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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

ACF Area Cost Factor

ACO Administrative Contracting Officer

AE Architect & Engineer (services)

AF.,AF, Adjustment Factor Construction,Facilities Service

ARQOICC Assistant ROICC

CEC Civil Engineer Corps, U.S. Navy
Cco Commanding Officer
CONREP Construction Representative

DROICC Deputy ROICC

EFD,EFA Engineering Field Division, Activity

FIP Facilities Service Work In Place

FsC Facilities Support Contracts

K, KO Contracting Staff, Officer

NAVFAC Naval Facilities Engineering Command
QICC Officer In Charge of Contraction
PCAS Post Contract Award Services

PCO Procurement Contracting Officer

PWC, PWD, PWO Public Works Center, Department, Officer
QA,Q,QAE Quality Assurance, Sﬁaff, Evaluatorﬁ

ROICC Resident Officer In Charge of Construction

T Technical Staff

WIP1,2 Work In Place Type 1, Type 2
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ABSTRACT

,The Naval Facilities Engineering Cdmmand (NAVFAC) plans,
designs, constructs, maintains and repairs all buiidings and
facilitiés for‘the U.S. Navy around_the world. Building and
faciiity planning,.maintenance and fepair are the
réspohsibiiity‘of‘the NAVEAC public'worksvorgéniiatiéns.
Building and facility design ahd cbnstfuction‘ére thebb
responsibility.of thé NAVFAC construc£ion management field
offices or ROICCS‘(Résident Officer In Charge of |
Constiuction).

The following discussion begins with a brief overview of
fhe U.S.:Navy Civil Engineer Corps (CEC), the Naval:Facilities
Engineeﬁihg'Command and Navy contracting. ThevROICC field
offiée is introduced with a deséription of its‘staffing,
organization and rélationship to‘the Navy public’works
‘organization. Consolidation‘of facilities contracting
functions between‘the ROICC field office and public works
leads into a discuséidn on field office readinéss,'or the
ability>of the fieid:office to.accomplish its‘mission.

Several field office'readiness.categorybmeaSUres are
bresented, but this péper focuées on NAVFAC field office
staffing readiness aﬁd fhe staffing aigorithﬁs. ’The staffingf
,algorithm i$ a Set of equatibns used to determine the number

of required field office staff as a function of projected

1



annual facilities contracting work in place. The development
of the NAVFAC staffing algorithm is presented with analysis.
Staffing data and analysis of all NAVFAC field offices is also
presented.

The paper concludes finding success in NAVFAC’s Field
Office Readiness initiatives and closes with recommendations
for improvement in field office readiness reporting and a

brief look into the future of field office assessment.

INTRODUCTION

I chose my major report topic with the intent to learn
more about ROICC field offices in preparation for my first
Navy construction management job. If was also my desire to
benefit the Navy with my study. I began studying the NAVFAC
staffing model and algorithm in February 1999 When NAVFAC was
struggling to create a staffing model that would receive
NAVFAC wide acceptance. At this time my objective was to help
create the staffing model.

The majority of my study was done in May 1999 and by this
time an acceptable model had been created. My objective then

became to report and analyze NAVFAC algorithm development.

Civil Engineer Corps

U.S. Navy Civil Engineer Corps (CEC) Officers are the

professional engineers and architects responsible for managing
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~the planning, design, construction, operation, maintenance and
repair.of the U.S. Navy’s shore facilities around the world.
During the first ten years of a‘jnnior CEC officer’s career,
it is desirable and career enhancing to attain engineering -
work experience in three primary fields: public works, |
constrnction management and‘construction battalions (Seabees),‘
and to earn}a masters degree in engineering, urban planningbor
financiai management.b

Pubiic Works experience is attained by working for two to
three years at one of the seVen large Public Works Centers
(PWCs) covering regional areas, at a.station Public'Works
Deoartment (PWD), or by working for a smaller tenant command
on board an installation ae a Staff Civil Engineer (SCE) and
facilities manager.v Construction Battalionvor_Seabee_
experience is primarily‘earned by completing a'twovyear tour
in one of the eight active deploying Naval Mobile'Conetruction
Battalions (NMCBs) or one of the two Amphibious Construction
Battalion (ACBs). Construction management experience is
attained by workingbtwo to three years at a Resident Officer
In Charge of Construction (ROICC) office managing post—award.
government contracts_to civilian contractors for facilities
construction, maintenance and repair projects; CEC officers
earn their masters degrees by attending civilian universities

for 12 months under the Navy’s Fully Funded Graduate Education



Program. The most common masters degrees earned by CEC
officers in recent years have been in construction management,

followed by environmental engineering.

Naval Facilities Engineering Command

The Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC) is the
U.S. Navy’s facilities, installation and contingency
engineering Syétems Commana primarily serving the Navy and
Marine Corps team, but also serving Unified Commanders, the
Department of Defensé (DOD) and other fedéral agencies
(NAVFAC, 1999). The Navy has hundreds of naval shore
facilities worldwide that are like small cities with
hospitals, airfields, power plants, utility systems, housing,
stores, office buildings, etc. NAVFAC provides overall
facilities engineering, management, planning, design,
construction, mainteﬁance and repair oversight to all naval
shore facilities. NAVFAC also provides technical and
management support for real estate acquisition and disposal,
Base Realignment and Closure, and environmental projects and
programs.

Regional oversight is delegated by NAVFAC to four
Engineering Field Divisions (EFDs: Atlantic, Southern,
Southwest and Northern) and five Engineering Field Activities

(EFAs: Mediterranean, Chesapeake, Midwest, West and




Northwest). Under the EFDs and EFAs are the installation, or

“field”, ROICC offices (Figure 1).

' Figure 1. NAVFAC Organization
* ‘
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NAVEAC’svanhual volume of business is approximately $8
billion. Of that amount, more than $4.3‘billion is in fixed
pricé, competitively.bid military construction and repair
‘ cohtracts awarded tQ private businesses. About $1.9 billion
- is expended at Public Works centers, of which $1 biliidn is in
contracts awarded in the priVate sector. NAVFAC and its
subbrdinate commands ha&e a workforce of about 18,000 éivilian
and military personngl (NAVFAC, 1999). NAVFAC Headquarters is

at the Washington Navy Yard, Washington D.C.




U.S. NAVY CONTRACTING

Contracting between public and private entities,
especially with the U.S. federal government, varies
significantly from contracting between private parties.
Actions that are legitimate in private contracting are not
allowed in the public arena. The primary reason for this
is the protection of the public good. 1In public
contracting taxpayer money ié spent and the federal
government has the responsibility to spend that money
wisely, and in ways that benefit the public or nation as a
whole (CECOS, 1997).

U.S. Navy contracting is regulated by several laws,
among these are the U.S. Constitution, the Armed Services
Procurement Act of 1947, the Defense Acquisition Workforce
Improvement Act (DAWIA) of 1990, the Federal Acquisition
Streamlining Act of 1994, and a number of U.S. Codes such
as the Small Business Act, Davis-Bacon Act, Buy American
Act, and Fair Labor Standards Act. Additionally, U.S. Navy
contracting is governed by the Federal Acquisition
Regulation (FAR), the Department of Defense FAR Supplement
(DFARS), the Navy Acquisition Procedures Supplement (NAPS)
and the NAVFAC P-68 Contracting Manual. Together, these

regulations define required Navy contracting procedure. No
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one of these regulations is complete by itself (CECOS,
1997).
- The Navy contracting process occurs in three phases:

planﬁing, formation and administration. 1In the planning

~stage, the customer’s project requirements are developed.

Formation involves contract solicitation and award.

Administration is assuring perfOrmance of contract terms
after award;> The EFAs are most involved in the formation N

phase. EFA degree of involvement with contract formation

depends on the staffing of each ROICC office. Some ROICC

offices have the staffing to do more of their own contract

solicitation and award work than other ROICC offices and
therefore require less assistance from ﬁheir‘EFA with
contract formation. Of the three phases, post-award
contract administration is the primary focus of the ROICC

field office.

'THE ROICC OFFICE

Staffing

There are several positions in the ROICC office.
Leading the organization is a mid-grade to senior CEC

officer with the title of Resident Officer In Charge of

‘Construction (ROICC) or Deputy Resident Officer In Charge

.



of Construction (DROICC) depending on the office
relationship with the local PWC or PWD and regional EFA or
EFD. A civilian Resident Engineer typically serves in a
supervisory rolé to assist the ROICC/DROICC. Junior CEC
officers serve as Assistant Resident Officers In Charge of
Construction (AROICCs) as Project Managers to manage post-
award contract construction.

Other positions in the ROICC office include the 1102
ContractkSpecialists who have oﬁerall responsibility for
all contract processes and documents. Supporting the
AROICC in project management are Project Engineers or
Project Architects, and Construction Representatives
(CONREPs). The CONREP primarily monitors the contractor
for quality, progress, labor, safety, Buy America Act, etc.
Also in the office are clerks and assistants to provide
administrative support. Typical small, medium and large

ROICC office organizations are shown in figures 2, 3 and 4

(CECOS, 1997).




“Figuvre 2. Small ROICC Office ‘
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Figure 4. Large ROICC Office
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The ROICC, AROICCs and 1102 Contract Specialists are
Contracting Officers (KO). Only Contracting Officers can
enter into, administer and modify contracts. They are also
responsible for ensuring performance of all necessary
actions for effective contracting (CECOS, 1997).

ROICC offices are staffed based on the experience of
the ROICC officers in charge and the EFAs. The number of
office staff is determined based on the number and size of
the contracts, nature and complexity of work, construction
physical constraints, geographic location, staff
experience, etc. As the amount of construétion work in the
office increases or décreases, so doés the number of office

staff.
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In Navy contracting, it is required that a single

individual performs only one of the three following

functions: 1) initiation of the requirement, 2) contract
awafd, and 3) receipt, inspection and acceptence of
services (CECOS, 1997). This requirement serves to prevent
collusion and fraud, and protect the public good. To meet
this requirement, ROICC contracts are awarded by an office
Contract Specialist and work is monitored, inspected and

accepted by an ARQOICC, Project Engineer and CONREP.

ROICC and Public Works

| Most navel stations around the world have a Public
Works organization and a separate, but related, ROICC
organization. Typically, a station Public Works cfficer
also heads the ROICC‘crganization (Fig. 5). To this day,
both the Public Wcrks and ROICC organizatione'award and

administer contracts for facilities construction,

‘maintenance and repair, but this will change and will be

discussed later. Although both offices award facilities
contracts, there has been a difference in the contracts

awarded and managed by the two offices.
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Figure 5. Command & Control
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Traditionally, the ROICC field offices have awarded
and managed higher dollar facilities construction,
maintenance and repair contracts which involve
sophisticated engineering, design and quality control.
Public Works organizations have also.administered
facilities construction, maintenance and repair contracts,
but the work has been less sophisticated with limited
technical design and typically lower dollar amounts.
Public Works has also administered facilities services
contracts such as base operating services, janitorial and
grounds maintenance services from their Facilities Support
Contracts (FSC) offices.

Although the difference in contracting has been clear

among the staff of the Public Works and ROICC
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organizétions, the difference has causéd much cﬁstomer
confusion. At one time,.a single custémefméy have a
facilities project managed by the ROICC offiée and othefs
managed by Public Works. When a éustdmer defermines a need
for a new facilities project, or has a questioh about an
ongoing’projeCt,cthey usually don’t know whether to.contact

the ROICC office or Public Works.

CONSOLIDATION

'In 1996, NAVFAC began meéting with the EFDs andkPWCS‘
in “EFD/PWC Suﬁmit Meetings” in an effort to improve NAVFAC
facilities coﬁtracting services. From these meetings came
a significant‘change in NAVFAC busineés. It was determined
that Public Works and ROICC contracting service§ should be
consolidated to reduce redundancies, realize'eCOhomies of
scale, improve efficiéncy‘and save money. Aé part of this
consolidation, a sfandard combined'ROICC Fieldkoffide'Modei
‘was defined (Fig. 6) and NAVFAC construction Qork waé |

divided into two types, Type I and Type II (NAVFAC, 1998).
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Figure 6. Field Office Model
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Type I and Type II Work

Type I construction involves sophisticated engineering

and design, or reqﬁires plans and specifications. Type I

construction includes:

e Construction involving structural engineering, fire
protection, high voltage electrical work or high risk
safety hazards regardless of the size or complexity of
the project.

e Construction work that would require a licensed
Professional Engineer or Registered Architect’s seal to
obtain a building permit.

e Construction requiring Professional Engineers to design

and manage construction
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e Environmental work executed by contract (NAVFAC, 1998)

" Type II construction requires limited technical desion
and can be executed by delivery‘ordervor task order
~contracts, or in?house PWC or PWD forces. Type II
construction is:

. Less sophisticated maintenance Qork with incidental
construction and cosmetic renovation.

¢ Work that could receive a building permit‘without a
licensed Professional Engineer or Registered Architect’s

seal (NAVFAC, :1998).

These definitions of Type I and Type II work help to
establish minimum professional guidelines for design and
execution of NAVEAC construction work.

As mentioned earlier, there was a desire to reduce
contracting redundancies. ROICC offices had 1102 Contract
- Specialists (K, for contract staff) awarding Type I
contracts and Public Works alSo-had 1102 Contract
Specialists (K) awarding facilities services and Type II
contracts. ROICC offices had Project Engineers (T, for
teohnical’staff) to provide technioal engineering support
for»Type I'oontracted projects, and Public Works had

| Engineering Techs (T) to provide technical Support for more
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technically sophisticated facilities maintenance contracts
to maintain utility and fire protection systems. ROICC
offices had Engineering Techs and CONREPs (Q, for quality
assurance staff) to monitor contractor performance in the
field, inspect and accept work, and Public Works had 1101
Quality Assurance Evaluators (Q) to inspect and accept work

on Type II and facilities services contracts.

11xx Transfer

From the EFD/PWC Summit Meetings, NAVFAC developed the
*11xx Transfer” to reduce facilities contracting
redundancies and improve contracting efficiency. The
Public Works 1102 Contract Specialists and Type II 1101
Quality Assurance Evaluators would be transferred to the
ROICC offices to consolidate the two contracting offices
into one. The Facilities Support Contracts office
Engineering Techs (T) and Quality Assurance Evaluators (Q)
would remain in the Public Works organization but work
closely with the ROICC field office. This 1lxx Transfer is
illustrated in Figure 6.1 and the ROICC Field Office Model
was created as shown previously in Figure 6. The Field
Office Model incorporates all elements of the 11xx
Transfer. 1It’s important to note that the ROICC Field

Office Model is not an organizational chart. It is a
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functional chart illustrating the relationships of

contracting functions.

Figure 6.1 11xx Transfer

Public Works | ' ROICC

Type II Type I K
‘ . T
Q

FSC

‘As a result of the 1llxx Transfer, engineer-acquisition
talent is pooled,:ecohomies of scale afe realizéd and
delivery costs ére reduced. NAVFAC acquisition offices at
the Public Works éenters; Enginéering Field Divisions and
'Engiheering Field Activities totaled 17 in 1997. 1In 1998,
‘fPublic Works Center San Francisco was closed‘entirely. In
;999.all Public Wofks Center acquisition offices will be
clésed with contrécting fﬁnctions transferred to the
-Eﬁgiheering Field Di&isions and Engineeriﬁg Field
AétiVities to bring the number of NAVFAC’acquisition '
offides down to 9. Financial savings in 2000 will be‘$23.7
million and overheéd contracting staff will decrease by 106

personnel.
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FIELD OFFICE READINESS

In August 1998,.the NAVFAC Operations Group was tasked
to develop a system to measufe field office readiness, or
office ability to perform its mission. First, field office
criteria to be measured had to be identified follerd by
development of specific measures for each criteria. These
readiness measures had to incorporate the changes in the
field offices caused by the 1llxx Transfer and the Field
Office Model. The Operations Group referred to an already
established readiness reporting system in use for years
with the operational Naval Mobile Construction Battalions.
That readiness reporting system is most commonly called
SORTS which stands for Status Of Resources and Training
System. In December 1998, NAVFAC hosted the first Field
Office Readiness Assessment Meeting at the Navy Yard in
Washington D.C. The meeting was attended by the NAVFAC,
EFD and EFA Operations Officers. From this meeting came
the draft “beta version” Field Office Readiness Assessment
Sysfem (FORAS), the predecessor to the NFOR NAVFAC Field
Office Readiness reporting system.

The readiness criteria that received the most
attention and debate was ROICC office staffing. Each EFD

developed their own staffing model and presented it during
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the December 1998 meeting. The LANTDIV staffing model was
‘the most established and was adopted for development of the

'NAVFAC model.

The LANTDIV Staffing Model

’The‘LANTDIV staffing model was originally created to
determine staffing requirements for LANTDIV ROICC field
offices. The LANTDIV model was actually é group of six
.staffing models based on office functiéns, and a seventh
staffing model for the total nﬁmber of office stéff (Br) .
The six ﬁodels were for pre?award 1102 Contract Specialist
procurement staff (K,), military (CEC) and civilian AROICC
post-award contract adminiStrators (K¥1and Km),'Projeét
Engineers (T), CONREPs and Engineering Techs (Q), and
administrative support staff (A). 1It’s important to note
the'LANTDIV model only considered Type I work.

First, the total annual work for the office (Wp) is

determined by:
‘Wr = (We + Wr)/ (Area Cost Factor x NAVFAC Cost Indei)

Where We is the office annual construction WIP and Wi is the
office annual lease—construct‘WIP/B, both in millions of

dollars. WIP is Work In Place which means the value of
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construction work put in place during a period, in this
case one year.

If Wp < $70 million, total office bodies is:
Br = 3 + Wg/2.16

Or in the vy = mx + b slope-intercept equation form:
Br = .4630Wy + 3

And staffing by function is:

Ko =1+ We/17.5 = .0571Wr + 1

Kam= .5 + W¢/13 = .0769Wp + .5
Kac = .5 + Wr/13 = .0769Wp + .5
T = We/21 = .0476Wr
Q =1+ Wp/6.5 = ,1538Wp + 1
A = We/20 = .0500Wr |

And Br = Ko+ Kam + Kaic + T + Q + A .
For Wy > $70 million, total office bodies is:

By = 35.35 + (Wp -70)/4.25 = .2353Wy + 18.88

20




And staffing by function is:

Ko = 5.00 + (Wp-70)/70 = .0143W; + 4.00
Kan = 5.88 + (Wr -70)/24 = .0417W; + 2.96
Kac = 5.88 + (Wp -70)/24 = .0417W; + 2.96

T = 3.33 + (Wp -70)/44 02270y + 1.74

Q = 11.77 + (Wr -70)/12 .0833W; + 5.94

A = 3.50 + (Wr-70)/40 = .0250W; + 1.75
Again, By = Ko+ Kan + Kac + T + Q + A .

Taking tofal annual work Wr from $0 to $120 million,
using an Area Cost Factor = 1 and a NAVFAC Cost Index =1,
staffihg numbers are calculated in Table 1 and graphed in’
Figure 7. 1In Table 1 and Figure 7 ‘(in the LANTDIV model),
K. = Kam + Kac and Kam = Kac , therefore K, = 2Kun = 2Kac .
Also, K. =Qand T = A. 1In Figul;e 7, the lines from top to
bottom are Br, Ka and Q, Kan and Kaic, Kp, and finally, T and

A.
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Table 1. LAN TDIV Stafﬁng Model

Bt. Kp. Kam' Kac. Ka: T, Q A
e T e e
e — : 5
2773 a4 T2 72
26 ‘ 4 4 4 g ..... - 2 U ‘_9 3
34 5 s io 3 0 s
3%, 5. 8 6 12 3 120 4
3 5 6 6 13 4 13 4
/(iR TR FER ST} R S T P}
275 Td T TTd
45, 6 8 8 15 4 15 5
476 8 B8 16 4 16 5

The LANTDIV model equations change at $70 million due
to economies of scale because less office staff is required
per million dollars WIP above $70 million. The total bodies
staffing (Br) line slope decreases from .463 to .235,
showing that about half the staff is required per million
dollars WIP above $70 million. The LANTDIV model reflects
the Navy contracting requirement that a single individual
performs only oﬁe of the three following functions: 1)
initiation of the requirement, 2) contract award, and 3)
receipt, inspection and acceptance of serviées. This is

illustrated with Wy = 0 which gives By = 3.
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Example. Given ROICC Anywhere with Wr = $86 million,

determine required office staffing.

Solution:

By = 35.35 + (86-70)/4.25 = 39.11

K, = 5 + (86-70)/70 = 5.23 5  1102s

Kun = 5.88 + (86-70)/24 = 6.55 7  CEC AROICCs
Koo = 5.88 + (86-70)/24 = 6.55 6  Civ. AROICCs
T = 3.33 + (86-70)/44 = 3.69 4 Engineers

Q = 11.77 + (86-70)/12 = 13.10 13  CONREPs

A = 3.5+ (86-70)/40 = 3.90 4  Admin Support

39 Total Staff

(LANTDIV,1998).

Developing the NAVFAC Model

NAVFAC-wide field office WIP and staffing data had
been collected prior to the December 1998 NAVFAC Field
Office Readiness Assessment Meeting. From the December

meeting, came the “Scenario C” staffing model:

Construction Staffing (K, T, Q & A) =

Class I WIP/(2.4 x AF) + Class II WIP/ (1.5 x AF)

Service Staffing (K only) = WIP/ (1.5 x'AF)

- 24




where Class I WIP is annual WIP in millions of doilars.on
‘cohtracte valued at overI$500,000, and Class.II WIP is
annual WIP in miliions of dollars on contracts valued at
less than $500,000. In the service staffing model, FIP is
Facilities Services In Place, or the annual ﬁalue of |
‘facilities'service contracts. The “Adjustment Factor”fAF

is:
Adjustment Factor (AF) = (ACF-1)/2 + 1

and ACF is the Area Cost Factor. Area cost factors are
based on a bi-annual survey of local costs for a market
basket of 10 laborvcrafte, 20 construction materials, and 4
- equipment items. These labor, materials, and equipment
(LME) items are representative of the types of products and
services used to construct most military facilities. The
survey covers a list of 254 cities that includes 96 Base
Cities (two per state in the continental US), 103 |
additicnal cities in the.continental U.S.,'and 55 citiee

- outside the continental United States (NAVFAC, 1999).

The Area Cost Factor is-used in the staffing model to
cohsider the differing cost of construction around the
‘worid. Constructing a 100 room barracks costs
significantly more in Iceland than in Virginia, but both
places require the same number of field office staff to

25




construct the identical building. Area cost factors for

some NAVAFC ROICC field office areas are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Area Cost Factors
Souda Bay, Crete 74

Charleston, SC .86
Jacksonville, FL .90
Washington, DC .96
Key West, FL 1.08
San Diego, CA 1.15
Sicily 1.22

Pearl Harbor, HI 1.48
Diego Garcia, BIOT 2.45
lceland 3.20

The Adjustment Factor adjusts the Area Cost Factor
towards 1. An ACF of .97 becomes an AF of .985, an ACF of
3.0 becomes an AF of 2.0, and Ian‘ACF of 1.57 becomes an AF
of 1.265 (NAVFAC, 1999).

The “Scenario C” staffing model results are shown in
Table 3 based on fiscal year 1998 data. Table 3
illustrates the difference between Scenario C staffing
algorithm and NAVFAC field office staffing on board.

Staffing “Construction Delta” equals “Construction On
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Board” staffing minus *Construction Algorithm” staffing and
Staffing “*FSC (Facilities Support Contracts) Delta” equals

“FSC On Board” staffing minus “FSC Algorithm” staffing.

 Table 3. Scenario C Algorlthm

i Consﬁr 3} FYOBMs R
" Stafing  Constr nst
Algerithm  On-Board™ ™ D¢

SouthDiv' 253 283

EFA Midwest 44, vy

SouthDiv PWCs': 16: 43,

i SWDiv. 435 220
EFAWest: o 7
SRR s

: SWDiv PWCs' 66° 69,

"Pac Div (w/o Ja ban) : 108: 157

PacDiv (Japan): 31; 67.

" "PacDivPWCs! 35 45
LANTOPS 232 276
_LANTOPS PWC! 34 80

NorhBi T2 - Ge

NorthDiv PWCs 21 16° 15
EFA Ches! 136 0: -177,
EFA Ches PWC 18’ o -89.

EFA Med' 54. )

Totals " fedz  i636 L0 T FeTTUEER T @er T TUT4TS

PositiVe deltas indicate an on board staffing surplus
compared to the algorithm staffing, negative deltas
‘ihdicate'on bbard staffing shortage. |

The goal in developing the NAVFAC staffiﬁg model was
to create an algorithm that‘calculatés a field office
staffing sufficient to accomplish the office’s facilities
contracting mission. If a field 6ffi¢e is understaffed by
say 7 peopie to execute its mission, then the'élgofithm
shoUlé exceed the on board staffing by about‘7. Likewise,

if an office is overstaffed by 5, then the on board staff
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should exceed the algorithm by 5. For the EFAs and EFDs,
their deltas are the sum of the deltas of their field
offices.

Table 3 staffing data is incomplete for EFA West, EFA
Ches, EFA Ches PWC and EFA Med because zeros appear in the
Construction Algorithm or On Board columns. Zeros in the
FSC On Board column for LANTOPS, NorthDiv and NorthDiv PWCs
don’t necessarily indicate incomplete data for those groups
because the Scenario C algorithm only counts FSC 1102
Contract Specialists On Board, and for fiscal year 1998
these groups might have had no 1102 Contract Specialists in
any of their field offices.

Looking at the Total Deltas, most groups are negative.
SouthWestiv has a very large negative Total Delta.
SouthDiv PWCs, PacDiv, LANTOPS and NorthDiv have positive
Total Deltas.

Accurate conclusions about Table 3 can’t be drawn dué
to lack of information. Table 3 data comes from the early
stages in the NAVFAC staffing model development. Table 3
is from a spreadsheet that changed many times to produce
seVeral spreadsheet versions in attempts to create the
NAVEAC'model. It’s unknown which spreadsheet version is
reflected in Table 3 and no easily accessible records exist

to determine the different versions. Also, data accuracy
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' is uncertain. This discussion of the Scenario C model was
presented for a familiarization of the origin of the NAVFAC

staffing model development.

FORAS

' The draft Field Office Readiness Assessment System
*beta Version” came from theDecember 1998 meetihg. Field
Officevcriteria’identified‘for measure included persohnel
staffing (PER), staff qualifications and training (TNG) and
office equipment (EQP). Staff qualificationvcriteria
identified included measufes for DAWIA (Defense Acquisition
onrkforce Improvement Act)rtraining (ING D1), professional
registration (TNG R1) and’quality'assurance training (TNG
Ql). Equipment criteria identified were vehicles (EQP Vl)
aﬁd informatioh technology (EQP IT1). Each criteria
measured would be categorized by a readiness rating similar
to the SORTS Cl througﬁ ¢4 ratings. The retings were
defined as:

;glz Fully meets mission requirements.

gg:vSubstantially meets mission requirements with only
minor difficulty.

C3: Only marginally meets missioh requiremente, but
with majorvdifficulty.

C4: Does not meet mission requirements.
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The December meeting was followed up by conference calls in
January 1999 for further FORAS development.

in February 1999, NAVFAC tasked the EFDs and EFAs to
report readiness on each field office uéing the draft Field
Office Readiness Assessment System “beta version”. With
their report submissions, the EFDs ahd EFAs were also asked
to comment on their thoughts and concerns about the beta

version. These reports were due and received by 3 March

1999.

NFOR

In late March 1999, the second Field Office
Readiness Assessment meeting was held, again at the Navy.
Yard in Washington D.C. During this meeting, the results
of the Field Office Readiness Assessment System beta |
version reports, and corresponding thoughts and concerns,
were presented and discussed. The following changes were

made:

1) Readiness Reporting Frequency: Change to quarterly from

monthly.

2) staffing Algorithm:

a) Replace “Class I WIP” and “Class II WIP” with WIP; and

WIP; (Type I WIP and Type II WIP).
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4)

b)Include facilities service model in with the Type 1
and Type II model to create one algorithm for total
~office staffing.
c) Make two staffing algorithms, the first for Type I WIP
" less than $70 million, the second fbr TYPE I WIP
greater than $7O millionf
d) Agreed on denominator constants to best reflect
sufficienﬁ field office staffing.

e) Apply overall 15% increase to overseas offices.

f) Algorithm is only acceptable for use as a readiness

measure, not to be used to allocate staff to field

-offices.

Professional Registration: Change measure from requiring

all Lieutenants to have PE or RA, to only requiring

Lieutenants with 8 or more years service.

Technical Training:

a) Include QAEs.

b)Updafe méasuré per draft NAVFAC P-445, Construction
Cohtract Quality Management.

Information Technology:

- a) Redistribute measure weights.

)

b) Modify and add criteria, make less stringent.

Review C Ratings: Review C ratings for each measure.

Final Rating:
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a) Change from lowest of PER, TNG and IT, to summation of

weights of each measure.

b) Require input for ROICC and EFD CO subjective office

readiness rating.

8) Name Readiness Assessment System: “NAVFAC Field Office

Readiness”

These changes produced the NAVFAC Field Office Readiness

(NFOR) Full Production Version 1.0 .

NFOR 1.0

The following are the field office readiness measures
from the NAVFAC Field Office Readiness (NFOR) Full

Production Version 1.0, April 1999.

PERSONNEL STAFFING (PER)

1. Overall Staffing Rating. Field office staffing will be

compared against the field office staffing algorithm.

An overall staffing rating will be computed as follows:

Actual Office Staffing

Staffing Algorithm
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2. Actual Office Staffing. Actual office staffing is the

Full Time Equivalent (FTE, end of the last month of
quarter} to correspond with quarterly reporting
requirement) including military, civilian, and contractor

personnel assigned to the field office.

3. Staffing Algorithm.

A. For WIP, < $70M,

WIP; WIP, B FIP ‘
Staffing = ~-——=—==-—- 4 ——————————— 4 e ———————
' 1.8 x AF, 1 x AF. 2 X AFg

B. For WIP; > $70M,

70 (WIP;~70) WIP, FIP

~Staffing = ~——————- + e + mm—m———— + ——————=
1.8 x AF. 4 x AF,. 1 x AF. 2 x AF,

C. A factor of 1.15 (15% increase) is applied to the

entire staffing algorithm for OCONUS (overseas) field

offices.r

D. The staffing model factors are:
1) WIP (Work In Place) = the annual dollar amount of
facilities construction, maintenance and rgpair work

scheduled/completed, including materials and labor.
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2) WIP; = WIP on Type I contracts in millions of
dollars, work involves sophisticated engineering and
design, plans.and specifications.

3) WIP, = WIP on Type II contracts in millions of

dollars, work involves limited technical design.

4) FIP = WIP on facilities services contracts.
5) AFc = adjustment factor, construction
= (ACF - 1)/2 + 1
6) AFs = adjustment factor, facilities services
= (ACF - 1)/3 + 1
7) ACF = Area Cost Factor (NAVFAC, 1999).

4. Readiness Measure. Calculate the office OSR and apply

the OSR to the below criteria to determine the office PER C

readiness rating.

Personnel
Staffing
OSR Range Rating
>1 Cl
.8 to <1 C2
.6 to <.8 C3
< .6 c4
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le. . Given: ROICC Tahoe, ACF = 1.13, projects the

5. Examp

WIP,
-WIP;
FIP

and has t

NEFENBD WD R RF N
|

.following annual workload:

(Type I Construction) = $35M
(Type II Construction) = $ 5M
Facilities Service Contracts = $12M

he following staffing:

LCDR ROICC

LTJG ARQICC

GS-13 Supervisory General Englneer

GS-13 Supervisory 1102 Contracts Specialist
GS-11 1102 Contract Specialist '

GS-12 Engineers-

GS-9 Construction Representatives

CASU secretary/payroll clerk

Title II inspector

Administrative Assistants

Total Staff = 21

Calculate

field office staffing readiness.

Solution:

Adjustment Factor (AF.)

Adjustment Factor (AF,)

Staffing

(ACF-1)/2 + 1

(1.13 - 1)/2 +1 = 1.06

(ACF-1)/3 + 1

]
=
.
(@]
'h .

(1.13 - 1)/3 + 1

35 | 5 12
R ———— e e ————— ‘ 4+ ————————— ——— = 28
1.8 x 1.06 1 x 1.06 2 x 1.04
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Actual Office Staffing :
OSR = ———————==———————m = 21/28 = .75

Staffing Algorithm
.6 < OSR < .8, Personnel (PER) C.Rating = C3
Office only marginally meets mission requirements, but with
major difficulty.

In this example, a C3 Personnel C Rating may
accurately reflect ROICC Tahoe’s staffing readiness, or the
ROICC Tahoe Personnel C Rating might actually be C2 due to
other factors ihvolved but not accounted for in the
measure. If the ROICC and EFD believe the Personnel C
Rating is C2, they must report this and briefly describe

the factors involved in the office readiness report.

6. Area Cost Factor. Table 4 calculates algorithm

staffing numbers for various NAVFAC field office Area Cost
Factors. Constant values for WIP; , WIP, and FIP are used.
The results from Table 4 are graphed in Figure 8. 1In
Figure 8, the lines from top to bottom are ACF = .74, .86,
.96, 1.08, 1.22, 1.48, 2.45 and 3.20. These Area Cost
Factors correspond to the NAVFAC field offices in Souda Bay
Crete, Charleston SC, Washington D.C., Key West FL, Sicily,
Pearl Harbor HI, Diego Garcia BIOT and Iceland. Both Table
4 and Figure 8 illustrate field office staff decreases with
increasing Area Cost Factor, as expected.
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Table 4. NFOR Model, Various ACFs, Constant WIPs and FIPs

1)ACF 0.74 AFc 0.87 2)ACF 0.86 AFc 0.93 3)ACF 0.96 AFc 0.98
Souda Bay AFs 0.91 Charleston ‘AFs 0.95 Wash DC AFs 0.99
o Algorithm Algorithm ~ Algorithm
WIP1 WIP2 FIP  Staffing WIP1 WIP2 FIP Staffing WIP1 WIiP2 FIP  Staffing
10 2 2 9.8 10 2 2 9.2 10 2 2 8.7
20 2 2 16.2 20 2 2 15.1 20 2 2 14.4
3 2 2 226 30 2 2 211 30 2 2 20.1
40 2 2 28.9 40 2 2 271 40 2 2 25.7
- 50 3 3 '37.0 50 3 3 347 50 '3 3 32.9
60 3 3 43.4 60 3 3 40.6 60 3 3 38.6
70 3 3 49.8 70 3 3 46.6 70 3 3 443
80 3 3 52.7 80 3 3 49.3 80 3 3 46.8
90 4 4 §7.2 90 4 4 53.6 90 4 4 50.9
100 4 4 60.1 100 4 4 56.3 100 4 4 53.4
110 4 4 63.0 110 4 4 59.0 110 4 4 56.0|
120 4 4 65.9 120 4 4 61.7] 120 4 4 58.5
4)ACF 1.08 AFc 1.04 §)ACF 1.15 AFc 1.08 6)ACF 1.22 AFc 1.11
Key West - AFs 1.03 San Diego AFs 1.05 Sicily AFs 1.07
.Algorithm Algorithm | Algorithm
WIP1 WIP2 FIP  Staffing WIP1 WIP2 FIP Staffing WIP1 WIP2 FIP  Staffing
10 2 2 8.2 10 2 2 8.0 10 2 2 1.7
20 2 2 13.6 20 2 2 13.1 20 2 2 12.7
30 2 2 18.9 30 2 2 18.3 30 2 2 17.7
40 2 2 243 40 2 2 23.5 40 2 2 228
50 3 3 311 50 3 3 . 30.1 50 3 -3 29.1
60 3 3 36.4 60 3 3 35.2 60 3 3 34.1
70 3 3 417 70 3 3 404 70 3 3 39.1
80 3 3 441 80 3 3 42.7 80 3 3 414
90 4 4 48.0 90 4 4 46.5 90 4 4 45,0
100 4 4 50.4 100 4 4 48.8 100 4 4 47.3
110 4. 4 52.8 110 4 4 51.1 110 4 4 49.5
120 4 4 55.2 120 4 4 53.4 120 4 4 '51.8
6)ACF 1.48 AFc 1.24 T)ACF 2.45 AFc 1.73 8)ACF 320  AFc 2.10
Pearl Harbor AFs 1.16 Diego Garcia AFs 1.48 | lceland - - AFs 1.73
‘ Algorithm Algorithm Algorithm
WIP1 WIP2 FIP Staffing WIP1 WIP2 FIP  Staffing WIP1 WIP2 FIP  Staffing
10 2 2 - 7.0 10 2 2 5.1 10 2 2 42
20 2 2 114 20 2 2 8.3 20 2 2 68
30 2 2 15.9 30 2 2 11.5 30 2 2 - 95
40 2 2 204 40 2 2 14.7 40 2 2 121
50 3 3 26.1 50 3 3 18.9 50 3 3 15.5
60 3 3 30.6 60 3 3 221 60 3 3 18.2
70 3 3 35.1 .70 3 3 253 70 3 3 20.8
80 3 3 371 80 3 3 26.7 80 3 3 220
90 4 4 40.3 20 4 4 29.1 90 4 4 240
100 4 4 424 100 4 4 30.6 100 4 4 25.1
110 4 4 44 4 110 4 4 32.0 110 4 4 263
120 4 4 46.4 120 4 4 33.5 120 4 4

27.5
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Again referring to Table 4, in Seuda Bay, Crete, a
staff of 60 is required to accomplish $100M WIP,, $4M WI?Z
~and $4M FIP. 1In Iceland, only a staff of 25 is required
for the same construction dollar figures because
construction is significantly more expensive.in Iceland.
Similarly, neglecting WIP, and FIP, the algorithm tells us a
$100M construction project in Iceland is equivalent to a
$35M project in Souda Bay. Both projects require'25 field

office staff. |

_inetead of comparing the two extremes, let’s look at
Waehington b.C. and Pearl Harbor. 1In Waahington D.C.; $50M
WIP;, $3M WIPz and $3M FIP‘requires a field office staff of
33. 1In Pearl Harbor construction is more expensive ahd the
same constfuction dellar values only require a filed’office

staff of 26.

7. NFOR vs. Actual Staffing. The NFOR staffing algorithm
was developed with the spreadsheet shown in Table 5.

Table 5 calculates NFOR algorithm staffing for all NAVEAC
field offices, compares the algorithm staffing against_
actuai en board staff, and determines individuai office PER

C Readiness ratings.
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Table 5. NFOR Staffing vs. Actual

Algorithm explanation:

Where:
WIP1 = Construction Type | WIP
WIP2 = Construction Type il WIP
FIP = FSC WIP (Service contract WIP)
1.8 = Type 1 denominator factor (4 for WIP1 > 70M)
1 = Type tl denominator factor
2 = FSC denominator factor
AFc = Adjustment factor for construction (AFc = (ACF-1)/2 + 1)
AFs = Adjustment factor for services (AFs = (ACF-1)/3 + 1)

A factor of 1.15 (15% increase) is applied to the entire staffing algorithm for O'CONUS field offices.

Algorithm explanation: When WIP1 > $70M

Construction Staffing includes military, KPco, KAco, T, Q and A for construction, Type I and Il
FSC Staffing includes KPco, KAco only (the 11XX transfer billets)

FACTORS: CHANGING THESE FACTORS AFFECTS SUMMARY BELOW AND FOLLOWING SPREADSHEETS

8 OS LANT 1.15 c2 08
0S8 PAC 1.15 c3 0.6
$70M 4
FACTOR

Type | Factor
Type Ii Factor
Service Factor
Afc Factor
Afs Factor

Summary:

WGNNaa

Constr FSC Total
Staffing Constr  Constr | Staffing FSC FSC Staffing Total Total c c
Algorithm _ On-Board _ Deita | Algorithm On-Board  Delta | Algorithm On-Board _Delta | FACTOR | RATING

35 -1 338 276 62| 082
26 187 174 13| 082
247 183 64 074
105 7] 107

LANTOPS 293 242 52
EFA NORTH 158 148 -10
EFA CHES 218 159
EFA MED*

- W NN

LANT TOTAL
SOUTH
EFA MW

SOUTH TOTAL
PAC
PAC TOTAL T

SWEST
EFA WEST
EFA NW
SWEST TOTAL

TOTAL
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Taking a look at the summary chart in Table 5, Total

‘Deltas are: LantDiv -133, SouthDiv -28, PacDiv 93 and

SouthWestDiv -137. The NAVFAC Total Delta is -205. C
Ratings are: LantDiv 2, SouthDiv 2, PacDiv 1 and
SouthWestDiv 3 for an overall 2 NAVFAC C Rating.‘ NAVFAC
and the EFDs agreed these C ratings properly reflected
existing field office readiness.

Ianable 5, all EFD Total‘Deltas are negative except
for PacDiv. This deserves a closer look. Looking at the
Pachv numbers in the Table 5 spreadsheet, all PacDhiv field
office Total Deltas are iess than 5 except for Pearl Harbor
where the Total Delta is a high 98. This leads us to
believe the Pearl Harbor field office is well overstaffed.

Pearl Harbor has a 1.77 C»Factor (Overall staffing
Rating). Also under PacDiv there are Overall Staffing
Ratings of 2.46 at Singapore and 6.26 at Chinhae, but these
are small offices both with Total Deltas of 3. Although
the Pearl Harbor Overallzstaffing Rating is‘smaller, on
board’staffing is significantly larger at 225 and algorithm

staffing is at 127.
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DAWIA Training (TNG D1)

1. The Defense Acquisition Workforce Improvement Act
(DAWIA) of 1990 establishes minimum requirements in
education and contract experience and training for
Department of Defense military and civilian Contracting

Officers (KO).

o

2. The DAWIA training readiness measure is % attainment of
DAWIA requirements appropriate for personnel grade and

series:

Actual Number of Personnel meeting
DAWIA requirements for grade/series

Total Number of Personnel requiring DAWIA
for grade and series

ROICC field office DAWIA requirements by grade and
series are defined in the NAVFAC P-68 Contracting Manual.
Ensign AROICCs and newly hired contracting personnel with
less than 12 months on board should not be included in the
D1 calculation. Within their first 12 months on board,
these personnel should compléte all requirements for DAWIA
Level I certification. if these personnel complete DAWIA
Level I requirements prior to 12 months on board, then they
should be included in the D1 calculation to improve the

field office DAWIA training readiness rating.
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3. Readiness Measure. Calculate D1 and refer to thé below

criteria to determine the office TNG Dl readiness rating.

DAWIA
Readiness
OSR Range Rating
.8 to 1 } Cl
.6 to .7 Cc2
.3 to .5 C3

< .3 c4

Professional Registration (TNG R1)

1. The professional registration Rl calculation is:
~ Number of Registered Engineers
and Registered Architects (Include all)

Number of LTs (with 8 years or more service) and above
plus GS13s (800 series) and above

2. Readiness Measure. Calculate Rl and refer to the

criteria below to determine the office TNG Rl readiness

rating.
Professional
v Registration
OSR Range Rating

.7 to .1 Cl

.4 to .6 C2

.2 to .3 C3

< .2 Cc4
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Quality Assurance Training (TNG Q1)

1. The Quality Assurance readiness measure is % attainment
of quality assurance requirements appropriate for personnel

grade and series:

Number of QA Training
Requirements Met for all grades and series

Total Number of QA Training Requirements
for all grades and series
ROICC field office quality assurance training
requirements by grade and series are defined in the NAVFAC
P-445 Construction Contract Quality Management and NAVFAC

P-68 Contracting Manual.

2. Readiness Measure. Calculate Q1 and refer to the

criteria below to determine the office TNG Q1 readiness

rating.

Quality
Assurance

QSR Range Rating

.90 to 1.0 Cl

.75 to .89 c2

.65 to .74 C3

< .65 C4
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Vehicles (EQP V1)

1. The vehicle readiness measure compares the actual
number of vehicles assigned to the field office against a

Commdn standard. The standard is one vehicle per quality

assurance person (ConReps, Engr Techs, NTRs) plus one '’
vehicle for evéry two post-award contract administration
personnel (AROICCs, Engineers) (NAVFAC, 1999). The vehicle

measure is:

" Actual Number of vehicles assigned

Total Number of vehicles required to meet standard

2. Readiness Measure. Calculate V1 and refer to the

criteria below to determine the office EQP V1 readiness

rating.
Vehicle
o Readiness
OSR Range - Rating
.8 to 1 C1
.5 to .7 C2
.3 to .4 ‘ C3
< .3 . Cc4
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Information Technology (EQP IT1)

‘1. The Information Technology measure compares the field
office information technology status to the NAVFAC
standard. Based on Department of Defense and Navy |
Automated InformationFSystems (AIS) guidance, NAVFAC has
developed Corporéte minimum AIS standards for the near
future. These standards represent front-end market
technology, are dynamic in nature and will continue to be
closely linked to commercial trends. They are intended to
be minimum standards and will change as technology
improves. The IT1 through ITé6 ratingsvare intended to
represent an adequate cross sectidn of these standards,
assessing hardware, software, server, and connectivity

capabilities (NAVFAC, 1999).

2. Standard hardware is defined as:

200 MHz Pentium Pro CPU

e 64 MB EDO RAM

e 3.0 GB HD

e 3.5 inch floppy disk drive
e 8X IDE CD-ROM

e Dual PCMCIA/PC Card Reader

e PCI Video with 2MB RAM
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e 17 inch monitor (1280-1024)
. Pointing device (trackball or mouse) and keyboard
e SoundBlaster (compatible) audio card with speake:s’

e CPU compatible 100 MBS fast Ethernet NIC

3. T-1. A dedicated phone connection supporting data
rates of 1.544Mbits per second. A T-1 line actually
consists of 24 individual channels, each of which supports
64Kbits per second. Each 64Kbit/second channel can be |

configured to carry voice or data traffic (NAVFAC, 1999).

‘4. Standard Procurement System (SPS). - SPS is the

standardized automated procurement‘system‘for uée by the
DOD procurement community. It is the next generatibﬁ of
procuremeﬁt application software that will link acquisitioﬁ
téform and éomﬁon DOD procurement business proceSses with
commercial best practices and advances.in électronic
commerce. It is the cornerstone of the Navy's paperless
acquisition effort. SPS Supports theveﬁtire:procureﬁént
process from Request For Proposal through contract |

closeout, including contractor payment (NAVFAC,'1999)Q
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5. Calculate the IT1 through IT6 ratios, multiply by

weight, then sum.

Weight

Number of 586 pentium
Or better desktop PCs

IT]l = ———————— e 50
Total Field Office Staff

Number of PCs
with standard hardware .
IT2 = == e 10
Number of PCs

Number of PCs
with MS-Office 97

IT3 = -~ e 20
Number of PCs

Number of Servers with
MS Windows NT 4.0 or higher
IT4 = ———————— e 10
- Number of servers
in field office

IT5 = T-1 connectivity or better 5
(“1” for Yes, or “0” for No)

IT6 = Standard Procurement System
(SPS) implementation 5
(*1” for Yes, or “0” for No)

IT TOTAL . . . « ¢ v v v v ¢ v 4 o« o o o &
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6. Readiness Measure. Calculate IT TOTAL and refer to the

criteria below‘to determine the office EQP IT readiness

rating.v
Information
Technology
OSR Range Rating
85 to 100 .. C1
60 to 84 C2
40 to 59 C3
< 40 ' c4

Field Office Reporting

The staffing, personnel qualification and equipmént
readiness ratings are compiled on the NFOR Chapfer 7
‘reporting form (see next page). Each measure is weighted

for an overall field office readiness rating.
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STEP-BY-STEP PROCEDURES FOR REPORTING

701. General Information. Complete items 1, and 2 below.

1. Description, Location of Field Office
(Enter the description and location of the field office)

2. Head of Field Office, phone #
(Enter the name and number of the head of the field office)

702. C Ratings. Complete items 1 through 6 below. (Enfer the ratings derived from
applying the criteria contained in Chapters 4, 5 and 6. Enter the ratings on the left as 1,
2, 3, or 4, multiply by the weight, add ratings on the right to arrive at final rating.)

Weight Rating (do not round)

1. PER C RATING = 35
(From Chapter 4)
2. TNG D1 C RATING = 15
(From Chapter 5)
3. TNG R1 C RATING = .10
(From Chapter 5)
4. TNG Q1 C RATING = 20
(From Chapter 5)
5. EQP V1 C RATING = .05
(From Chapter 6)
6. EQP IT C RATING = 15
(From Chapter 6)

703. FINAL RATING: v
(add ratings above, do not round this final rating)

704. ROICC SUBJECTIVE RATING (enter as 1, 2, 3,0r 4)
705. EFD CO SUBJECTIVE RATING (enter as 1, 2, 3,0r 4)
706. SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION: (The field office and EFD can provide a

subjective assessment of the field office’s current ability to execute its assigned mission,
and narrative comments/supplemental information. Evaluate Morale, Leadership,
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PrOJected Workload, and Client Satisfaction in providing this assessment, if appropriate.
Narrative information will address unique considerations such a geographic area
covered, transit times to distant projects, unusual weather considerations, and other
Jactors. Final ratings of C3 or C4 require a summary of the problem, what caused the
situation, and proposed solution(s). Detailed information should be provided on the
resources, etc. required to correct the readiness deficiencies. (NAVFAC, 1999)
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NFOR MAY 99

The first NFOR reports were due and submitted to
NAVFAC in May 1999. The results are shown in Table 6. The
Table 5 PER C Ratings are included in the first column and
the reported PER C Rating in the second column. The
difference between the two is reported in the third column
*Table 5 - Reported Staffing”. If the NFOR reports agree
with Table 5 the column three value will be zero.
Percentages of May 1999 reported field office PER C Ratings

agreeing with Table 5 are:

1. LantOps 4/11 = 36%
2. North Div 6/10 = 60%
3. EFA Ches 2/8 = 25%
4. EFA Med 6/10 = 60%
5. Pac Div 6/13 = 46%
6. SouthWest Div 5/12 = 42%
7. EFA NorthWest no report

8. EFA West no report

9. South Div | 12/18 = 67%

This low percentage of May 1999 reported field office
PER C Ratings agreeing with Table 5 is due to changes in
office staff size, but more due to constantly changing
projected WIP.
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Table 6. May 1999 NFOR Reports, 1

EFDCO |

55

Reported| | Tables- Professional | Conrep/Tech Information ROICC
Table 5 Staffing DAWIA | Registration Training Vehicies | Technology | _ Final Subjective | Subjective
Div__{Field Office C Rating PER_| |Staffing] | TNG D1 | TNG R1 TNG T1 EQPVY | EQPIT | Rating Rating Rating
L Norfolk 2 1 2 2 1 2.00 2 2
L NNSY 2 3 -1 1 1.70 3 2
L Cherry Point 2 2 0 2 1.55 2 2
L Jacksonville, NC 3 2 1 1 2 1.50 1 1
L Little Creek 0 2 2 .35 2 2
L Oceana 2 . 1 1 .35 2 2
L Yorktown 2 2 0 2.00 2 2
L |Azores 3 1 2 4 1 4 75 2 2
L _|Gitmo 2 2 0 1 4 1 2 2.10 3 3
L Argentia N/A N/A NA N/A N/A _N/A N/A N/A N/A
L Panama(closes 5/99) 1 NA N/A N/A NA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
L celand 4 1 3 1 1 3 1 1 .40 1 1
L Roosevelt Roads 2 3 -1 3 1 2 1 1 2.20 2
N New London 2 E -1 1 1 p 1 2 2.05 2 2
N Brunswick 0 1 N/A 1 1 0.90 1 1
N North Maine 0 1 3 1 1 1.40 2 2
N Portsmouth 1] 3 2 .85 2 2
N Earle 2 2 0 2 1 2 .65 2 2
P Lakehurst 1 2 -1 1 4 y. 1 .85 2 2
N East PA 2 2 0 2 1 2 .65 2
N Mechanicsburg 4 K 1 2 2 2.05 .2 2
N Philadelphia 2 2 2 3 2 . 1.70 2 2
[N~ [Newport 3 3 0 i 1 2 2 z 25 3 3
C thesda 4 2 2 -1 3 1 3 225 2 2
C NDW 2 -1 4 4 2.95 3 3
C Dahlgren E 0 2 p. 1 2.00 2 2
C ndian Head 2 1 2 3 2 1.70 2 2
[¢] BRAC 3 3 3 2 2.65 3 3
C PAX River 2 -1 2 2 Z 2.20 2 2
C Quantico 4 1 1 2 2 2.05 2 2
C USNA 3 0 1 3 2 215 2 2
M {Aviano 3 1 2 2 2 3 .55 2 Y
i'M Vicenza 2 2 1] p. 2 2 75 1
M Southern taly 1 0 3 2 2 .60 2 2
M La Maddalena 1 1 0 N/A 3 4 .75 2 2
M Sigonella Z 1 1 2 2 2 1.45 2 2
M London 0 N/A 3 .70 2 2z
M Rota 1 0 2 4 1.95 2 2
M  Souda Bay 1 1 0 N/A 2 2 3 .45 2 2
M Bahrain 2 1 1 1 3 3 3 .80 2 2
M Cairo 4 ; N/A NA N/A 2 N/A 2 3
OICC |Naples 2 1 1 4 4 3 2.40 2 2
P MCBH 2 -1 p 2 2.05 2 2
P Peari Harbor 2. | 0 2 2 2 .40 2 2
P Marianas 1 2 -1 3 1.75 2 2
P Singapore 1 2 -1 2 3 2 3 225 2 2
P Diego Garcia 1 1 0 4 2 1.65
P Johnston 4 4 0 1 1 3 2.35 g
P OICC FE/Yoko \3 2 N | 1. 2 1.50 f 2
P Sasebo 4 -3 2 1 4 2 2.95 2 2
P Okinawa 3 -2 4 4 4 4 3.50 E 3
P Atsugi 1 -3 -2 2 2 E 2 2 255 2 2
P twakuni 0 1 2 .15 1 1
'P Chinhae 1 0 1 4 4 4 2 2.20 2 2
P Misawa 1 0 1 4 4 1 1 1.90 2 2




Table 6. May 1999 NFOR Reports, 2

Reported| | Table5- Professional | Conrep/Tech Information ROICC EFDCO
Table 5 Staffing p DAWIA | Registration Training Vehicles | Technology | Final Subjective | Subjective
Div__[Field Office CRating| | PER | |Stafiing] | TNG D1 | TNG Ri TNGT1__| EQPV1 | EQPIT | Rating Rating Rating
SW___|Barstow 1 1 [1] 1 1 1 3 1.70 2 2
SW__ |China Lake 2 3 -1 1 1 p. 1 2 2.05 2 2
SW___|Coronado 4 3 1 3 4 2 2.75 3
SW__|El Centro 4 4 0 1 3 2 2 2.65 3
SW  |Miramar 4 3 1 1 2 3 2 2.35 2 2
SW _ |Camp Pendieton 2 2 [ 1 2 2 1.70 3 3
{Sw___ {Pt Mugu 2 3 -1 1 1 1 2 1.85 2 2
SW __ |Bridgeport 0.00
SW___|San Diego 4 0.00 2 2
SW __ {Point Loma 3 3 0 1 3 2 2 2.30 2 2
SW__|El Toro K 4 -1 2 2 3 270 2 2
ISW__|Los Angeles 2 - 2 2 1 1.70 2 2
SW {29 Palms p 3 -1 2 1 2 2.00 2 2
SW  |Yuma 4 4 0 1 1 4 2 2 2.85 3 3
NW_ |Bremerton 1 1 0.00
iﬁw Everett 1 1 0.00
NW  iNAS Whidby Island 4 4 0.00
NW  |Silverdale 3 3 0.00
CW __ |Concord 4 4 0.00
CW __ |Falion 3 3 0.00
CW _ lLemoore 4 4 0.00
CW ___|Monterey 4 4 0.00
CW __ |Travis 3 3 0.00
S Albany, GA 0 2 1 2 1.70 2 .
S Atianta, GA 0 2 2 .60 2 2
S Barksdale, LA 1 1 0 p 2 .70 2 2
S Beaufort, SC 1 2 -1 2 .50 2 2
E Charleston, SC 2 2 0 2 2 .65 3 3
{S Fort Worth, TX 2 2 0 1 3 .75 2 2
S Gutfport, MS 2 2 -1 2 2 2.00 2 2
S Jacksonville, FL 1 1 0 2 3 .50 3 3
S Key West, FL 1 3 -2 4 2 2.45 2 2
S Kings Bay FSC, GA 4 4 0 0 0 2 1.80 2 2
S Memphis, TN 3 3 0 2 1 3 K 255 E 3
S Meridian, MS 2 2 ‘] 1 4 1.95 2 2
S New Orleans, LA 2 p 0 E 2 4 2.35 3 3
S Panama City, FL 1 0 1 3 2 .55 3 2
S >ola, FL 1 0 1 3 1 .40 2 2
S South Texas, TX 1 2 - -1 2 2 1 2 .75 2 2
MW  |Crane, IN 1 2 -1 1 1 1 1 1.65 2
MW __ {Great L akes, IL 4 3 1 2 1 2 1 1.90 1
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CONCLUSION & RECOMMENDATIONS

NAVFAC has come a leng way in establishing thevNAVFAC‘
Field Office Readiness system. No system previously
existed for NAVFAC to monitor the readiness of their field
offices. The NFOR system continues to impreve as
suggestions come from the field offices and EFDs.

Of all the NAVFAC Field Office Readiness (NFOR)
measures, the staffing measure received the ﬁost attention.
Altheugh the staffinglmodel is only a staffing readiness
measure, the EFDs, EFAs snd field offices fear the staffing
model ﬁill eventually be used to determine field office
staffing numbers, potentially resulting in understaffed
field offices and increased difficulty in ekecuting the
ROICC field office ﬁiSsion.

The NFOR reports.reeeived at NAVFAC in'eerly May were
disorganized. Each EFD submitted their reports in a |
different format. Every field office is required te
complete the NFORvChapter 7 reporting form and forward it
to‘their EFA or EFD, but there’s no need for the Chapter 7
form to be sent on to NAVFAC. Data could be‘reported by
the EFDs to NAVFAC in a more user friendly and efficient

manner such as a single spreadsheet.
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PacDiv has already created a spreadsheet file for
their field offices to use when submitting NFOR reports.
The spreadsheet is complex but easy to use. It simply
requires the field offices to input office information and
the spreadsheet performs all necessary calculations and
determines the field office readiness ratings. The other
EFDs should adopt the PacDiv spreadsheet and require their
field offices to use it when submitting their NFOR reports.

The PacDiv épreadsheet processes NFOR data at the
- field office to EFD level. Another simple spreadsheet
should be created to process NFOR data at the EFD to NAVFAC
level. The spreadsheet should be concise and entirely
viewable on a single computer screen. The EFD should only
be required to input the field office readiness ratings and
the spreadsheet would calculate the final rating. Field
office and EFD comments should be sent in a separate file.
To easily view field office readiness trends each readiness
rating should have two columns, one for reporting the new
readiness rating and the second for reporting the previous
rating. Such a spreédsheet might look like Table 7.

NAVFAC has a few new initiatives they’re working on
for the NAVFAC Field Office Readiness system. NAVFAC is

adding a new readiness measure to the NFOR lineup called
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“Facility”. This new rating category will be a subjective
rating that will rate quality of life aspects for the field
office staff. It will consider parking for staff, office
climate control, furniture, office space, telephone
availability, restroom avaiiability and condition, office
and surrounding aesthetics, office safety, ergonomics,
lighting, location of office to customers, and support
services (food, etc.), security, noise level, availability
of conference space, and maintenance (NAVEAC, 1999).
Anther update to the NFOR documént is in readiness
categorization. The “Equipment” category will be renamed
*Logistics” and will include the Vehicle, Information
Technology and new Facility rating.

Related to the NFOR system, NAVFAC is working to
evaluate field office operating costs against gross sales
(WIP) to determine if each field office is either earning
income or losing money. SouthDiv has already done some
work on this as shown in Table 8.

The first columns in Table 8 are all field office
operating costs. Total Code 05 (construction) Support is
the sum of travel, transportation, miscellaneous support,
vehicle maintenance and repair, and safety costs. Total
Code 01 Support is financial management support costs.

Total Labor Support is the sum of Labor, Total Code 05 and
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Total Code Oi SUpéort costs. Title'II and CASU costs ére
construction'inspection Service arid administrative support
costs. Grand Totai is the.sum of Total Labor Support and
Title II and CASU costs.

Income Bearing WIP is fiéld office military
construction (MILCON) where the field office receiveslfunds
tocover‘field office overhead. Noh—Incdme Béaring WIP is
field office reimbursable work without funds for éverhead.
Total WIP YTD is the sum of Income Bearing and Non—Inéome
Bearing WIP. 'Actual Expenses is eqﬁal to Total Labor
Support. .

The Expense Rate is the Actual Expenses divided by the
Total WIP YTDr Labor/Total WIP is the Labor divided by
Total WIP YTD. Support/Total WIP is the sum of Total Code
05 and Totai Code 01 Suppért divided by Total WIP YTD, andq
Labor/Total WIP plus Support/Total WIP equals the Expense
 Rate. | |

In Jécksonville, field office operating éosts arev
4.89%‘of WIP production while in Charleston, costs are only
1.40% of_WIP production. Jacksonville Labor/Total WIP is
3.94% and Charlestons’ is 1.31%. Construcfion and
financial'management suppdrt to total WIP is .96% and .09%

respectively. According to this analysis, the Charleston
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field office is more efficient than the Jacksonville

office.

The NAVFAC Field Office Readiness system serves to
reinforce minimum standards for ROICC field offices and
identify areas where offices need improvement. It also
serves to report readiness to execute the field office
construction mission. Possibly more importantly, the NFOR
system may serve to show military budget cutters outside
NAVFAC how fat or lean the organization is. The military
continues to look to reduce redundancies to save money. A
question pondsred from time to time is whether the Naval
Facilities Engineering Command and the Naval Supply Command
are redundant. While both serve as acquisition N
organizations for the Navy, they are justified remaining

two separate systems commands because of their specialties.
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