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MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION

SUBJECT: Army Award for Maintenance Excellence, Phase II, FY 2003 Lessons Learned

1.  During the FY 2003 Army Award for Maintenance Excellence competition, nine MACOMs submitted a total of 74 nominations for evaluation by the Phase I evaluation board. During the period of 5-16 January 2004, a panel consisting of twelve members with an extensive maintenance background reviewed and scored each nomination.  For the FY 03 competition, we expanded the semifinalist field to 6 per category instead of 3.  As a result, 52 semifinalists were selected for an on-site evaluation during Phase II. 

2.  Due to extensive unit deployments, we conducted the onsite assessments only for those categories where all semifinalist units were available for an onsite assessment.  As a result, we did not conduct onsite assessments for the Large Category, Active MTOE; the Medium and Large National Guard MTOE Categories; or the Reserve Component MTOE, Small Category.  We conducted onsite evaluations of all TDA Categories as well as the Small Category, National Guard MTOE; the Large Category, Reserve Component MTOE, and Small and Medium Categories, Active TOE.  The teams performing these evaluations were:

     
Active MTOE



CW5 Robert Vachon








CW3 Gerald Barnett

Reserve MTOE                   
CW4 Dennie Goss

                                    
MSG Mark Erath

     National Guard MTOE            
LTC Walter Ezzell

                                     
CW4 Rainier Gordon

     TDA                             
Mr. Steve McWilliams

                                     
CW5 William Graham

3.  During the period 17 February through 19 March 2004, these four teams conducted on-site evaluations of the semifinalist units.  The primary goal of the evaluation teams was to perform a thorough and objective evaluation of each unit’s maintenance program focusing on readiness, maintenance management, maintenance training, leadership, and innovation. During the in-briefs, the evaluators stressed that they were conducting an evaluation, not an inspection and that the intent of the evaluation 
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was to simply determine the winners and runners-up in each category of competition. During the course of the evaluation, evaluators shared 

information with unit members.  This helped the onsite evaluations serve as a training tool and supported the spirit of the competition to improve the operational readiness of all units.

4.  During the Phase II onsite evaluations, each team observed many initiatives in maintenance programs.  Although the teams observed several maintenance programs that met and in some cases exceeded standards, there were several areas that needed some improvement.  Listed below are some of the evaluators’ observations that should help future competitors prepare for the competition. These observations do not pertain to any unit in particular, but to several units visited during the Phase II onsite evaluations in varying degrees.

    a.  General

       (1)  In many of the units we visited, we found that the unit nomination did not reflect what the units were actually doing.
       (2)  Several units made mention of driving in excess of 100,000 miles to support mission requirements; however, there was no documentation available to support this claim.

       (3)  Many units worked the Soldiers over the weekend prior to the onsite assessment to conduct weapons and masks cleaning; however, the training scheduled reflected weekly mask and weapons cleaning during the week.  This indicates mask and weapons maintenance is not being done to standard during the scheduled maintenance period.  

    b.  Readiness. 

       (1)  On occasion, the readiness rate reported in the nomination packet did not match readiness rates listed on AMSS/readiness reports in unit files.  Some units could not produce readiness reports covering the entire fiscal year.  These reports are to be retained on file for 2 years.

       (2)  Many units reported a readiness rate for non-reportable equipment in their nomination.  In most cases, no documentation or system was available to track and record readiness rates for non-reportable equipment.  If units wish to discuss readiness rates for non-reportable equipment in their nomination, they should have a system in place to track this information and present it to evaluators during the on-site evaluation.
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    c.  Management

       (1)  Publications.  Often times, Soldiers did not have the required knowledge to effectively research technical manuals and administrative publications using the appropriate websites (LOGSA and USAPA).  Unit level mechanics and supervisors must have current unit level maintenance TMs, lubrication orders (LOs), training circulars (TCs), and technical bulletins (TBs) to properly maintain and service assigned equipment.

       (2)  Despite unit nominations that stressed first-line supervisor involvement, we continue to find situations where this involvement is lacking.  Arms rooms and NBC rooms are prime examples.  In several units, first line supervisors never checked their Soldier’s weapons or protective masks to ensure correct PMCS or cleaning was performed.  The unit armorer or NBC NCO was generally the individual who checked weapons and masks.   

       (3)  PMCS needs to be conducted to standard.  It is not a “check the block” exercise and should definitely not be staged to impress evaluators.  We observed one unit who performed PMCS that failed to identify flat or unserviceable tires.  The commander informed us that he was not too concerned about unserviceable tires as long as they were not flat. 

       (4)  Unit SOPs should be reviewed periodically and corrected.  In reviewing SOPs, we found many unit maintenance SOPs were outdated and contained incorrect information.  For example, a fixed organization with no tactical vehicles and no night vision equipment addressed field fueling and Night Vision Goggle driver’s training at length in the maintenance SOP.  The unit clearly did not perform these functions and these areas did not need to be addressed in the unit maintenance SOP.  DA Pam 750-35, para 5-2, addresses those areas that must be addressed in the unit maintenance SOP.  

       (5)  We found many units where DA 5988Es and DA 2404s were completed the day prior to the onsite assessment, with no previous entries on the forms.  This indicates that the unit had to prepare for the onsite assessments and did not necessarily have effective maintenance programs in place.  We also found many units who had either the armorer or NBC soldier sign DA Form’s 5988E performing PMCS on an average of 50+ NBC masks or weapons on the same day. 

       (6)  Preparation and flow of DA Forms 5988E/DA Forms 2404 continues to need emphasis.  Operators and maintainers need to be reminded on the proper procedures for preparing and processing these forms in accordance with DA Pam 738-750. 
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       (7)  In several units, we found supply accountability lacking, end items, such as vehicles, not signed for at the user level, and little or no accountability of Basic Issue Items (BII). Several units had some of their BII missing for several months and continued losing BII during missions.  Even when accountability was established, units simply reordered lost BII without accounting for the property IAW AR 735-5.

       (8)  Toolboxes, Sets, Kits, and Outfits were not always signed for at the user level and were not always inventoried in accordance with current regulatory guidance.  Many unit nominations stated that toolbox inventories were conducted quarterly.  During the onsite assessments, we found many cases where this did not occur as stated in the unit nomination. 

       (9)  Quality control/quality assurance programs.  Frequently, units could produce no documentation that indicated repaired equipment had been checked by appointed quality control personnel.  

       (10)  Reconciliations with Supply Support Activities (SSA) were not always conducted or the reconciliation was not done properly. This not only results in a number of lost requisitions and unnecessary downtime, but also has a direct impact on unit readiness.  

       (11)  We frequently found equipment which required periodic maintenance had not been entered in Unit Level Logistical System (ULLS)-G.  By entering this equipment into the ULLS-G computer, units should be able to manage the maintenance of this equipment more effectively.  

       (12)  Often Soldiers were unfamiliar with Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS).  Despite documented training, some Soldiers did not understand the purpose of MSDS or where they could be located.   

       (13)  Most units had effective safety programs in place, and safety was addressed in the maintenance SOP.  Despite the SOP and monthly inspections, we still identified safety violations in the maintenance areas.  Some examples of safety issues noted are:

       (a)  Fire extinguishers missing/unserviceable.
       (b)  Procedures outlined in TB 43-0142 for the inspection of lifting devices not always being followed.  Some units failed to schedule the required periodic maintenance at the correct interval, and documentation supporting the periodic inspections and load tests was not available. 
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       (c)  Bench grinder shields missing, broken, and loose.

       (d)  Air compressors not being serviced or pressure tested.

       (14)  In many cases, special tools needed to perform services and routine maintenance repairs were not available from every tool room nor were the tools on order.  

       (15)  In several organizations, we found a number of items that were overdue a major service.  In some units, we could find no documentation (service packets) that the services were accomplished. 

       (16)  Weapons.  Annual gauging was not always being accomplished.  Weapons were found dirty and improperly stored.  Other items routinely stored in the Arms Room, such as night vision devices, mine detectors, bayonets, and magazines also required maintenance.  They were frequently overlooked.  These items should also be in the ULLS-G computer to better control service schedules.

       (17)  Class IX repair parts and Prescribed Load List.  Evaluators encountered several problems in this area.  They include:

       (a)  Inventories were not always accurate.  When an inventory was conducted, ULLS-G clerks did not always adjust the on-hand quantity in ULLS-G after the inventory.

       (b)  For those units authorized a bench stock, it should be reviewed semiannually as required by AR 710-2, para 3-17e.  This frequently was not being done.  We found several bench stock items that had not been used in several years.
       (c)  Commander’s Exception Reports were not signed by the unit commander.

       (18)  In some units, we found excess equipment that ranged from major end items to tools and repair parts.  While some of this was minor, the quantities warrant its discussion here.  If prudent management is applied in this area, excess will be reduced, saving scarce operating funds.

       (19)  Units appeared to be reluctant to submit Quality Deficiency Reports (QDR), and Reports of Discrepancies (ROD), some stating that they do little to improve the problem.  Units need to establish procedures in their SOP and follow them.
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    d.  Training.

       (1)  Units were not conducting and documenting sustainment training for their Soldiers.  DA Pam 750-35, para 5-2k, requires units to address sustainment training for operators and maintainers.  Most units could not produce a viable training plan, or documentation to show the plan was being executed.  A great method to plan and record this sustainment training is through the use of leader’s books.  Field Expedient leader’s books, for Ordnance Maintainers, can be found at the CASCOM Homepage at http://www.cascom.army.mil/td/td_ord/ordnance.htm
       (2)  Driver’s Training was an area in most units evaluated that was not being trained IAW AR 600-55.  Many units had no set standard on a passing score for being successfully trained.  Many drivers’ training folders were empty with no record other than entries made into the ULLS-G Computer. Many of the units did not have the appropriate Accident Avoidance Training, required by AR 600-55, to operate military vehicles.

       (3)  Emphasis should be placed on ensuring all required drivers’ training and certification is conducted and documented.  In most cases, we found training that should have been conducted and documented, but had not been. 

    e.  Leadership and Innovative Execution

       (1)  We found several cases where unit leadership was not engaged in the maintenance mission.  One unit’s Commander and 1SG never attended weekly command maintenance because of conflicting meetings that occurred each week during PMCS.

       (2)  Few innovative programs were observed.  We did see several attempts to improve processes and it appeared that these attempts were successful.  Beginning with the next round of onsite assessments, we will gather information on innovative programs and processes and share them on the AAME web page.  Some of the innovative ideas we observed are:

(a) A unit with a large number of wheeled vehicles

and a rather small Class IX budget has contracted with a local firm to refurbish the paper air filter elements for HEMTT, HMMWV, and M915 series vehicles.  The contractor guarantees that the filters will meet OEM specifications and the cost of these filters is less than 50% of the DLA cost. This program alone saved the unit more than $10,000 during FY03.  

       (b)  One unit identified an item, Lite Check model 500A, NSN 4910-01-366-2563, that improves their ability to test and troubleshoot trailer electrical problems without the prime-mover.
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       (c)  One unit was effectively using the Soldier Portable On System Repair Tool (SPORT) and IETMs.  The unit had devised a lockable, roll-around storage cabinet for the SPORT, loaded all of the applicable 

IETMs on the SPORT and kept the equipment in the maintenance bays for maintainers to use.  This decreases the time maintainers spend drawing the equipment from the toolroom, loading IETMs, and setting the equipment up for use.   

       (3)  Units with effective maintenance programs were receiving frequent and effective Command Inspections from higher headquarters and taking appropriate actions to correct faults noted during CIPs.

5.  In addition to the issues we identified above, we encountered several positive issues as well.  A few examples:

    a. We encountered a young company commander who was doing an excellent job of leading his organization.  Due to his efforts, virtually every soldier in the unit was motivated, dedicated, and put forth 100% effort in accomplishing all of their duties.  Everyone in the unit was genuinely interested in exceeding the standard.  

    b.  Leadership in several units was interested in the AAME process and followed the evaluators to watch and learn.  Again, we saw a genuine interest that we believe will make the unit a better unit.

6.  The point of contact for this action is Mr. McWilliams, DSN 298-2824, commercial 410-278-2824, email: steven.mcwilliams@ocs.apg.army.mil.

FOR THE COMMANDER: 









//S//

                                                                               AILEEN W. TOBIN 

                                    Director, Command Plans 

                                      and Operations

DISTRIBUTION:

HEADQUARTERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY CHIEF 

  OF STAFF, G-4, ATTN: DALO-SMM (CPT KELLIE GOSS), THE PENTAGON,     

  WASHINGTON, DC 20301

HEADQUARTERS, US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, ATTN: CELD-ZA 

  (CW5 ATKINS), 20 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE NW, WASHINGTON, DC 20314

COMMANDER, US ARMY TRAINING AND DOCTRINE COMMAND, ATTN: DCSPIL, 

  ATBO-HM, (MS. HERSHEY), FORT MONROE, VA 23651-5000
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DISTRIBUTION:  (CONT)

COMMANDER, US ARMY PACIFIC COMMAND, ATTN: APLF-MMM 

  (MR. HAMUMURA), FORT SHAFTER, HI  96343

COMMANDER, US ARMY FORCES COMMAND, ATTN: AFLG-SMS (MS. MILNER),

  FORT MCPHERSON, GA 30330-6000

COMMANDER, US ARMY NATIONAL GUARD BUREAU, ATTN: NGB-ARL-M 

  (MAJ MCCULLAH), 111 SOUTH GEORGE MASON DRIVE, ARLINGTON, VA 22204-1382

COMMANDER, US ARMY INTELLIGENCE AND SECURITY COMMAND, DEPUTY 

   CHIEF OF STAFF FOR LOGISTICS, ATTN: IALOG-RA (CW3 STEPHENS), FORT 

   BELVOIR, VA 22060-5374

COMMANDER, US ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND, INSTALLATION SERVICES 

   ACTIVITY, ATTN: AMXEN-E, ROCK ISLAND, IL 61229-7190

COMMANDER, EIGHTH U.S. ARMY EAST/J4, UNIT 15236, ATTN: DJ-MS (MR PAI),    

   APO AP 96301-0066

COMMANDER, US ARMY EUROPE AND SEVENTH ARMY, OFFICE DEPUTY CHIEF 

   OF STAFF, LOGISTICS, MAINTENANCE DIVISION, ATTN: AEAGD-MD-L (MR. 

   HERNANDEZ), UNIT 29351, APO AE 09014-5000

COMMANDER, US ARMY SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND, ATTN: AOLO-RL (MSG 

   TAYLOR), FORT BRAGG, NC 28307-5200

COMMANDER, US ARMY CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION COMMAND, ATTN: CTSP-PE, 6010    

   6th STREET, FORT BELVOIR, VA 22060

COMMANDER, US ARMY MILITARY DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON, ATTN: DCSLOG, 

   BUILDING 18, FORT LESLEY J. MCNAIR, WASHINGTON, DC 20319

COMMANDER, US ARMY MEDICAL COMMAND, ATTN: HSLO, FORT SAM HOUSTON, TX    

   78234-6000

COMMANDER, US ARMY MILITARY TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT COMMAND, ATTN: 

   MTPAL, 5611 COLUMBIA PIKE, FALLS CHURCH, VA 22041-5050

COMMANDER, US ARMY SPACE COMMAND, ATTN: MOSC-SL-R, 1670 N. NEWPORT ROAD, 

   COLORADO SPRINGS, CO 80916
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