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I. Problem Statement



1.
The current method of allocating facilities costs is considered inequitable by some Joint Systems Manufacturing Center (JSMC)-Lima stakeholders. The impact is customer dissatisfaction and the potential withholding of facility operating funds. JSMC-Lima must implement a system in which all customers bear an equitable portion of facility operation costs.
II. Discussion


1.
Background


JSMC-Lima is government-owned contractor-operated.



One consolidated facility contract, multiple production contracts.



Historically, the sole customer has paid all facility costs.



Moving to a multiple customer/multiple system environment.

2. Stakeholders

TACOM



Program Managers


PCO



DCMA



General Dynamics


3. Assumptions/Constraints


Historical customer workload will decrease/facility funding will decrease.


Workload of new customers will increase.



All users will share facility costs.
III
Alternatives


1.
Allocate facility costs by floor space occupied.


2.
Allocate facility costs by percentage of total touch labor.


3.
Allocate facility costs by percentage of total labor.

4. 
Allocate facility costs by total contract dollars.

IV Criteria


1.
Standards


Equitable allocation (1=least/5=most).


Stakeholder satisfaction (1=least/5=most).


Difficulty of implementation (1=most/5=least).


Cost effect to products (1=most/5=least).

2.
Rating
a. Equitable allocation (30%).
b. Stakeholder satisfaction (25%).
c. Cost effect to product (25%).
d. Difficulty of implementation (20%).
V.  Recommendation

1.
Alternative two: Allocation by percentage of total touch labor. This alternative should have a nearly equal result on equitable allocation and customer satisfaction as alternative one, but should be easier to implement and result in less potential increased product cost. It also has a higher correlation to equitable allocation (the most important criteria) than alternative three and four, although will be more difficult to implement than alternative four.
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