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COMPTROLLER @#EhlL ' S  
R?i'POKP TO THE CONGR?ZSS 

NEED TO IMPROVE P E R F O W C E  STANDARDS FOR 
MIRE EFFICIENT USE OF C I V I L I A N  PRODUCTION 
PERSONNEL IN THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
B-167982 

D I G E S T  ------ 

WEY THE REUEW W A S  MADE 

The General Accounting Office (6AO) revdewed the performance standards 
used to  measure the work production o f  civilian personnel a t  three 
Defense industrial activities-one Amy, one Navy and one Air Force 
activity. GAO's purpose was t o  evaluate the effectiveness o f  the de- 
velopment and utilization of the performance standards i n  contributing 
t o  economical and useful management o f  pmducti on labor. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Use of invalid standards resulted i n  significant amounts of idle time 
i n  operating a bomb-production line a t  the Yorktown Naval Weapons 
Station, Virginia.  GAO estimated that,  a f te r  g iv ing  recognition t o  the 
corrective action taken by the Navy, over $280,000 a year is s t i l l  being 
spent unnecessarily because of overstaffing. (See p. 5.) 

GAO's  review disclosed no conclusive evidence o f  overstaffing a t  the 
other two locations visited; however, GAO found weaknesses i n  the de- 
velopment and evaluation of performance standards a t  al l  three loca- 
tions which limited their usefulness i n  controlling workloads and i n  
ensuring economical and eff icient  management o f  labor. (See p. 6.) 

The weaknesses were primarily attributable to shortages i n  s ta f f ing  
and incomplete training o f  certain specialists i n  performance standards 
a t  two locations and t o  an unsuitable plan o f  standards development a t  
the t h i r d  location. 

,a 

(See p. 5.) 

GBO proposed t o  the Secretary of Defense t h a t  action be taken t o  en- 
sure that the military departments provide fu l ly  trained and qualified 
personnel for development o f  performance standards , that a satisfac- 
tory sys tem of i nternal review of performance standards be imp1 emen ted , 
and that standards for bomb-production work a t  the Yorktown Naval 
Weapons Station be reviewed to  determine the most eff icient  procedures 
and economical use of manpower resources. (See p. 11 .) 
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AGENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES 
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The Assistant Secretary o f  Defense ( Ins ta l  la t ions  and Logist ics) 
summarized present train5 ng programs f o r  the development o f  stan- 
dards personnel which the Department o f  Defense considered adequate. 
GAO believes tha t  these programso a1 though s ign i f icant ,  have not 
provided adequate s ta f f i ng  of the standards functions a t  the indus- 
t r i a l  a c t i v i t i e s  reviewed. Therefore, GAO i s  recommending that  the 
Secretar.y o f  Defense take actions t o  ensure that  the Army, Navy and 
A i  r Force reeval uate s t a f f  i ns reaui rements and p1 ace 5 ncreased em- 
phasis on t ra in ing  and s ta f f i ng  for t h e i r  standards programs, 
p. 14.) 

(See 

The Ass is tmt  Secretary agreed t o  take steps designed t o  strengthen the 
effectiveness o f  i t s  internal  review and evaluation o f  standards. I f  
properly monitored, GAO believes this act ion should ~ e s u l t  i n  improve- 
ments. 

In i t s  d r a f t  report, GAO i den t i f i ed  more than 60 excess employees on 
the bomb-production l i n e  a t  Yorktown and subsequently the Navy etim- 
inated 13 positions. GAO believes however, tha t  substantial addi - 
t ional  improvements 5n balancing the workload could resu l t  t n  reducing 
manpower requirements by more than 40 addit ional employees a t  a savings 
o f  about $280,000 per year wi th  no adverse e f f e c t  on bomb production. 
(See p. 6 .) Thus, GAO i s  recmend ing  tha t  the Secretary o f  the Mavy 
i n i t i a t e  and monitor a review o f  the bomb-production functions a t  
Yorktown t o  redefine jobs, establish new standards, balance the work- 
load between sections and operators, and accordingly adjust the s t a f f -  
ing. (See p. 14.) 

MA TTERS FOR COMSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS 

GAO i s  br inging t h i s  report  t o  the at tent ion of  the Congress because 
o f  i t s  in te res t  i n  the manner i n  which management controls are being 
appl ied by the Executive agencies t o  provide economical and e f f i c i e n t  
use o f  manpower resources 
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COMFTRULLER GEi'iERAL 'S 
REPORT TU THE COPJGRESS 

NEED TO IMPROVE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR 
MORE EFFICIENT USE OF CIVILIAN PRODUCTION 
PERSONNEL IN THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
B-167982 

The General Accounting Office (GAOf reviewed the performance standards 
used t o  measure the work production of civi l ian personnel a t  three 
Defense industrial  activities--one Amy, one Navy and one Air Force 
act ivi ty.  680's purpose was t o  evaluate the effectiveness of the de- 
vel spment end u t i  l i zatiow of  the performance standards i n contributing 
t o  economical and useful management o f  production labor. 

FINDIiVGS MD CQNCLUSIONS 

Use of  invalid standards resulted i n  significant amounts o f  idle time 
i n  operating a bomb-production line a t  the Yorktown Naval Weapons 
Station, Virginia. GAO estimated that ,  a f t e r  g i v i n g  recognition to  the 
corrective action taken by the Navy, over $280,000 a year i s  s t i l l  being 
spent unnecessari fy because of overs t a f f i  ng . 
GAO's review disclosed no conclusive evidence of overstaffing a t  the 
other two locations visited; however, GAO found weaknesses i n  the de- 
velopment and evaluation of performance standards a t  a l l  three loca- 
tions which limited their usefulness i n  controlling workloads and i n  
ensuring economical and ef f ic ient  management o f  l abor .  (See p. 6.) 

The weaknesses were primarily attributable t o  shortages i n  s taff ing 
and incomplete training o f  certain special is ts  i n  performance standards 
a t  two locations and t o  an unsuitable plan of standards development a t  
the t h i r d  location. 

(See p 5.) 

(See p.  5.) 

GBO proposed t o  the Secretary of Defense tha t  action be taken to  en- 
sure tha t  the military departments provide ful ly trained and qualified 
personnel for development of performance standards that  a sat isfac-  
tory system of internal review of performance standards be implemented, 
and tha t  standards for  bomb-production work a t  the Yorktown Naval 
Weapons Station be reviewed t o  determine the most e f f ic ient  procedures 
and economical use of manpower resources. (See p. 11 .) 
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AGENCY ACTIQNS AND UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

The Assistant  Secretary o f  Defense ( I ns ta l l a t i ons  and Logis t ics)  
sumarized present t r a i n i n g  programs f o r  the development o f  stan- 
dards personnel which the Department o f  Defense considered adequate. 
GAQ bel ieves t ha t  these programs a1 though s ign i f i can t ,  have no t  
provided adequate s t a f f i n g  of the standads funct ions a t  the indus- 
trial a c t i v i t i e s  reviewed. Therefore, GAO i s  recommending that the 
Secretar.y o f  Defense take act ions t o  ensure t ha t  the Army, Navy and 
A i r  Force reevaluate s t a f f i n g  requirements and place increased em- 
phasis on t r a i n i ng  and s t a f f i n g  for t h e i r  standards programs. (See 
p. 14.)  

The Assistant Secretar.y agreed t o  take steps destgned t o  strengthen the 
effect iveness o f  i t s  in te rna l  review and evaluat ion o f  standards. If 
proper ly monitored, GAO bel ieves t h i s  ac t ion should resurl t i n  improve- 
ments. 

I n  i t s  d ra f t  report ,  GAO i d e n t i f i e d  more than 60 excess employees on 
the bomb-production l i n e  a t  Yorktown and subsequently the Navy elim- 
inated 13 posi t ions.  GAO believes, however, t ha t  substant ia l  addi- 
t i ona l  improvements i n  balancing the workload could r e s u l t  i n  reducing 
manpower requirenients by more than 40 addi t iona l  employees a t  a savings 
o f  about $280,000 per year w i th  no adverse e f f e c t  on bomb production. 
(See p.  6.) Thus, GAO i s  reconanencling t h a t  the Secretary of  the Mawy 
i n i t i a t e  and monitor a review o f  the bornb-productisn functions a t  
Yorktown t o  redefine jobs, es tab l ish  new standards, balance the w w k -  
load between sections and operators and accordingly adjust  the s t a f f -  
ing. (See p. 14.) 

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS 

GAO i s  br ing ing t h i s  repor t  t o  the a t t en t i on  o f  the Congress because 
o f  i t s  i n t e res t  i n  the manner i n  which management cont ro ls  are being 
appl i ed  by the Executive agencies t o  provide economical and e f f i c i e n t  
use o f  manpower resources I 
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CHAPTER I 

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

The ob jec t ive  of this review was t o  evaluate t h e  ef-  
fec t iveness  of the  development and u t i l i z a t i o n  of perfor-  
mance s tandards i n  ensuring economical and use fu l  manage- 
ment of c i v i l i a n  production l abor  i n  m i l i t a r y  i n d u s t r i a l  
act ivi t ies .  There w e r e  approximately 26,000 c i v i l i a n  em-  
ployees a t  t h e  t h r e e  i n d u s t r i a l  ac t iv i t ies  w e  reviewed. 
(See p. 15 €or  d e t a i l s  on scope of our  review.) 

A performance standard i s  a c r i t e r i o n  o r  bench mark 
f o r  eva lua t ing  a c t u a l  performance. I t  i s  genera l ly  ex- 
pressed i n  terms of an  es t ab l i shed  number of man-hours f o r  
accomplishment of a u n i t  of  work of acceptable  qua l i ty .  Al- 
though each of the  m i l i t a r y  departments has c l a s s i f i e d  s tan-  
dards i n  a d i f f e r e n t  mannerg t h e  following t h r e e  bas ic  types 
of s tandards have been appl ied:  

Engineered standard--derived from a complete a n a l y s i s  
and measurement of t h e  task .  

S t a t i s t i c a l  standard--based upon s ta t i s t i ca l  ana lys i s  
of p a s t  performance data .  

Estimated standard--based upon an  es t ima te  of t i m e  re- 
quired t o  complete t h e  task.  

The basic ob jec t ives  of t h e  m i l i t a r y  performance s tan-  
dard systems which are appl ied  t o  i n d u s t r i a l  opera t ions  
throughout t h e  Department of  Defense (DOD) are t o  promote 
economical opera t ions  and e f f i c i e n t  u t i l i z a t i o n  of manpower 
resources.  

I n  meeting these  ob jec t ives  performance s tandards are 
used i n  a v a r i e t y  of ways, including (1) ass igning  workload 
t o  i n d u s t r i a l  ac t iv i t ies ,  (2 )  funding and scheduling work- 
load wi th in  an  a c t i v i t y ,  ( 3 )  providing c r i t e r i a  f o r  m e a-  
surement of performance, (4) determining and evalua t ing  man- 
power requirements, and ( 5 )  i d e n t i f y i n g  ac t iv i t i es  i n  need 
of management a t t e n t i o n .  Generally each i n s t a l l a t i o n  w e  
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visited assigned workload in accordance with the size and 
capabilities of the existing work force and facilities. 
Performance standards played a role in this assignment only 
insofar as they provided a broad measure of the capabili- 
ties of the available work force, We found little connec- 
tion, however, between performance standards and the deter- 
mination of authorized strength. 

A list of the principal officials of the Department of 
Defense and the Departments of the Army, Navy, and Air Force 
responsible f o r  administration of activities discussed in 
this report is included as appendix 111. 
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CHAPTER 2 

NEED FOR IMPROVED VALIDITY 

OF PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

Our review of three military industrial activities 
showed that the weaknesses in the system for applying per- 
formance standards at each of these locations limited their 
usefulness in controlling workloads and in ensuring econom- 
ical and efficient management of civilian production man- 
power. The validity of the system was significantly re- 
duced by weaknesses in the development and evaluation of 
performance standards by the responsible officials. 
opinion these weaknesses were primarily attributable t.0 

shortages in the staffing and incomplete training of cer- 
tain specialists in performance standards at the Anniston 
Army Depot and the Sacramento Air Materiel Area and to an 
unsuitable plan of standards development at the Yorktown 
Naval Weapons Station. 

In our 

The consequences of an invalid application of stan- 
dards are demonstrated by the inefficient utilization of 
personnel on a bomb-production line at the Yorktown Naval 
Weapons Station. As a result of unrealistic performance 
standards and imbalance among the staffing for various pro- 
duction sections, we estimated that, following limited cor- 
rective action by the Navy, the line was s t i l l  overstaffed 
by more than 40 production workers. We estimated that the 
unnecessary cost of using excess employees was about 
$280,000 a year. 
below. 

This matter is discussed in more detail 

DEVELOPMENT OF STANDARDS 

One of the primary methods of determining the reli- 
ability of a performance standard is to compare it with the 
actual performance, investigate significant differences, 
and adjust the performance standard if warranted. We found 
that these steps could not be adequately performed at the 
installations we reviewed. The functions used in the de- 
velopment of performance standards were not compatible with 
actual functions, variances for individual jobs were not 
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developed s i n c e  only composite e f fec t iveness  percentages 
covering severa l  jobs  were computed, and numerous e r r o r s  
d i s t o r t e d  t h e  r e l i a b i l i t y  of the  performance s tandards.  

Standard Operating Procedure not  compatible 
wi th  a c t u a l  funct ions  

The measurement program a t  each of t h e  t h r e e  i n s t a l l a -  
t i o n s  w e  v i s i t e d  was not compatible wi th  a c t u a l  opera t ions .  
Work s t e p s  included i n  performance s tandards f o r  c e r t a i n  
j o b s  e i ther  omitted,  combined, or  could not  be r e l a t e d  t o  
t h e  physical  s t e p s  performed by t h e  employees. 

Although i n  our opinion t h i s  incompat ib i l i ty  cons t i-  
t u t e s  unsa t i s fac to ry  con t ro l  over performance a t  each of 
t h e  t h r e e  i n s t a l l a t i o n s ,  w e  encountered c l e a r  evidence of 
over s t a f f ing  a s  a r e s u l t  of t h e  incompat ib i l i ty  only a t  
Yorktown Naval Weapons S t a t i o n .  

Our review of t h e  500-pound low-drag-bomb-production 
l i n e  a t  Yorktown showed t h a t  t h e  a c t u a l  s t a f f i n g  was incon- 
s i s t e n t  with t h a t  prescr ibed by t h e  Standard Operating Pro- 
cedure (SOP). Although t a s k s  were assigned on t h e  b a s i s  of 
t h e  s t a f f i n g  t o  workload r e l a t i o n s h i p  shown i n  t h e  SOP, in-  
s u f f i c i e n t  work was provided f o r  f u l l  u t i l i z a t i o n  of t h e  
employees a c t u a l l y  on t h e  l i n e .  I n  our d r a f t  r e p o r t  to t h e  
Secretary of Defense w e  i d e n t i f i e d  more than  60 excess em- 
ployees and subsequently t h e  Navy el iminated 13 pos i t ions ,  
leaving an excess of more than 40 employees rece iv ing  a to- 
t a l  pay of about $280,000 per year .  

The key to t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  was t h a t  t h e  r a t e  of bomb 
production a t  Yorktown was con t ro l l ed  by t h e  l i m i t i n g  oper- 
a t i o n s  of c e r t a i n  sec t ions  of t h e  production l i n e o  The ap- 
p l i c a b l e  SOP involved t h r e e  production sec t ions ,  (A) case  
prepara t ion ,  (B) explosive loading, and (C) f i n i s h i n g  o r  
cool ing.  The bomb l i n e  was operated on a t h r e e- s h i f t  ba- 
sis.  

The SOP f o r  bomb production p e r  s h i f t  at Yorktown pro- 
vided f o r  t h e  production of 597 u n i t s  i n  s e c t i o n  A ,  480 
u n i t s  i n  s e c t i o n  B ,  and 568 u n i t s  i n  s e c t i o n  C.  The number 
of bombs a c t u a l l y  produced per s h i f t  throughout t h e  p l a n t  
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was l imi ted  t o  sec t ion  B s ince  t h i s  sec t ion  had less u n i t  
production c a p a b i l i t y  than sec t ions  A and C. 

We computed the  standard t i m e  required i n  sec t ions  A 
and C t o  produce 480 u n i t s  and found t h a t  18 opera tors  i n  
sec t ion  A and 11 opera tors  i n  sec t ion  C would be used only 
56 percent of the  t i m e ,  a f t e r  recognizing t h e  need f o r  per- 
sonal  and f a t i g u e  breaks. 

We extended these  c a l c u l a t i o n s  t o  sec t ions  A ,  B y  and C 
f o r  t h e  a c t u a l  production of 512 bombs per s h i f t  and es t i-  
mated t h a t  t h e  average bomb-line worker incurred 2.4 hours 
unproductive t i m e  i n  sec t ions  A and C and 2 . 1  hours i n  sec- 
t i o n  3 i n  each 8-hour s h i f t  a f t e r  cons idera t ion  of breaks.  

We found t h a t  the  production work was not  performed i n  
accordance wi th  the  SOP s i n c e  the  na ture  of j o b  assignments 
was revised and more personnel were u t i l i z e d  than were 
spec i f i ed .  For example, w e  found t h a t ,  during a 17-day pe- 
r iod ,  an average of 7 4 . 3  personnel were assigned t o  t h e  
production l i n e  f o r  each s h i f t ,  while the  SOP spec i f i ed  70 
personnel €or  each s h i f t .  
a t i o n s  were performed by a worker o ther  than the  one re- 
quired by t h e  SOP t o  do t h e  work, and t h e  SOP allowances 
f o r  f a t i g u e ,  breaks,  e t c . ,  were excessive i n  c e r t a i n  in-  
s tances .  

We found a l s o  t h a t  c e r t a i n  oper- 

On t h e  b a s i s  of the  more than  2 hours per  day unpro- 
duct ive  t i m e  shown above f o r  each worker, it appears t h a t ,  
a f t e r  giving recogni t ion  t o  the  13 pos i t ions  eliminat.ed by 
t h e  Navy, the  s t a f f i n g  was s t i l l  excessive by about 25 per-  
cen t .  We analyzed each o p e r a t o r ' s  t a sk  and concluded t h a t  
the  bomb l i n e  could be s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  operated by el iminat-  
ing  about 16 ( 2 4  percent)  of t h e  68 operator  pos i t ions  u t i -  
l i z e d  per  s h i f t  and about 47 f o r  the  t h r e e- s h i f t  operat ion 
t o  produce 512  bombs per s h i f t  a s  shown below. 
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Authorized by 
Sect ion o r i g i n a l  SOP 

A 
B 
C 

Tota l  per  
s h i f t  

Excess f o r  
t h r e e  
s h i f t s  

18  
41 
11 - 

- 70 - 

Actual ly GAO E s t i m a t  
u t i l i z e d  Requirement Excess 

18 14 4 
38 30 8 

4 8 1 2  - - - 

48 
Less adjustment f o r  Navy's use of 1 7  men ins tead  

1 of 18 on the  t h i r d  s h i f t  f o r  removal of dunnage - 
Tota l  es t imated excess 

P o t e n t i a l  savings $6,000 per  employee x 47 employ- 
ees ( t o t a l  average c o s t  provided by Yorktown) $282,000 

Composite r a t e s  and e r r o r s  

Variances i n  a c t u a l  performance from t h e  s tandards f o r  
ind iv idua l  j o b s  could not  b e  i d e n t i f i e d  because only com- 
p o s i t e  e f fec t iveness  r a t e s  covering severa l  jobs were com- 
puted. 

The genera l  problem i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  by t h e  pefformance 
standard system a t  the  Sacramento A i r  Mater iel  Area which 
requi red  a l l  j o b s ,  where p r a c t i c a b l e ,  t o  have a standard 
f o r  eva lua t ing  performance. A s  a j o b  was completed, t h e  
work cen te r  "earned" t h e  standard hours f o r  t h a t  j o b .  A 
comparison of t h e  t o t a l  earned hours f o r  any work cen te r  
wi th  t h e  t o t a l  a c t u a l  hours worked i n  t h a t  cen te r  was con- 
s idered  an  index of t h e  e f f i c i e n c y  of t h e  work cen te r .  
However, t h e  system d i d  not  accumulate or maintain t h e  ac- 
t u a l  hours charged t o  a s p e c i f i c  j o b  where work c e n t e r s  
performed more than one job .  
not  put on n o t i c e  when worker production lagged o r  when 
s tandards required rev i s ion .  

A s  a resul t ,  management was 
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I n  a d d i t i o n ,  numerous e r r o r s  i n  c a l c u l a t i n g  perfor-  
mance s tandards r a i s e d  considerable  doubt a s  t o  r e l i a b i l i t y  
of t h e  s tandards.  These e r r o r s  apparent ly stemmed from un- 
due r e l i a n c e  on t h e  accuracy of t h e  personnel who estab-  
l i shed  t h e  s tandards and on inadequate supervis ion during 
t i m e  s t u d i e s  and o ther  phases of s tandards development. 

A t  Yorktown, f o r  example, t h e  i n c o r r e c t  number of d i -  
r e c t  man-hours expended and an i n c o r r e c t  standard were ap- 
p l i e d  i n  computing d a i l y  production e f f i c i ency  f o r  t h e  17-  
day period ended June 13, 1968. P a r t  of t h e  a c t u a l  d i r e c t  
labor  was reported a s  i n d i r e c t  labor  and a standard of 
1.160 hours pe r  u n i t  was used i n  t h e  computation, although 
t h e  e s t ab l i shed  standard was .966 hours. A s  a r e s u l t ,  t he  
average d a i l y  e f f i c i ency  r a t e  f o r  t h e  per iod was errone-  
ously reported by Yorktown a s  115 percent ins tead  of 
86 percent .  

EVALUATION OF STANDARDS 

One purpose of a performance standard system i s  t o  
provide management with an a p p r a i s a l  of a c t u a l  operat ions 
so t h a t  a c t i o n  can be taken a s  necessary t o  improve perfor-  
mance. Determinations of c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n  depend upon 
analyses  of var iances between s tandards and a c t u a l  per for-  
mance and upon evalua t ions  of the  s u i t a b i l i t y  of t h e  s tan-  
dards.  
ua t ions  of s tandards a t  the  a c t i v i t i e s  w e  reviewed. 

We encountered both i n s u f f i c i e n t  and untimely eval-  

Yorktown had not  provided w r i t t e n  i n s t r u c t i o n s  f o r  a 

A Yorktown o f f i c i a l  i n-  
review of production, planning, and con t ro l  r epor t s  by t h e  
I n d u s t r i a l  Engineering Division. 
formed us, however, t h a t  i n d u s t r i a l  engineering technic ians  
had been given o r a l  i n s t r u c t i o n s  t o  review these  r e p o r t s  
and i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  reasons f o r  e f f i c i ency  below 85 percent 
and above 115 percent .  Although t h e  d a i l y  r e p o r t s  i n  May 
and June 1968 continuously showed e f f i c i e n c i e s  both below 
and above t h e  s t a t e d  to lerances ,  no inves t iga t ions  were 
made e 

A t  t he  completion of our v i s i t  t o  Sacramento A i r  Mate- 
r i e l  Area i n  Ju ly  1968, t h e r e  had not  been an  evalua t ion  of 
performance s tandards s i n c e  June 1966, even though t h e  A i r  
Force Logis t ics  Command required an annual eva lua t icn .  
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THese eva1uation.s had not  been performed because o f  person- 
ne l  shortages wi th in  t h e  I n d u s t r i a l  Engineering Branch. 

A t  t he  Anniston Army Depot, w e  reviewed performance 
e f fec t iveness  under s tandards f o r  14 c o s t  cen te r s  f o r  a 
6-month period and found t h a t  60 of 83 were not  wi th in  t h e  
acceptable  range of 80 t o  120 percent .  Performance s t an-  
dards were revised only when the  r ev i s ion  was requested by 
t he  using organiza t ions  and no a c t i o n  was taken t o  de te r-  
mine t h e  r e l i a b i l i t y  of t h e  s tandards.  

10 



Our review of the revised SOP revealed that a time 
study was performed only on the limiting operation of pour- 
ing the explosive material into the bomb cases; and, al- 
though time checks were performed on the other operations, 
documentation was not retained to explain the changes. We 
discussed with Navy representatives the bomb-line operation 
section by section to identify reasons for the changes. We 
learned that the new SOP provided substantially increased 
standard times €or many operations. 

In our draft report we suggested that the Navy consider 
eliminating more than 60 employees from the bomb-line oper- 
ation and, as a result, the Navy eliminated 13. Six of the 
13 were not specified in the original SOP. Four of the 13 
were dropped subsequent to revision of the SOP when the 
Navy removed all dunnage material for three shifts from the 
freight cars by assigning t w o  workers on the first shift 
rather than employing two on each shift. Three of the 13 
were dropped when the Navy in its revised SOP reduced the 
staffing by 33 (I1 per shift) as we considered appropriate. 
However, it added back 24 operators (8 per shift) for re- 
lief and break purposes. On the basis o€ the actual manning 
for section B and the excessive amounts of unproductive time 
we observed during our review, we believe that the new SOP 
provides staffing for relief on unproductive time and that 
30 operators per shift or 90 in total could perform the re- 
quired work in that section and provide ample staffing to 
cover lunch time, other breaks, and personal time. 

Of the remaining 47 employees that we still consider to 
be excess (see p. 8), 11 are in section A, 24 in section B, 
and 12 in section C. In sections A and C we believe the 
staffing should be reduced and the work redistributed among 
the remaining operators because our analysis of the old SOP, - -  
reaffirmed by our follow-up visit 
of unproductive time per employee 
hour shift in addition to regular 
personal time, 

REGQWNDATFONS 

showed significant amounts 
(see p .  7) in each eight- 
allowances fo r  breaks and 

DOB has made significant provisions for both formal 
and an-the-job training of personnel f o r  standards func- 
tions. On the basis of our review, however, we believe 
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t h a t  these  programs have not  ensured t h e  adequate s t a f f i n g  
of s tandards funct ions  a t  a l l  Defense i n d u s t r i a l  a c t i v i -  
t ies.  W e  recommend t h a t  t h e  Secretary of Defense take ac- 
t i o n s  t o  ensure t h a t  t h e  Army, Navy, and A i r  Force reevalu-  
a t e  s t a f f i n g  requirements and p lace  increased emphasis on 
t r a i n i n g  and s t a f f i n g  f o r  t h e i r  s tandards programs. 

While reduct ions i n  s t a f f i n g  have been made i n  t h e  SOP 
and i n  t h e  opera t ion  of the  bomb l i n e  a t  Yorktown s i n c e  our 
fieldwork, w e  be l i eve  t h a t  s u b s t a n t i a l  a d d i t i o n a l  improve- 
ments i n  t h e  balancing of t a s k s  among opera tors  could re- 
s u l t  i n  reducing t h e  s t a f f  by a s  many a s  47 a d d i t i o n a l  em- 
ployees wi th  no adverse e f f e c t  on bomb production. 

We recommend t h a t  the  Secretary of t h e  Navy i n i t i a t e  
and monitor a rev iev  of the  bomb-line opera t ion  at Yorktown 
t o  redef ine  t h e  var ious j o b s ,  e s t a b l i s h  new standards,  bal-  
ance t h e  workload between sec t ions  and opera tors ,  and ac-  
cordingly a d j u s t  t h e  s t a f f i n g .  

14 



PROPOSALS, AGENCY COMIGNTS, AND 
OUR EVALUATION 

We repor ted  our f ind ings  to t h e  Secretary of Defense 
f o r  comment. We proposed (1) t h a t  t h e  Secretary of Defense 
t ake  ac t ion  t o  ensure t h a t  adequate s t e p s  are being taken 
by t h e  m i l i t a r y  departments t o  provide f u l l y  t r a i n e d  and 
q u a l i f i e d  personnel f o r  t h e  development of performance 
s tandards,  (2) t h a t  a s a t i s f a c t o r y  system of i n t e r n a l  re- 
view and evalua t ion  of performance s tandards be implemented, 
and (3)  t h a t  t h e  s tandards f o r  bomb production a t  Yorktown 
be reconsidered with a view toward determining t h e  most e f-  
f i c i e n t  ope ra t iona l  procedures a s  w e 1 1  as ensuring t h e  most 
economical u t i l i z a t i o n  of manpower resources.  

The Ass is tan t  Secretary of Defense ( I n s t a l l a t i o n s  and 
Logis t ics )  r e p l i e d  t o  our d r a f t  r epor t  by l e t t e r s  dated 
Apri l  14,  1969, and May 1 2 ,  1969. (See apps. I and 11.) 

With regard t o  providing f u l l y  t r a i n e d  and q u a l i f i e d  
personnel f o r  development of performance s tandards t h e  As-  
s i s t a n t  Secretary commented t h a t :  

!'*** €or t h e  p a s t  four  years  t h e  Department of 
Defense has supported an e i g h t  week classroom 
t r a i n i n g  program f o r  Defense methods and s tan-  
dards technic ians  monitored by t h e  Army Manage- 
ment Engineering Training Agency and t h e  Methods 
Time  Measurement Association as p a r t  of a s i x  
month on t h e  job  t r a i n i n g  e f f o r t .  
per iod of t i m e  from 900 t o  1300 methods and s t an-  
dards technic ians  have been t r a i n e d  each year i n  
t h i s  program t o  replace  losses from a t t r i t i o n  and 
t h e  promotion 04 methods and s tandards technic ians  
t o  mid-management p o s i t i o n s  of higher respons ib i l-  
i t y  as w e l l  as t o  support t h e  expansion of s tan-  
dards development and appl ica t ion ."  

During t h i s  

I n  our opinion, t h e  formal t r a i n i n g  and t h e  on-the-job 
t r a i n i n g  provided by DOD, though s i g n i f i c a n t ,  had not  en- 
sured adequate s t a f f i n g  of the  s tandards funct ion  a t  t h e  
Defense i n d u s t r i a 1  ac t iv i t ies  w e  observed. This  i s  evi-  
denced by t h e  inadequate development and evalua t ion  of 
s tandards t h a t  w e  found. 
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On our second proposal,  the  Assistant  Secretary of De-  
fense commented t h a t ,  although in t e rna l  review and evalua- 
t i o n  of standards were current ly  being monitored a t  t he  in-  
s t a l l a t i o n  and Command leve l s  and were subject t o  review by 
departmental audi t  teams, the  qua l i ty  and consistency of 
these  reviews were revealed by GAQ's repor t  t o  require  re- 
emphasis. 
ber 22 ,  1965) would be reissued with the  object ive  of 
strengthening the  effect iveness of these  i n t e rna l  reviews. 
I n  our opinion, rev i s ing  the  DOD Direct ive should r e s u l t  i n  
strengthening in t e rna l  reviews of  standards programs a t  De- 
fense i ndus t r i a l  a c t i v i t i e s ,  i f  given appropriate surveil-  
lance. 

H e  s t a ted  t h a t  DOD Direct ive 5010.15 (Decem- 

On our t h i r d  proposal the  Assistant Secretary of De-  
fense commented tha t :  

" At  t he  t i m e  of t he  audi t  a t  Yorktown the  audi tors  
were informed t h a t  the  referenced bomb l i n e  was 
under study because of technological changes i n  
the  process,  and t h a t  consequently non-standard 
work was being performed t h a t  required extra man- 
power. Since the  date of the  audi t  and following 
the  completion of a comprehensive reengineering 
of the  l i n e ,  the  l i n e  w a s  restudied with a reduc- 
t i o n  i n  the  SOP manpower requirements of one per-  
son and an increase i n  productivi ty i n  the  pouring 
function and a decrease i n  the  preparat ion and 
f in i sh ing  functions ." 
We care fu l ly  inquired in to  these comments and included 

another v i s i t  to the  Yorktown s i te  and a meeting with offi- 
c i a l s  a t  Headquarters, Department of the  N a v y .  

W e  could not corroborate t h a t ,  during the  time of our 
o r ig ina l  review, nonstandard work w a s  being performed. In  
our recent  meeting Navy o f f i c i a l s  advised us  t h a t  the  study 
mentioned i n  the  Assistant Secre tary ' s  comments w a s  a nor- 
m a l  continuous e f f o r t  t o  improve the  bomb l i ne .  

Our o r ig ina l  v i s i t  t o  Yorktown and the  follow-up v i s i t  
provided s t a f f i n g  information t h a t  accounted for  a l l  the  
work on the  bomb l i n e  and showed no appreciable change i n  
i t s  operation. 
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CHAPTER 3 

SCOPE OF REVIEW 

Our review covered the development and evaluation of 
performance standards for utilization of civilian production 
personnel at Anniston Army Depot, Anniston, Alabama; Sacra- 
ment'o Air Materiel Area, McClellan Air Force Base, Califor- 
nia; and Yorktown Naval Weapons Station, Yorktown, Virginia. 
Our initial fieldwork was completed in September 1968 and 
additional fieldwork was completed in August 1969 to deal 
with the Navy comments to our draft report. 

In performing this reviewI we examined the performance 
standards system used by each installation and the effect 
the system had upon the management of manpower resources and 
production. 
Navy, and Air Force officials and identified the procedures 
used in applying performance standards to gauge effective- 
ness of operations, to assist in decisionmaking, and to aid 
in developing future plans and operations. 

We held discussions with responsible Army, 
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Apr 14 1969 

IWJSWKLBTIONS AND LOGISTICS 

I@. C. M. Bailey 
Director, Defense Division 
General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear M r .  Bailey: 

This i s  i n  response t o  your l e t t e r  of 5 February 1969, t o  the  
Secretary of Defense, which requested comments Gn the  draft GAO 
repor t  to the  Congress e n t i t l e d  "Need to Improve 2erformance 
Standards f o r  Civi l ian  Personnel a t  Defense Indus t r i a l  Act iv i t ies" ,  
(OSD Case 2891). 
d i rected t o  the  a t t en t i on  of the concerned Mil i tary  Departments. 

The repor t  has been reviewed by t h i s  o f f i ce  and 

The repor t  recommends tha t :  

(1) OSD take act ion t o  insure t h a t  adequate s teps  a r e  being 
taken by the Mili tary Departments t o  provide fully t ra ined a d  
qual i f ied  personnel f o r  the  development of performance star,darLs: 

(2) a sa t i s fac to ry  system of i n t e rna l  reviex and evaluation Sa 
implemented, and 

(3) spec i f i ca l ly ,  t ha t  t he  standards and SOP f o r  t h e  3omb l i n e  
a t  the  N a v y  Weapons Sta t ion,  York-kcwn be reestablished t o  provklc 
the  most e f f i c i e n t  procedure and economical use of man2ower resources. 

With respect  t o  the  f i rst  recommendation, f o r  the  pas t  four years the 
Department of Defense has supported an e ight  week classroom t ra in ing  
program f o r  Defense methods and standards technicians monitored by 
the  A r m y  Management Engineering Training Agency and the  Methods Time 
Measurement Association as par t  of a s i x  month on t he  job t r a in ing  
e f f o r t .  
standards technicians have been t ra ined  each year i n  t h i s  program 
t o  replace losses  from a t t r i t i o n  and the promotion of methods and 
standards technicians t o  mid-management pcs i t ions  of higher responsi- 
b i l i t y  as well as t o  support the  expansion of standards development 
and appl ica t ion.  

During t h i s  period of time from 900 t o  1300 methods and 
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l n i e rna i  review and evaluation of standards a r e  currently being 
monitored a t  the  i n s t a l l a t i on  l e v e l  by l oca l  supervision, a t  the  
Commaad l e v e l  by periodic review by qual i f ied  Command personnel, as 
well  as being a subject  of review by departmental audi t  teams. The 
qual i ty  and consistency of these reviews are revealed by t h i s  repor t  
t o  require reemphasis. 
be reissued with the  objective of strengthening t he  effectiveness of 
t h i s  review. 

DOD Directive 5010.15 (December 22, 1965) will 

A t  the  time of the  audi t  a t  Yorktown the  auditors were informed that 
t he  referenced bomb l i n e  was under study because of technological 
changes i n  t he  process, and t h a t  consequently non-standard work was 
being performed t h a t  required extra  rranpower. Since t he  date of the 
audi t  and following t ne  completion of a comprehensive reengineering 
of the  l i n e ,  the  l i n e  was restudied w i t h  a reduction i n  the  SOP man- 
power requirements of one person and an increase i n  productivity i n  
the pouring function and a decrease i n  the  preparation and fh- ishing 
functions. 

The response t o  t h i s  draft report by the Department of the Mavy and 
the  Department of t h e  Air Force of t h i s  repor t  a r e  at tached €or your 
fu r ther  information. The Department of Army response i s  being pre- 
pared and will be forwarded when received. 

The i n t e r e s t  and evaluation of t he  GAO auditors i n  t h i s  par t i cu la r  
area  i s  greatly appreciated and very helpful .  

Sincerely, 

Atta.chments : a / s  

GAO note: The attachments were deleted because they were too 
lengthy for inclusion i n  this report, but the per- 
t i n e n t  comments have been recognized and dea l t  
with i n  the body of the r e p o r t  t o  the extent con- 
sidered a p p r o p r i a t e .  
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12 MAY 1969 

M r .  C .  M. Bailey 
Director, Defense Division 
General Accounting Office 
Washington, D . C . 20548 

Dear M r .  Baiky: 

In our l e t te r  of 14 April forwarding comments on the  draft GA6 
report ,  "Need t o  Improve Performance Standards f o r  Civ i l i an  
Personnel a t  Defense Indus t r i a l  Ac t iv i t i e s ,  " (OSD Case 2891), 
we reported t h a t  the Army response was being prepared and would 
be forwarded when it was received. 
forwarded for  your information. 

The A r m y  response i s  now 

You w i l l  note t h a t  the  Arqy has made a r a the r  de ta i l ed  analjrsds 
of the  questions ra i sed  by the  audi t  team when they were a t  
Amiston and t h a t  s ignif icant  corrective steps i n  t he  direc'blolz 
of t ightening up standard maintenance have been uxdertaken. 

Sincerely, .A 

Attachment; : a/s 

GAo note:  The attachment was deleted because it Was t o o  
lengthy for inclusion in this report, but the 
pertinent comments have been recognized and 
dealt with in the body of the report to the ex- 
tent considered appropriate. 
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PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF THE 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

AND THE DEP-ARTMENTS OF THE ARMY, NAVY, AND A I R  FORCE 

RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTRATION OF THE ACTIVITIES 

DISCUSSED I N  THIS XEPORT 

Tenure of of f ice  

DEPARTHENT OF DEFENSE 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE: 
Melvin R .  La i rd  
Clark C l i f f o r d  
Rober t  S .  McNamara 

Jan. 1969 
Mar. 1968 
J a n .  1961 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
(INSTALLATIONS AND LOGISTICS): 

Barry  J .  Shilhito Jan. 1969 
Thomas D. Xorris S e p t .  1967 
Paul R .  I g n a t i u s  D e e .  1964 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

SECRETARY OF THF: m: 
S t a n l e y  R .  Resor Ju ly  1965 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 
(INSTALLATIONS AND LOGISTICS): 
J. Ronald Fox J u n e  1969 
D r .  Rober t  A. Brooks O c t .  1965 

To 

P r e s e n t  
Jan. 1969 
Feb. 1968 

P r e s e n t  
Jan. 1969 
Aug. 1967 

P r e s e n t  

P r e s e n t  
June 1969 
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PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF THE 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

AND THE DEPARTMENTS OF THE ARMY, NAVY, AND A I R  FORCE 

RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTRATION OF THE ACTIVITIES 

DISCUSSED I N  THIS REPORT (cont inued)  

Tenure of o f f i ce  
From 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

SECRETARY OF THE NAVY: 
John  H. Chafee 
Paul R .  I g n a t i u s  
Paul H. Nitze 

J a n .  1969 
Aug. 1967 
Nov. 1963 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 
(INSTALLATIONS AND LOGISTICS): 

Frank Sanders Feb. 1969 
Barry J .  S h i l l i t o  Apr. 1968 
Graeme C.  Bannerman Feb. 1965 

DEPARTMENT OF THE A I R  FORCE 

SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE: 
D r .  Rober t  C. Seamans, Jr, J a n .  1969 
D r .  Harold Brown Oct. 1965 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR 
FORCE (INSTALLATIONS AND LOGIS- 
TICS): 

P h i l i p  N.  whittaker May I969 
Robert  H. Char les  Nov. 1963 

To 

P r e s e n t  
J a n .  1969 
June  1967 

P r e s e n t  
Feb. 1969 
Feb. 1968 

P r e s  en t 
J a n .  1969 

P r e s e n t  
May 1969 

U.S. GAO, Wash., D.C. 
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