach more than $34 million, and over 25 percent of these
costs may be associated with integration efforts, the po-
tential for substantial savings would indicate the need
for formal documentation of these trade-offs.
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX 1

NEED-FOR- AN’ INTEGRATED,; - ENGINEERED

MAINTENANCE -STRATEGY 1/

For the past several years the Navy has advocated the
funding of thorough overhauls as a key to upgrading the ma-
terial condition of the fleet, where the role of the thorough
overhaul is to provide a ship capable of being maintained by
dedicated men. Significant dollars have been appropr iated
and applied. However, it is increasingly clear that thor~ugh
overhauls alone will not sustain material condition between
overhauls. Additional, comparable effort is reguired in the
other areas where maintenance is performed if the Navy is to
deliver the needed improvement in the material condition of
the fleet.

Overall, Navy ship maintenance is uneven, In the Sub-
mar ine Force, maintenance appears generally to be effective
with promise for still more improvement. However, the ma e-
rial condition of many Navy surface ships is not accept.: e.

The Navy ship maintenance strategy appears unclear = d
requirements are not adequately defined, with inadequat:¢ -.n-
formation feedback or controls to identify emergent prob! i,
Many officers and enlisted maintenance men appear i1l traire”
and ineffective in the maintenance function. Finally, ceveral
programs aimed at correcting one or another aspect of  hese
problems are underway, but are not necessarily coordinate..

At the ship's force level, officer training and experi-
ence for maintenance and engineering appear inadequate. Tue
skill levels of enlisted maintenance personnel are demonsti.: -
bly low. Compliance with preventive maintenance requiremen -
is low and has been so noted in Board of Inspection and Sur-
vey proceedings. The Navy is faced with a situation ot in-
creasing technology and decreasing real capabiilty. The
relative self-sufficiency of a combatant ship is changing in
character, due partly to increasing umbilicals from the ship
to CONUS component rework and increasing dependence on main-
tenance by outsiders, such as Mobile Technical Units, con-
tractor technicians, and other such personnel. Finally, the
planning and quality of work are often inadequate.

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

1/ As adapted from annex D of the Navy's fiscal year 1977
Program Objective Memorandum.
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Several repair functions have declined in the inter-
mediate maintenance activity echelon. In destroyer tenders
IMA capability has largely degraded to essentially hull,
machinery, and electrical repair effort, as the technical
complexity of the destroyer has outstripped the personnel
skills and equipment of the tender. Ordnance, electronics,
and svnar repair support required at the IMA level are
being provided by shore-based technical assistance
personnel who are stretching their current missions.

Mobility in war and peace provides the justification
for tenders. The total maintenance strateqgy for the war
deployment of destroyer forces is supported by the Navy's
ability to deploy nine fully capable destroyer tenders with
the combatants in the event of conventional war. Many of
the current tenders are not capable of satisfying their war
roles which include continued intermediate maintenance,
correction of battle damage, and component repair necessary
to compensate for diminished or interrupted CONUS trans-
portation channels. Tenders are needed because of the
peacetime requirement for mobile intermediate maintenance
and because they are the Navy's fundamental maintenance base
for war deployment. The Navy is responsible for insuring
that tenders justified by war roles can satisfy those roles.
The Navy also is obligated to insure a maximum return from
these assets in peacetime. The age of many tenders is a
recognized problem and all tenders suffer personnel problems,
being inadequately staffed in terms of numbers and skills.

Repair technicians already assigned to shore IMA activi-
ties as well as unfilled billets in those programs are vital
assets that can be applied to the emerging maintenance re-—
quirements. The Navy's shore intermediate maintenance activi-
ties are generally undecrequipped. Furthermore, they are not
skill balanced and the need exists to provide certain skills
other than those of the deprived ratings to achieve a produc-
tive balance of intermediate maintenance-level capability
and capacity. The shore IMA activities are not systemati-
cally tasked, resulting in time and skill wastage.

Operational imperatives frequently curtail both the
frequency and duration of availability, and maintenance time
lost is not made up. A directly related problem is repre—
sented by the uneven workloading of the tenders, resulting in
economic loss. Finally, the planning and estimating functiun,
the quality assurance function, and the quality of the
product itself are uneven in the intermediate maintenance
activities.
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At the depot level the backlog of deferred ship over-~
hauls is growing and the Navy is taced with yard periods of
long duration caused by large repair packages, limited in-
dustrial capacity, and long material lead times. These
difficulties are forcing a reexamination of operating
cycles. Aggravating these problems is a phenomenon of
divergent pressures. On one hand the overhaul community is
pressed for tighter standards and improved planning and
quality assurance. On the other hand, they are pressed for
cheaper means to achieve the necessary refit and restoration.

At the sane time, shipyard skills are deteriorating.
These technical skills are currently in demand across the
board in the total national economy. Also many shipyard
journeymen are retiring and apprentices' input is inadequate
to replace them. Product quality and quality assurance
functions are often criticized in shipyard overhauls.

Component rework is another aspect of depot maintenance.
Component rework umbilicals are not merely a possible option.
Dependence on them is a growing fact. There exists a wide
proliferation of rework points in the ordnance and electronics
systems, presenting a management and integration problem.

On the other hand, the Navy enjoys only limited dedicated
rework capability for machinery and electrical systems. Across
the board, there appears to be an increasing need for planned
replacement of nonmaintainable components. The surface Navy
suffers from uneven performance in component rework cycles in
the areas of carcass return, rework turn-arcund-t vre, and
component losses in this !..op. The continuzd exi cence « °

such problems constitutes - vulnerability to disciplinu:
budget cutting and th - jeopardizes both the funding of
replacement components and of the repair funds themselves.

There is a growing need for component rework to contrib-
ute to the reduction of the overhaul duration and to im-
prove material condition between overhauls by providing the
ability for refit and restoration, and modernization by
change-out as opposed to overhaul in-place. In this area
also, product quality and the quality asstrance function it~
self require improvement.

In summary, it can be said that the Navy's present capa-
city, capability, and management of maintenance do not csupport
the Fleet's needs for war readiness or for peac-*ime opera-
tions. A major integrated, engineered correct.. program
appears needed, calling for changes in training, attitudes,
management, facilities, and systems.
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HISTORY OF ENGINEERED OPERATING CYCLE PROGRAMS 1/

Development of new ship maintenance strategies began
with the establishment of the Nuclear Powered Ballistic
Submarine {SSBN) System Maintenance Monitoring and Support
Program in 1970. The initial program objectives were to
determine the feasibility of extending the interval between
shipyard overhauls for SSBN submarines to a time compatible
with the period between refuelings of the new long-life reactor .
cores and to provide the necessary logistics support to ensure
the credibility of the resulting Extended Operating Cycle. 1In
February 1974, the Chief of Naval Operations approved the SSBN
Engineered Operating Cycle program under the System Maintenance
Monitoring and Support concept. Full implementation occurred
for all SSBNs during 1977. For Nuclear Powered Attack Sub-
marines (SSN), the Submarine Extended Operating Cycle Program
began in 1972 for all SUBSAFE SSN 594 Class and later SSNs.
The operating cycle was extended from 43 to 70 months for
these ships.

In 1973 the Chief of Naval Operations made the Commander,
Naval Sea Systems Command, responsible for investigating the
feasibility of adopting extended overhaul cycles for cruiser/
destroyer classes of ships. As a result of that study the
Destroyer Engineered Operating Cycle (DDEOC) Program was un-=
dertaken in August 1974 to develop a detailed maintenance
strategy and implementation plan to support a lengthened
operating cycle, selected at that time to be 54 + 6 months.
The DDEOC Frogram now includes the FF-1052, DDG-37, CG-16,
CG-26, DDG-2, DD-963 classes.

A maintenance concept similar to EOC was approved in
1971 for a new ~lass of ships, the FFG-7, which included
lcng cycles based on engineering analysis. 1In addition, the
design constraints called for significantly reduced ship-
board manning. The traditional surface ship maintenance
strategy has been modified for their ships to a shift in
emphasis from piece-part replacement to modular and subassem-
bly replacement, with a greater reliance on rotable parts.
(See p. 10.)

Current status of EOC programs

Among the numerous EOC programs scheduled and in various
stages of development and implementation, all have common
goals, similar support, and interface requirements.

1/As adapted from a draft program initiation study report for
an amphibious Engineered Operating Cycle, June 1978.
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These similarities offer the advantage of established support
organizations, plans, and techniques for the establishment

of new EOC programs. A general, phased process for develop-
ment and implementation of EOC requirements for any specified
ship class has been produced. Prior experience in submarine
and destroyer EOC vrograms was liberally applied in the
structuri 7 of a uniform process to be applied to all candidate
ship class-s. Present planning provides for engineering main-
tenance requiremeucts and procedures to improve and maintain
material condition via EOC programs for 50 percent of the
fleet by 1984. The remaining 50 percent are surface ships

of a variety of ship classes that are potential ~andidates

for the development and implementation of EOC programs. The
status of existing EOC programs as of June 1978 is shown

in table 1.

Table 1

Current EOC Program

-8hip

category Ship class Status

SSN SSN 594, First implementation in 1972
637, & 688 Final implementation projected
classes in 1981

SSBN SSBN 616, First implementation in 1971
627, & 640 Final implementation in 1977
classes

DDEOC FF-1052, First implementation in 1977
DDG~37, Final implementation in 1954.
CG-l 6/26 ’
DD-963

Lo-Mix FFG-7, First implementation in 1977

a/PHM-1 Final implementation in 1988

a/A patrol hydrofoil ship which, like the FFG-7, is being
designed for limited manning and self-maintenance
capability.
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Number

B-133170

B-118733
B-133170
LCD-76-406

LCD-76- 451
LCD-76-237
FPCD-77-76

LCD-77-412

(947302)

IIX

APPENDIX III

OUR PRIOR REPORTS RELATING

TO MATTERS DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT

Date

June 7, 1973

Aug. 5, 1974

Dec. 17, 1974

Mar. 15, 1976

May 9, 1977

June 7, 1977

Apr. 8, 1977

Sept. 23, 1977
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Title

Management of Ship Overhaul and
Repair Programs, Fiscal Years
1972 and 1973

Industrial Management Review of
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard

Survey of Planning for Ship
Overhauls

Improvements Needed in the Navy's
Fleet Modernization Program

Why Improved Navy Planning and
Logistic Support for the Mark-48
Torpedos Are Essential

Submarine Supply Support Costs Can
Be Greatly Reduced Without
Impairing Readiness

Changes in Navy Ship Overhaul
Practices Could Improve Fleet
Capability and Crew Effectiveness

The Navy's Intermediate Ship
Maintenance Program Can Be
Improved





