SECREP Workshop (IPT)

MATCOM, MCLB Albany, GA

10 July 00 Afternoon

LogBases Overview-Col Kramlich 

Provided comments concerning the importance of the workshop efforts. SOS and maintenance are very important to SECREP mgmt.

Readiness will not be impacted.

ILC Overview-Maj Koster 

Discussed what the ILC business case came up with. SECREP migration, Supply Consolidation and EOM consolidation.

Discussed systems and various data feed.

Standardized data warehouse that the various systems pull from it. (Ultimate goal or long term solution for a centralized mgmt capability-using web base technology)

The MSC’s feed the DW with daily updates that MATCOM can then use.

SECREP baseline-Mr. Cochran

Discussed what we have today in the form of data and how do we figure out what it is.

Gathering data on SDR’s Marine Corps-wide and whether or not there exists a current capability to see SDR inventories. II MEF was the only MSC that could not submit the daily updates from the CAL’s. 

Provided spreadsheet with extracted data from the CAL’s. Need to validate the data currently located in these files to insure accuracy of the initial SECREP baseline. What’s right what’s wrong with the data? The centralized mgmt capability will incur the mgmt of all floats regardless of size/location. CE school, SOI, 29 Palms, and CBRIF are some examples. 

If it’s a maint float using SASSY on the mainframe MATCOM can see now except II MEF.

There was be no more SAC2 coded items after 1 Oct 99. Need to identify those SAC 2 items to Mike for follow-on action with the appropriate WE/SM to change.

Also in S1 other NSN may include some “consumables” track pads? The Marine Corps considers some items a consumable while other services considers those same items reparables. Another problem discovered is data inconsistencies.

Need to consider special allowances when looking at RO’s

Need to look at 151 and 123 to see if the formula has been changed and if not why? Policy change recommendation maybe required if old formula is still be used. Should we return to using only SASSY data when doing the recomp vice MIMMS? Currently the RIP recomp is based on maintenance data. Are we using the same data (that maybe bad) from maintenance that MATCOM sees?

Currently all three MEF’s manage their respective RIP’s differently. III and II the process owners (maint) own the RIP’s.

Need all three MSC’s to explain the various data elements on their respective CALs. Also describe in some detail the RIP process they current manage. Need to identify a common name for the CAL data elements and their business rules Homework for each MEF to discuss how each MEF does its own business and how they identify the various data elements and what they mean to them.

The following information is to be provided by the MEF’s (possible quick win because the MEF’s are now all doing it the same way):


Describe high-level business process


Identify RIP owner and organization


How are you organized?


What are the data elements that you use? 

What do each of the data fields of the CAL mean to you?

Identify local class II programs? What formulas are being used? Do you use the proper system or do you provide local oversight and make homegrown changes that were locally developed in order to do things better because established procedures were out dated.

Identify the AAC’s that relate to forward-deployed units. Check for maintenance history. Are they using the regular standing MSSG RUC or the float RUC? Have to use special allowance to handle stockage.

Explain the logic used to identify why they have a special allowance.

Homework:

Action items-Mikes (to be provided by Mike’s)-possible quick wins?


List of SAC 2 to give to WE/SM’s


List of reparables that are on AAC’s that are not RIP and old RIP records


Recomp policy is it in line with navy audit


Lack of usage for deployed units? What’s in the system?


All reparables based on MIC code costing under $100, $200, and $300. Why are we repairing something so cheap? Consumable on RIP records. Non-RO items (O, H, Z and F coded items)


SECREPs appearing on just 1 RIP. 


MSSG usage


All SECREPs with no end item application are old and show no usage? 
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SECREP Performance Measures -Dr Kim Deal, CNA

Overview of what performance measures are and what they accomplish

The purpose of a performance measure is to monitor progress toward a goal.

The measure should be objective, based on collected data and avoid options.

Objectives-Goals-Measure-Data

Identify basic issue SECREP mgmt is an information issue.

Availability of information

Timeliness of information

Usability of information

Resources required to process information

Accuracy of information

Customer satisfaction and confidence

Tailor categories to fit SECREP mgmt unique goals.

SECREP mgmt is a hands-on mgmt method to support the day to day decisions. The FMF doesn’t feel an item manager can provide that personal touch and make quick decisions.  SECREPs drive MEF readiness. That personal touch will remain because a command rep will remain on site. 

Information mgmt means the exchange of information between item mgr. and FMF. Two way street that is faster and more effective than today.

Metrics is used to measure the supply chain. Need to benchmark current business in order to compare later.

Basically only the decision making process is transferring to MATCOM. The basic daily decisions will continue to be made on site by RIP personnel. Only after using up all local assets (from the shelve or repair) will the decision then be passed back to MATCOM for buy or redistribution from another command.

Atlass II+ will provide a centralized inventory capability once all three MEF’s are up and running. So why develop a new capability? MEF concern.

Dr Deal stressed the importance of baselining of how we do business today in order to get an idea before developing a new capability and whether after using it improves the process.

Need a description of the local RIP process and what you measure in each MEF and what are the measures you use today to measure your local process’ performance? Then develop a common AS-IS overall Marine Corps process (using the SCORE model) with common measures that all three MEF’s agree on and then using this general process as a baseline determine what the TO BE model can be with measures identified that each MEF wants. 

Have each MEF identify their daily business and how they manage and with what measures do they manage their inventory. From that form a common MEF method using the SCORE model.

Dr Neal stressed how important baselining is before developing metrics to measure the process.

Identify goals of our whole supply chain

Homework:


Each MEF RIP describes current metrics, What are they? 


What are they used for? Which decisions?


Where does the data come from/?


Do you use different metrics for categories on inventory?


What do you manage/measure by exception/?


What does your FSSG and MEF Comdr. Need/want to see?


How does each MEF conduct its daily business (process flow)?


What’s important to each MEF?


What metrics are used to gauge performance and make daily decisions

By answering these questions LOGBASES will be able to determine a common thread among the MEF’s on which then a common AS IS process can then be developed with common metrics that the MEF’s need. 

MEF RIP briefs (Monday homework RIP policy/structure/organization)

IMEF Capt Schaffer

Maint Bn plays limited role in buying process.

They conduct Recomp annual and prioritize rqmts to buy.

Issue points are an extension of the main inventory. Centralized decision making process by with the extended inventory causes some problems with decision making. A centralized system forced to be decentralized because of geographical issues. The issue points are extensions of the main inventory on location 20 miles away.  The reason they didn’t establish subfloats is because they would need to create structure.

$24/25m year budget. $3m goes to IMA and $3M goes to outsource SOS. With $6m more in RIP budget and 3 times more budget for the IMA while outsourcing 50% more is still not doing any better than II MEF. 

$70 m inventory supported by $24m compared to IIMEF of $114m inventory supported by $18m

Outsourcing needs to have ABC conducted because of the big difference between how I and II MEF’s conduct. The fear is losing a capability in theater later. Hummer engine II MEF repairs most and outsources a few overflows. I MEF outsources all engines.  

RCT is also impacted because I MEF captures differently that II and III MEF.

Major concerns


Crane and CMS accounts


Reimbursable support


AOIC billet 


Conflicting demands on assets (closer to real time data will help solve that concern)

II MEF WO Cardenas

Conduct the recomp semi-annual. What is the recomp logic based on…the NAV audit or 123?

SOS is IMA, LogBases, and other DoD activities

1Oct 93- DMRD 904

Repair is primary SOS so maintenance is significant for DLR greater than $200.

LD is no longer a term. The old LD accounts are now subfloats of the main RIP

RIP manages around 2112 NIINs (non-LD DLR/FLRs DLR/FLRs) at any given time with RO values at $104M

Rip manages 2373 NIINs (LD DLR/FLR) with RO value of $64m

Other customers that the RIP supports deployed units (12 blocks) the data from these blks is not accounted for during the recomp. They are accounted for by the SMU using SASSY.

The Rip has 11 LD subfloats that they manage.

III MEF MGysgt Jones

Works the float based on his past experience and not use the 151 or 123 too much.

Main float and general account are broken down into the various companies with the IMA now part of Materiel Readiness Bn

One process owner for consumables/reparables for 2-4 EOM each activity now has a vested interest in readiness

Main/Supply personnel co-located creates better relationship

Reduction of inventory as a result of the combining into process ownership. Supply/maint working together has lead to this reduction because of their familiarity of parts.

Disadvantage


 Different configuration


Hard to acquire IMA/ISA personnel


Requires Materiel operations center (MOC) management to ensure all companies are conducting business in the same way.


Deployed units take 4 LUBF’s for each RIP activity based on TAMCN/commodity area


Does trust RECOMP


How II MEF runs their semi-annual recomp



Verify EDL/DPR and correct



Work Z2M listing



Verify DASF SOS/Due vendor



Location ver/consolidate, then In AA &AF (adjust)



Inventory sub floats



Runs an end item application program



Maintenance is heavily involved when recomp is conducted.



Conducts human influence once recomp is conducted to help validate qty. and have enough for the customer

Need to utilize his expertise of NSN history and notes to help develop the new capability.

If nothing else happens and all we do is standardize the way we currently do business we will safe money and time even if we don’t get to a centralized mgmt capability. Currently all three MEF’s do business differently.

Homework


Descriptions of data fields between GABF and CAL. Need a solid definition of what each data field means


Recomp when you have washout and no pass usage and the recomp still loads the 30-safety level as default. Do we need to allow that to continue?


IIMEF expressed support of a centralized capability. III MEF Cdr. Supports

Baseline-Mikes


Mr. Cochran showed the group LOGBASES’ current ability to look at SECREP inventories across the Marine Corps. The purpose is to get the MEF’s to identify the CAL data elements and what they mean to each MEF then standardize the data definitions. Currently all three MEF’s look at the Cal differently and have different definitions. How is the data used by the MEF’s? Need to answer these questions and others in order to develop a common baseline.

Need to be concerned about deleting data elements because each element effects other elements. 

Current GABF Data elements

FLT-RO  RO  CLD-RO   MO-Allow   IIP-QTY  SPL-Allow   Prov-RO

FLT-RO- reflects computed value from semi annual recomputation process that is usage demand based.

RO- reflects total allowance
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Baseline-standardization of data elements-MEF Homework from 11 July

Capt Shaffer (I MEF) explained and proposed a new CAL report with new data elements that the MEF’s need to mage their accounts. These data elements came from the old CAL and GABF files. A step in the right direction of identifying a single/common thread baseline.

Issue:

Currently the Marine Corps have two systems in place being used to mange SECREPs.  I and II MEF and Atlass II with II MEF are using SASSY. Using Atlass II MEF feeds into SASSY which then feeds MATCOM. However, a problem exists with the data feed from Atlass II to SASSY. The data appears to be not correct and the result of a connection problem.

Definitions are another problem being the two systems. The data elements need to be defined with the new format and the feeds (data sources) identified to these data elements need to be identified and explained.

Mike Cochran feels that not only will the FMF have to make some changes to adjust to this new format but also Atlass II will have to make changes in order to feed data into the correct data element fields of the new proposed SASSY format 

A “SASSY” proposed format was provided by I/III MEF. (Separate sheet)

II MEF needs to identify what they believe to be the new format that ATLASS II can use.

Then a common format needs to be determined/developed by the FMFs that will accommodate its two systems. Definitions and data feeds identified for the proposed new format then provided to Mike to see if he can develop the format.

Performance Metrics-MEF Homework from 11 July

I/III MEF provided the following performance measures:


1. Readiness



Overall



By Commodity


2. Total fill rate



Ro fill rate


3. Number of backorders

The 123 manual and 151 MCO identify acceptable goals or fill rates for RIPs. The MEF’s also have there own “self imposed” assigned standard-90%.

Currently II MEF automatically upgrades priority when currently on-hand posture hits 35% then the dues (SOS/IMA) priority is up graded. So this 35% is like a ROP and considered a Business Rule. This is a possible quick win that can be identified as recommendation from this IPT that can be instituted across all three MEF’s. This is not a policy issue so doesn’t need to go to I&L.

4. Obligation rate of funds


5. IMA due age (RCT)


6. DASF due age (OST)


7. OH assets with a BO

 They also use the following measures:

1. Financial accounting performance measures (obligation rate by qtr)


2. Inventory accounting measures (back page of CAL)


3. Materiel Return Program (MRP) measures (FTA, FTL and FTZ to ensure credits are returned)

Quick Win (maybe an incremental win?) can be if this IPT establishes a common SOP for use  across all three MEF’s. Then this SOP can be provided as a deliverable. Currently all three MEF’s conduct daily business in a different way.

Issue Does Logbases need to have the capability to look at forward-deployed inventories with MEU’s and MPF ships? Are these assets untouchable? Do the forward-deployed units have right to refuse? 

Footprint needs to be replaced by improved distribution methods. What about making the RO (as a demand based rqmts) more important and hold the units feet to the fire when a unit deploys. Stop the mountains of inventories that units deploy with.

Starts with gen. packs and convincing the unit commanders through the maint officers that they need to take only the readiness drivers and rely on the distribution pipeline.

Need to test the system using some small assets and move them faster (mailing) thereby gaining confidence and then allowing for a reduction in inventory. Testing the system can be utilizing current commercial companies (FedEx, mail, UPS). Need to capture the performance. Maybe centrally locate assets and ship as soon as an issue occurs. What about forward pre-staging assets?

There are current systems and capabilities (AMS.CMS etc) that help push assets along quickly within the distribution pipeline but the success is not documented. Needs to be identified. What II MEF does with STRATIS and first pulling assets for selected-forwarded deployed units packed and manifested through TMO using CMS/AMS/GTN and sent to the units?  Also identify how they mail assets weighting less than 75 pounds.  

IPT agreed on the data elements of the proposed format and have Mike develop definitions for them. 

LX issues:

1. Using the II MEF (Jones) formula in which when his on hand assets get to 35% he up grades priorities. Maybe LX can develop an automated tool that identifies when 35% inventory is arrived and then this tool will automated upgrades the priority.


2. Relate readiness to fill rate. How can we do that?


3. Look at pervious MEU blocks and what they took, their deadline rate was what they used and sees if a basic block can be developed.

Metrics Baseline-Mike Rudolph

Handed out what the group developed this morning (standardization of data fields for the new CAL format)

Handed out the proposed metrics developed by the group and asked the group where the data comes from to develop those elements

LX Presentation-Maj. Hagan.

Maj Hagan discussed what LX could provide in support (Operational research) of this project. They conduct data analysis, simulation and mathematical programming to assist in the decision making process. Use existing tools to help make decisions.

The need for analysis is because you are at an impasse and need help in making a decision. The help would come in the form of either Qualitative (subjective) or Quantitative (something other than gut feel or best guess-intuition).

Observations 


1. Answers require abstraction


2. Work from General to specific

Opportunities for future LX Analysis (provided by LtCol Rudolph). The following are areas that maybe LX can help identify possible quick wins.


1. Rqmts determination (current formula tends to over state rqmts-how does that formula actually work? Then once determined then we can adjust abit and see what happens when providing different data into the OST/RCT and other elements within that formula. Once the results are know then provide recommendations for adjustment of the formula)

2. Stock positioning


3. Inventory management


4. Distribution

Now LX needs to identify the data sources for these opportunities in order to start looking in the above areas.

Discussed the difference between mean (average) and medium. The mean isn’t the best method because it pull in the out lying numbers. The medium is the middle point when 50% of data is on one side and 50% of the data is on the other side.

Possible quick wins or areas where LX can look at and conduct an analysis are listed below:

Projects LX is to undertake (decided by the IPT) are those identified with (*):


1. How many NSN’s are still SAC 2, 3 on RIP records


2. Assets being carried OH w/o end item application


*3. Identify SMRC coding and Assets less than $100, $200 and $300 dollars-why repair such cheap assets? What is the cost of repairing compared to throwing away. Be able to show cost trade off in dollars and time spent repairing vice buying new, repairing at the depot or maybe outsource?


4. SECREPs categorization by DLR, and FLR (dual locations?).


*5. Recomputation formula (is it good or is bad? -validate) first identify and validate elements. Then compare using mean or medium in formula? Then run some simulations of adjusting the different parts or parameters RCT, OST and SL and see what happens.

RO= RCR+OSR+SL

(RR x RCT) + (MFR-RR) OST + (RCR)

30      30                   OSR

Possibility vary SL, vary OST and RCT based on historical data 

*6. Validate the ERQ formula. - Economic retention quantity (ERQ) ERQ= RO + washout (average/mth for 12 mths)-also stop repairing anything excess ERQ but being repaired so stop work.

*7. Of looking OH stocks and when levels reach 35% automatically order the assets. (Jones method).

*8. Associate fill rates to readiness. Can we do that?

*9. Take a look at MEU SECREP Blocks and compare what was used (fill rate) and what was deadline and not repaired. Effectiveness of what they took and where able to repair. Can we do better? Currently the blocks are built manually. Look at a gen. pack models that consumables use.


10. IIP why send to MPF? What the MEF’s plans for coverage if the assets are removed from the ships?


11. Dual stockage between RIP, GA and subfloats


12. Inventory with acquisition advice codes (disposal/obsolete)


13. Centrally manage inventory relating to BO issues (if we have that capability to show that we are buying a asset (BO) where already exists a OH-distribution directive

Rudolph asked for when could the group see results from LX.

Discussions centered on the Naval Audit from 95 and various formulas identified in it.

Mike made the statement-Once Logbase gets a centralized visibility capability they can then go into situations such as they recommend redistribution’s of excess RO assets to cover BO’s from other MEF’s.  The centralized SASSY program is better than the LBIF. But still wanting for the ability to look at II MEF assets.

Other situations could be dual stockage of assets in both the RIP and GA.


