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Agenda

» Outputs of Maintenance Management
Improvement Plan(MMIP) pilots

» Asset Management products and processes to
influence the FY15 O&M budget development

» Future state of USACE budget development and
execution
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Vision
Accurate, credible estimates of all maintenance needs by

asset as the basis for developing O&M budget work
packages and asset lifecycle plans

Transparent, repeatable risk-informed analysis to prioritize
O&M budget work packages and optimize the USACE
budget in terms of Value to the Nation and overall Risk
Reduction

A means of tracking completed and deferred maintenance
by asset, and the resulting impacts on condition and risk
exposure

Feedback from maintenance accomplished/deferred to
inform asset lifecycle planning and future budget cycles |
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
How do we know how much investments will cost?

How do we determine where investments should be made?

How do we track those investments and their impacts?

How do we use that information effectively in the future?


Products/Processes to Achieve Vision

1. USACE Maintenance Management Strategy: implemented
via Maintenance Management Improvement Plan

2. Budget Analysis: Asset Management Portfolio Analytics
(AMPA), Integrated Budget Evaluation Tool (iBET),
Operational Condition Assessments/Operational Risk
Assessments (OCA/ORA), Residual Risk evaluations

3. Budget Execution Tracking: Work Packages linked to FEM
Work Orders

4. Budget Feedback: Completed Work Orders with
condition/risk impacts tied to future budget work packages
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1. Maintenance Management

» Completed 9 Maintenance Management Improvement
Plan (MMIP) pilots
Focused on Critical Assets/Components (defined by OCAs)
Tested draft MM definitions and Levels of Performance
» Developed draft Project Maintenance Management Plans
(PMMPs) for each pilot location
Next Steps:
e Complete draft MMIP pilot report in Feb-Mar 2013
e Use pilot outputs to revise draft MMIP for
implementation
v Incorporate Dam Safety maintenance considerations
via Bluestone Dam MMIP effort
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MMIP Pilots - Levels of Performance

Compliance Safety, Legal,
Environmental, etc.
Business Marginally Baseline reliability
Lines Functional and availability to

Identify Levels

meet mission
of

Performance

Level of Performance

Level of Maintenance

Available Resources

Maintenance Investment
required for each Level of H
Performance
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MMIP Pilots - PMMP Development Example

Assets
“rSorted by System

Estimated Costs (time, labor, & materials)
Sorted by Frequency
Categorized by-lLevel of Performance

Total Cost by Level of

Performance
eCompliance
sLow functionality
*High functionality
*Optimizing ownership

Note: The PMMPs also facilitate integration and consistency with O&M Costs in |

Planning Feasibility Studies

T¢tal Esfiméted Cost
By System and Frequency

Annualized Estimated
Cost
By Syétem, Frequency, and
Level-of Performance

Total Estimated Cost
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2. Budget Analysis

» Asset Management Portfolio Analytics (AMPA)

e Based on industry standard methodology of portfolio analytics
e Examines entire portfolio using Pareto analysis to demonstrate

efficiency in terms of Value vs. Investment
e ‘Value’ incorporates Safety, Economics, and Environment through

evaluation of risk (more objective)
e Transcends artificial constraints such as increments

» Integrated Budget Evaluation Tool (iBET)
e Based on 8 Administration priorities — more specific valuations than

AMPA (more subjective)
e Does not address risk

» Residual Risk evaluation
e Uses OCA data & ORA analytics to evaluate Total Risk Exposure
e Provides insights to evaluate & validate investment decisions
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2. Budget Analysis

» Asset Management Portfolio Analytics (AMPA) Case
Study

e National: Data source was 5x5 risk matrices for Nav,
Hydro, FRM (Value), and all FY14 budget request work
packages from OFA increments 3-5 (/Investment)

e MSC: Data source was Mission-Safety value
determinations for Nav, Hydro, FRM (Value), and LRD’s
FY14 budget request of 1,050 work packages from OFA
increments 1-5 (Investment)

» AMPA results clearly demonstrated that significant
portfolio efficiencies could be gained by
reallocation of existing funds
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AMPA Initial Analysis

I~ This worksheet will create Pareto charts of the AMPA and LRD budget data, The main blue curve
indicates all of the available packages and represents an unbounded analysis. The Green data point
marksthe LRD budget, while the Red datapoint marks the AMPA funding recommencdation. The

"Project 1D Type" box can be changed using the dropdown box at the top. Clicking the "Update Pareto

Chart" button will then update the data and chart below.

| Select a new Project ID T\rpe:" A
Update Pareto Chart
Current Project ID Type &l
LRD Funded Cost {$1,000's) 255,489
LRD Funded Yalue 12,145,573
AMPA Funded Cost {$1,000's) 256,999
AMPA Funded Yalue 15,195,125

AMPA Pareto Chart: All Project Types
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Examples of Inefficient vs. Efficient Investments

Primary Dredging
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AMPA Potential Recommendations

I~ This worksheet will create Pareto charts of the AMPA and LRD budget data, The main blue curve
indicates all of the available packages and represents an unbounded analysis. The Green data point
marks the LRD budget, whilethe Red datapoint marks the AMPA funding recommendation, The

"Preject 1D Type” box can be changed using the dropdown box at the top. Clicking the "Update Pareto

Chart"” button will then update the data and chart below.

| Select a new Project ID Tvpe:" A
Update Pareto Chart
Current Project ID Type &1
LRD Funded Cost ($1,000's) 255 459
LRD Funded Yalue 12,145,373
AMPA Funded Cost ($1,000's) 256,999
AMPA Funded Yalue 159,195,125

Cumulative Value of Packages

AMPA Pareto Chart: All Project Types
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3. Budget Execution Tracking

» Link Budget Work Packages to FEM Work Orders

e Capability exists at present

e This proposed 1:1 linkage overcomes P2, CEFMS, FEM naming
and clarity issues

e  Child Work Orders can link subsets of Work Package funding
directly to assets/components and OCA ratings

e WO will contain WP funding information as estimates

» Provides means to comply with FY14 Budget EC

Commander’s Intent memo of 11 Apr 2012:

“Budget Packages that are substantiated by Facility
Equipment Maintenance Work Orders with Cost
Estimates and Operational Condition Assessments will

be given high budget consideration.”
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Budget— — Execution

FY12 PresB FY12 FEM

Mississippi River Between
Missouri River and l
Minneapolis (MVR Portion) Not at all!

$18,656,000|

Lock and Dam 12

$167,096
or ??7%

Russellville

Not at all! | Project
$122,046
or 6.5%!

Dardenelle Loc
& Dam, AR

$1,873,601

—

| 'Iive -- of Speciiy
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4. Budget Feedback

» Completed Work Orders record maintenance

accomplished/deferred and actual costs

e will link directly to OCAs through asset/component
e can be used to track changes in Condition (& therefore Risk)

» Asset Lifecycle Plan can be developed for each

USACE asset/component showing:

e annual maintenance needs required for ideal sustainment
e annual maintenance accomplished/deferred

e future component renewal needs

e asset replacement/rehab planning

» This information can be used for investment
planning and to inform subsequent budget cycles
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Next Steps

Continue to work closely with IWR & PID to align UIS
effort

Provide input to FY15 Budget EC
e MM definitions
e MM Levels of Performance
e Maintenance Budget WP & Execution WO linkage
e AMPA applied at HQ level for 3 major BLs

Revise draft MMIP for implementation in spring 2013
Develop corporate understanding of Value to the
Nation and associated Consequences (will also define
Risk more clearly)

Work closely with DOL/ULA to integrate with CW

through MMIP integration
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