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ABSTRACT

This thesis discusses the history, development, and
current status of the Carrier Evaluation and Reporting System
(CERS). The Carrier Evaluation and Reporting System is the
primary quality assurance system used by Department of
Defense personal property activities to evaluate and monitor
the performance of domestic personal property carriers.
Deficiencies in past and current CERS programs are jidentified
and recommendations are provided for improving the CERS
program in use today. Several alternative systems are
proposed which if implemented will assist DOD personal
property managers in making selection decisions for the
personal property carrier that will provide the best possible

service to the military member.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. OBJECTIVE OF THE STUDY

Moving in the military c¢an be a traumatic experience.
The prospect of finding a new home, learning a new 3job, and
developing new friendships can take its toll on any military
service member. The strain can be compounded 1if poor moving
service is provided.

Since the early 1930s, moving the military has been the
responsibility of local, national, and international private
moving and storage firms who have entered into moving
contracts with the Department of Defense (DOD) [Ref. l:p. 11].
The primary responsibility of military personal property

managers 1s to ensure that gquality moving service is provided

by these moving firms.

The primary objective of this thesis is to examine the
Carrier Evaluation and Reporting System (CERS), the main
quality assurance tool available to military personal
property managers to evaluate and control service provided by
domestic (continental United States and Alaska) private
carriers and freight forwarders. Once an analysis of CERS is
complete, recommendations will be offered on ways to
strengthen CERS.

The Carrier Evaluation and Reporting System is a quality
assurance system designed to evaluate the performance of all
domestic interstate and intrastate Code 1 (van service) and

1




Code 2 (container service) shipments. The program's intent
is to "establish reasonable performance standards for
evaluating all domestic carriers.” All domestic shipments
are evaluated using CERS. Data collected by CERS forms the
basis for carrier evaluation and subsequent traffic
distribution for all DOD personal property activities. [Ref.

2:pp. 2-39]

B. RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The primary research question and the focus of this
thesis is:

How can the Carrier Evaluation and Reporting system be
improved?
To answer the primary research question, five subsidiary
research questions are developed:

1. What are the major criticisms of the CERS program?

2. What are the recommendations of DOD personal property
managers for improving CERS?

3. What are the recommendations of the moving industry for
improving CERS?

4. What programs do private firms and other public
agencies use to evaluate contracted moving service?

5. What new domestic quality assurance initiatives are
being proposed to improve CERS and service provided by
the moving industry?

Cc SCOPE AND ASSUMPTIONS

This research will concentrate on the evaluation and

r~-  ‘ing systems used by the Department of Defense to




determine service levels for domestic Codes 1 and 2 Through
Government Bill of Lading (TGBL) moves. Carrier evaluation
on the international level, the International Carrier
Evaluation and Reporting System (ICERS) will not be
evaluated; however, the ICERS program will be briefly
examined to determine if parts of this program may be useful
for inclusion in the domestic program. Domestic Do-1It-
Yourself (DITY) moves, Direct Procurement Method (DPM), and
Unaccompanied Baggage (UB) move evaluation procedures will
not be examined.

Throughout this thesis, it is assumed that the reader has
a basic working knowledge of the military moving process. A
glossary and 1listing of acronyms are available (Appendices A
and B) to assist the reader in understanding key terms and

acronyms used by DOD personal property managers.

D. METHODOLOGY

The primary research methodologies used are an extensive
review of relevant literature and a series of semi-
structured interviews. Sourcesc used include:

1. The Personal Property Offices at the Naval Postgraduate
School and Fort Ord, CA.

2. The Defense Logistics Studies Information Exchange
(DLS1E), Transportation Research Information Data Base
(TRIS), ABI/INFORM (a business and management data
base), and Bibliographies on Logistics and Physical
Distribution Management provided by the Council of
Logistics Management.




3.

The Dudley Knox Library at the Naval Postgraduate
School and the University of California (Berkeley)
Transportation Studies Library.

In addition, various professional and trade publications

were consulted. These sources of information are contained

in the List of References and Bibliography sections of this

thesis.

The following groups/individuals were contacted and

provided material for this thesis:

1.

E.

Military points of contact: Military Traffic
Management Command (MTMC) Headquarters, Military
Traffic Management Command Western Area (MTMCWA), Naval
Supply Systems Command (SUP 053), Headquarters United
States Air Force (Directorate of Personal Property),
the Transportation Management Schools at Fort Eustis
(USA), San Antonio (USAF), and Oakland (USN), and the
Household Goods section heads and/or Quality
Control /CERS personnel at 26 DOD personal property
activities.

Moving and storage industry points of contact: the
American Moving Council (AMC), the Household Goods
Carriers' Bureau, the Household Goods Forwarders
Association: Allied, Atlas, North American, and United
Van Lines; and four local (Monterey, CA) carriers. All
local carriers requasted that their names remain
confidential. For the purpose of this thesis, local
carrier comments will be referenced as "local carrier.”

Private firms and other public agency points of
contact: the Employee Relocation Council, relocation
managers from International Business Machines (IBM),
General Motors (Argonaut Realty), Welchs' Foods,
Bristol-Myers, Tenneco, Minnesota Mining and
Manufacturing (3M), Boeing, Hewlett-Packard, the
General Services Administration, and the Department of
General Services for the State of California.

LIMITATIONS

Interviews with moving experts were the major source of

information for this thesis. This method was selected by the

4




author to elicit a wide variety of recommendations for
improving the CERS program. There are a number of
limitations to the approach. The major limitations as noted

by Julian L. Simon in his book Basic Research Methods in

Social Science are [Ref. 3:pp. 272-293]:

1. Observer Variability: inability of the observer to
repeat a discussion again and again. No recording
devices of any kind were used during the interviews.
Every effort was made by the author to gather and
summarize accurately pertinent information during all
interviews,

2. Observer Bias: tendency to observe a phenomenon in a
manner that differs from the “"true” observation. Most
researchers are biased in one direction or another.
This researcher was biased toward the service member;
however, to the extent possible, the researcher
attempted to be self-conscious of his bias throughout
the interview process.

3. Reluctance by interviewees to answer certain questions:
the moving and storage process as it pertains to DOD
personal property movement occurs in a politically

charged atmosphere. Several respondents desired that
their names and comments remain anonymous for fear,
real or imagined, of reprisals. This request for

anonymity was honored by the researcher.

F. ORGANIZATION

Chapter 11 discusses early carrier evaluation programs
and Department of Defense policies that contributed to the
development of the current Carrier Evaluation and Reporting
System.

Chapter 111 describes, in detail, the Carrier Evaluation
and Reporting System presently being used by DOD personal

property activities. Included in this chapter is how traffic




is allocated using CERS scores and other quality assurance
programs available to control service provided by carriers.

Chapter 1V presents and analyzes several tables and
charts depicting CERS performance from May 1984 to April
1988, The material in Chapter IV was derived from CERS 11
performance data (CERS II is an automated program at MTMC
Headgquarters that summarizes CERS data) and actual loss and
damage claim information provided by MTMC.

Chapter V presents findings by the author concerning the
current status of CERS and related carrier control
initiatives. Specifically, this chapter will identify the
major deficiencies of the current Carrier Evaluation and
Reporting System and recommendations for improvement.

Chapter VI presents major conclusions and recommendations
by the author based on the research results. Chapter VI

concludes with suggestions of areas for further research.




II. BACKGROUND--EARLY CARRIER EVALUATION SYSTEMS

A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter will discuss early carrier evaluation
programs and Department of Defense policies that contributed
to the development of the current Carrier Evaluation and
Reporting System. To comprehend the current CERS program, it
is important to understand the types of carrier evaluation

programs and moving policies that previously existed.

B. CARRIER EVALUATION 1946-1970

The beginning of a nationwide carrier evaluation program
can be traced back to the 1late 1940s and the aftermath of
World War 11. During this time frame, the federal government
passed several pieces of legislation that would have a
profound effect on the way the military did business. The
most significant pieces of legislation affecting personal
property movement were Public Law 604 of 1946, the National
Security Act of 1947, and the Career Compensation Act of 1949
[Ref. 4:pp. 10-18].

Public Law 604 instructed the military services to
develop uniform moving procedures. Prior to this law, each
military service determined its own household goods policy
and individually evaluated «carriers. While it would take
many years before a truly uniform set of procedures would be

published, Public Law 604 was Congress' first attempt to




formalize the requirement for uniform moving procedures among
the military services. [Ref. 4:p. 9]

The National Security Act of 1947 established the
Department of Defense. Among its many charters was the
requirement to eliminate unnecessary duplication and overlap
in military procurement and transportation (this included
household goods shipments). [Ref. 4:p. 18]

The Career Compensation Act of 1947 provided the Armed
Forces with authority to move military personnel’'s household
goods; also it required that a uniform policy be established
for all services governing personal property shipments. 1In
addition, this act recognized the need to provide "high
quality moving services as one means to maintain €first class
personnel." [Ref. 4:p. 18]

When taken in combination, the acts described above
eventually formed the basis for a centralized military agency
to procure and evaluate carrier industry services on a
nationwide basis [Ref. 4:pp. 16-17]. However, it would be
many years before uniform household goods' management would
become a reality.

The first major step toward actual] uniformity occurred
with the formation, within the Office of the Secretary of
Defense, of the Military Traffic Service (MTS). The Military
Traffic Service was responsible for developing a household
goods policy for all the services. Working in conjunction
with representatives from the moving industry, the MTS

8




developed several DOD instructions to govern household goods
traffic management. Of particular importance was DOD
Instruction 4500.13. [Ref. 5:p. 9]

Issued in 1955, DOD Instruction 4500.13 outlined
household goods management procedures for 1local personal
property shipping offices. Basically, this document
described when commercial van service could be used, how
carrier selection was to be accomplished, and the costs of
van services to the government. However, development and
implementation of quality assurance programs, including
programs to evaluate and select carriers, were left up to
each installation transportation officer (17T0). The
instruction only stipulated that carriers be able to perform
the required service in a satisfactory manner. Because DOD
Instruction 4500.13 did not establish clear quality assurance
guidelines, early carrier evaluation programs revolved around
the personal expertise of each transportation officer and
feedback from military personnel. [Ref. S:p. 9]

In 1956, the Department of Defense sought to centralize
management of all land traffic (including the household goods
program) under one agency: the Military Traffic Management
Agency (MTMA). When it was created, the MTMA charter (DOD
Instruction 4500.14) was not clear as to the single manager's
responsibility in managing personal property. 1In 1957, the
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Shipbuilding and Logistics)
issued clarification stating that the MTMA was to assume full

9




traffic management responsibility for household goods. 1In
response, the MTMA published in March of 1958 Chapter 217 of
the Military Traffic Management Regulation. Chapter 217
described the single manager's roles and responsibilities in
managing personal property and provided for the continuing
use of existing individual services' regulations until a
detailed Military Traffic Management Regulation could be
published. [Ref. S5:p. 11]

Shortly thereafter, the MTMA attempted to publish a
revised version of Chapter 217. Chapter 217 incorporated
some controversial provisions that were immediately
challenged by the moving industry. As a result, the
Secretary of Defense (S&L) called for a full scale review and
preparation of a new directive [Ref. S:p. 12]. On December
8, 1959 the MTMA published Department of Defense Directive
4500.26. Key provisions of this new directive were [Ref.
S:p. 12]:

l. Traffic would be distributed among qualified carriers
affording the lowest total cost to the government.
Primary consideration would also be given to the
quality of service instead of accepting barely

satisfactory service.

2. The service member would be allowed to select the
carrier he or she wanted as long as the carrier was in

the low cost group. The member could also refuse a
specific carrier based on previous unsatisfactory
service,

3. The transportation officer was granted authority to
suspend carriers for unsatisfactory performance.

10




Carrier evaluation under DOD Directive 4500.26 was
accomplished as it had been in the past: on an installation-
by-installation basis. Service quality would be evaluated
through [Ref. 5:p. 14]:

reports of inspection of carrier facilities and
equipment, service practices, performance reports by
military and civilian personnel, official reports of
regulatory bodies, and claims for loss and damage.

In addition to the guidance provided above, carriers
could be suspended if they failed to meet the requirements of
the directive or if carriers committed unethical acts. The
directive also contained a provision for rewarding carriers
with bonus tonnage for providing "exceptionally high quality"
moving service. Unfortunately, the directive never
adequately defined how "exceptionally high gquality" moving
service was to be measured. This provision became highly
controversial because what constituted quality moving service
varied from one installation to another. Eventually, this
provision was dropped in favor of a punitive policy which
suspended or disqualified carriers for poor perfcrmance.
[Ref. S:p. 14]

DOD Directive 4500.26 faced strong opposition from one
particular section of the carrier industry: small carriers.
Banding together as the Movers Committee £for Equitable
Distribution of Government Traffic, this group opposed the
directive citing that the large advertising capability of the

"Big Four" carriers (Mayflower, Allied, North American, and

11




e

United) would unfairly influence service members and
eventually force small carriers out of business. Large and
small carriers each had their own supporters in Congress, and
the issue became a '"political ¢£foothall drawn along party
lines in a classic confrontation between large and small

business." [Ref. 5:p. 13]

Submitting to pressure from both the Congress and the
moving industry, the Assistant Secretary of Defense (S&L)
suspended DOD Directive 4500.26 and ccnvened an ad hoc
committee of military and moving industry representatives to
work out a new compromise directive [Ref. 5:p. 13]. This
committee was able to work out a compromise and promulgated
DOD Directive 4500.27 (1 July 1960). This new regulation
eliminated the provision that a service member could select
his or her own mover. It was replaced with language that
stated [Ref. S:p. 13]:

An owner of household goods could express a preference for

a carrier which might be honored by the Transportation

Officer if all other factors such as gquality service and

equitable distribution [of traffic] could be observed.
Carrier evaluation and control remained a local installation
responsibility.

Thus, even though the Department o¢f Defense and the
Military Traffic Management Agency made significant progress
by 1970 towards centralizing household goods management,

little had changed so far as quality assurance programs were

concerned. Carrier evaluation and other gquality assurance
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programs continued to be developed on a installation by
installation basis within existing DOD guidelines. Carrier
performance was usually monitored by the origin
transportation office on the basis of its own observations
and/or feedback from destination personnel and the service
member. Quality assurance was based on a system of punitive
actions (warning, suspensions, and disqualifications) for
poor performance ([Ref. 5:p. 30]. Clearly, a new system was
needed to evaluate overall performance of <carriers on a

nationwide basis.

C. THE WORLDWIDE HOUSEHOLD GOODS INFORMATION SYSTEM (WHIST)

The Worldwide Household Goods Information System for
traffic management was the first attempt to establish a
uniform nationwide system for gathering information on
carriers. Developed by the Military Traffic Management and
Terminal Services (the successor to the MTMA) in 1966 and
implemented in 1970, WHIST's primary objective was to provide
the "most accurate personal property information and data
possible” to the military's personal property managers.
[Ref. 6:p. 23].

The Worldwide Household Goods Information System gathered
data from personal property activities and grouped the
results into 15 subsystems. See Figure 1. These results
could later be used by local and, for the first time,

national personal property managers to select, evaluate, and

13




primary

were [Ref.

Figure 1:

services provided by the moving industry.
carrier evaluation and control subsystems of WHIST
7:p. 19]:
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Traffic Management (WHIST)
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1. TGBL Household Goods Operating Statistics (HOPES):
HOPES was designed to evaluate TGBL carrier
performance, transit times, and preferred arrival
dates. Summary data was arranged to permit evaluation
of carrier performance by all management levels from
major command to installation.

2. Violation of Tender of Service (VOTES): VOTES was
designed to identify carriers who had been warned or
suspended. It permitted the consolidation of all local
warnings, suspensions, and other actions taken by the
ITO against a carrier.

3. Domestic Carrier Approval Listing: This system
provided all installations with a listing of domestic
carriers approved for use. It eliminated the need for
furnishing carrier approval information to
installations by correspondence.

4. Non-temporary Storage System: This system provided
data on use and availability of household goods storage
facilities. The system also monitored fire prevention
in these facilities.

5. Loss/damage and Claims Data: This system provided loss
and damage information. Data fields included
information on causes of 1loss and damage, number of
loss and damage claims, and amounts of claims on a
carrier by carrier basis.

6. Origin-Destination Inspection System: This system was
designed to capture gquality control information from
both origin and destination sources. Its primary use

was to evaluate carrier performance with respect to 32
different quality control items.

Despite the efforts of the WHIST Project Management team,
it soon became evident that WHIST was not working as planned.
The main problem was the time lag between the actual move
and the receipt of input documents. In most cases it would
be months or possibly years before various documents that
could be used to evaluate a move (e.g., damage claims) would

be matched in the subsystems. [Ref. 8]
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In 1974, the General Accounting Office (GAO) found that
WHIST reports generated little, if any, valuable information
that could be used to evaluate carriers. The General
Accounting Office further stated that the reports were of
little value "because information was incomplete, inaccurate,
and untimely." ([Ref. 9:p. 1]

In addition to GAO criticism, the summer of 1973 produced
one of the worst moving cycles, in terms of service, since
the Military Traffic Management Command (the successor to the
MTMA and MTMTS) began keeping records of household moves. 1In
that summer, over 60,000 military families experienced
unsatisfactory moves. The effect on morale was noticeable
and pointed to a need for a new and reliable system to
evaluate and control carrier performance. As a result of the
GAO report and the summer of 1973, MTMC decided to
discontinue WHIST as a quality assurance program in 1975.
[Ref. 10:p. 2]

The Worldwide Household Goods Information System was not
dropped completely. It is still primary automated
management information system used to gather information for

DOD's personal property program. ([Ref. 1ll:p. 6]

D. THE INITIAL CARRIER EVALUATION AND REPORTING SYSTEM
In response to the failure of the WHIST program, MTMC
conducted an intensive program management treview of the

carrier evaluation process. By the summer of 1974, personal
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property management specialists at MTMC began to assemble a
comprehensive plan for carrier evaluation. This plan would
become the Carrier Evaluation and Reporting System or CERS.
[Ref. 10:p. 2]

The primary goal of the initial CERS program was to
improve moving service quality for the military. To achieve
this goal, the initial CERS program had two operational
objectives [Ref. 6:p. 32)]:

l. To provide for an objective, 1local evaluation of
performance, and to report this evaluation to a
centralized collection point.

2. To recognize and reward better carriers while denying
traffic to those carriers who did not meet minimum
standards.

The Carrier Evaluation and Reporting System was a
significant departure from previous DOD policy. Instead of a
program that was punitive in nature, as most installation

quality assurance programs had been, the CERS program was

designed around a system of incentives. 1If quality service

was provided by the carrier, that carrier would be "rewarded"
with more traffic in a subsequent period. Punitive actions
(letters of warning, suspensions, disqualifications) were not
eliminated. If a carrier failed to meet minimum acceptable
standards of service, MTMC and 1TO's still had the option to
take punitive action against that carrier. [Ref. 10:p. 3]
Work continued on the development of CERS throughout the
summer and fall of 1974. At every significant step of the
development process, input was sought from the services, the
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moving industry, and transportation officers from eleven test
sites. In May 1975, the eleven test sites began to collect
performance data on carriers serving those installations.
Based on results from the test sites and after several
modifications, MTMC in November 1977 instituted the Carrier
Evaluation and Reporting System for all domestic personal
property activities. [Ref. 10:p. 3]
1. The Initial CERS Program

The initial CERS program was studied in detail in
1983 by Major Andrew Figueroa, United States Army
Transportation Corps in his thesis "An Analysis of the
Department of Defense Carrier Evaluation and Reporting
System.” What follows is a description of the initial CERS
program that was contained in Major Figueroa's thesis [Ref.
6:pp. 24-35].

Under the initial CERS program, the year was divided
into two six-month performance cycles: May 1 to October 31
and November 1 to April 30. All domestic code 1 (van
service) and code 2 (container service) shipments moved by
household goods carriers and forwarders were scored.

The primary document used to score shipments was the
Shipment Evaluation and Inspection Record--DD Form 2223.
Input for the DD Form 2223 was derived from a combination of
on-site inspections by government personal property
inspectors, member feedback, and administrative
documentation.
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The origin shipping office completed the data in the
top section of the DD Form 2223, noted any service failures
observed during pickup, and forwarded the form to the
responsible destination shipping office. The destination
office was responsible for completing the rest of the form
for those service failures that were observed at destination.
Upon completion, the DD Form 2223 was forwarded back to the
origin shipping office along with the member's Customer
Satisfaction Report--DD Form 1781. The origin shipping
office would then determine a carrier's performance score
based on the results from the DD Form 2223, the DD Form 1781,
and local inspection reports.

Performance factors considered were on-time pickup
and delivery, absence of loss and damage, customer
satisfaction (from the DD Form 178l1), and shipment handling
and administrative (tender of service) violations.! Each of
these performance standards had maximum point totals assigned

to quantify the shipment results. The point totals were:

a. On-time pickup 10 points maximum
b. On-time delivery 40 points maximum
c. Absence of loss/damage 30 points maximum

1The tender of service is the basic service agreement
between the shipper (in this case the military) and the

carrier. Among other things, the tender of service defines
what types of moving services the government requires a
carrier to furnish. The tender of service specifies
standards for packing, loading, documentation,

transportation, storage, and reporting requirements.
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d. Customer satisfaction 40 points maximum

e. Compliance with tender

of service violations 80 points maximum
Total 200 points?

At the end of each six month reporting period, the
average scores on the individual DD Form 2223s were posted to
the Carrier Evaluation Worksheet/Report--DD Form 2224 for
each carrier. Penalty points (points deducted in each
performance factor) earned on shipments were totaled. Eighty
penalty points were awarded for each shipment refusal and
eighteen penalty points were awarded for each shipment
overbooking. The carrier's Average Shipment Score was then
computed using the following formula:

{100 X n)_ _-_total penalty points = Ave. Shipment Score

-—_—mem e -—m—m—ee e e et e . —t e ke - - -

(n being the total number of shipments scored in a reporting
period for that carrier.)

The carrier's new Composite Performance Score was then
computed by the following data adjustment equation:
(0ld Composite Performance Score x 0.6)

+ (Average Shipment Score x 0.4

New Composite Performance Score

All carriers who achieved a new Composite Performance Score

of at least 50 were then ranked based on the new performance

2While 200 penalty points were possible under the
initial CERS program, the resulting total number of points
was subtracted from 100 with the caveat that a single
shipment could not score less than zero.
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score. Based on the Composite Performance Scores, carriers

were placed into one of four performance ranges:

a. Superior. Top ten percent of all carriers with
Composite Performance Scores of 50 or better. All

other factors remaining equal, superior performers were
to receive twice as much traffic as competing standard
performance carriers.

b. Excellent. The next 30 percent of carriers with
Composite Performance Scores of 50 of better. These
performers would receive one and one half times as much
traffic as competing standard performance carriers.

¢. Standard. The remaining sixty percent of carriers with
Composite Performance Scores of 50 or better.

d. Unsatisfactory. Carriers who failed to achieve a
~omposite Performance Score of at 1least 50 would be
placed in a mandatory period of traffic denial.

The performance ranges described above were important since
they partially determined the amount of household goods
traffic that would be distributed in a subsequent traffic
distribution period.

However, the primary consideration was that traffic
would be allocated first to carriers representing the lowest
rate level. For example, Carrier A handled ten shipments
during the performance period and achieved an overall
superior ranking. Carrier B handled ten shipments and
achieved an overall excellent ranking. In the next period,
Carrier B submitted lower rates than Carrier A. Carrier B
was awarded traffic before Carrier A. If the low rate level
had several carriers, then traffic would be allocated
according to performance ranges and scores within those
ranges. As will be seen in later chapters, traffic is still
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allocated in much the same manner, i.e., price is the single

most important determinant used by the traffic manager in
awarding military household goods traffic in subsegquent
traffic periods.
2, 1Initial CERS Program Criticisms

The system described in the previous section was not

without its critics. Among the most vocal were the American

Movers Conference (a major moving industry organization that

represents movers' interest nationwide and on Capitol Hill)

and the General Accounting Office (GAO). Their major
criticisms were [Ref. 6:pp. 80-97]:

a. The BAmerican Movers Conference stated that awarding

traffic to the lowest rate filer was the most

objectionable aspect of the program. Figuerca in his
analysis reported that there was substantial evidence

to back up this criticism. "Cut rate" carriers were
effectively undermining the intent of the CERS program
to award traffic based on performance. The GAQO also

concluded that awarding shipments by cost over quality
limited CERS effectiveness. In the GAO study, 30 to 99
percent of all shipments at various installations were
awarded to cut rate carriers.

b. The General Accounting Office stated that while the
cost of quality control had increased (GAO estimated
the cost of CERS to be three million dollars annually),
they could not determine if service quality had
improved because of CERS. Damage claim data collected
by Figueroa supported the GAO finding. There was no
discernable change in the number or amount of claims as
a result of CERS.

c. The American Movers Conference and the General
Accounting Office stated the evaluation process was
unreliable. Among the major criticisms in this area
were:

1. Evaluations were often incomplete resulting in
inflated scores. The General Accounting Office
found that only ten to twenty percent of all

22




shipments received thorough inspection vice the
required 50 percent. This inflated CERS scores
since any part of a shipment not evaluated
received full scoring credit.

2. Inspection selection was statistically biased.
Inspected shipments were not selected on a random
basis. For example, some lower ranked carriers
were inspected more frequently than others.

3. Member evaluations were inadequate. The return
rate of the DD Form 1781 at most installations
was less than 30 percent. Even when forms were
returned, many evaluations were ignored or even
changed by the evaluating activity. The overall
effect was inflated scoring.

The General Accounting Office found that CERS'
complexity caused confusion and that implementation of
CERS varied from installation to installation. The DD
Form 2223 graded carriers on 33 different scoring
elements (22 tender elements, eight customer service
elements, on-time pickup, on-time delivery, and loss
and damage). The administrative burden on many
personal property offices and the moving industry was
immense. In addition, the GAO found that a wide range
of policies and procedures relating to CERS scoring and
traffic distribution were in effect at the local level.

The General Accounting Office found that CERS scores
and rankings did not reflect quality of service. The
carrier rankings were shown to be arbitrary and not

meaningful, i.e., a superior carrier may have been put
in that category based on as 1little as one shipment.
In reality, this same carrier may have provided
marginal to poor service in the past. In addition,

there tended to be very small point differences between
carriers, thus making it extremely difficult to
separate carriers for traffic allocation purposes.

The General Accounting Office found that CERS did not
work during the peak season. The peak season for
household goods occurs from May to October. The
General Accounting Office report did not find any
evidence to indicate that service during the peak
season had improved due to CERS. In fact, the GAO
found that some shipping offices would ignore CERS
during the peak =#-~ason in order to award traffic to any
carrier that would take it.
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Based on GAO and moving industry criticism and feedback from
local personal property offices, the CERS program was

overhauled in 1983.

E. CONCLUSION

This chapter provided a brief summary of the carrier
evaluation programs and significant DOD moving policies in
effect prior to the revised CERS program. As late as 1970,
carrier evaluation was accomplished by installation
transportation officers on an individual basis with little,
if any, guidance from higher authority. It was not until the
1970's, with WHIST and then the initial CERS program, that
any attempt had been made to evaluate carriers on a
nationwide basis. The next chapter will discuss the end
result of MTMC's response to GAO and industry criticism of
the initial CERS program: the revised Carrier Evaluation and

Reporting System.
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III. THE PRESENT CARRIER EVALUATION AND REPORTING SYSTEM

A. INTRODUCTION

Bowing to internal pressure (many ITOs voiced
considerable criticism of the initial CERS program) and
external pressure, the Military Traffic Management Command in
1984 overhauled the Carrier Evaluation and Reporting System.
This chapter describes how the current CERS program functions
and how traffic is allocated using CERS scores and reviews
other quality assurance programs available to control service

provided by carriers.

B. THE CARRIER EVALUATION AND REPORTING SYSTEM
1. General
The instructions for the CERS program are located in
the "bible" of DOD personal property movement: DOD

Instruction 4500.34R~-~The Personal Property Traffic

Management Regqulation or more commonly known as the PPTMR.
What follows is how the current CERS program works as
described in the PPTMR [Ref. 2:pp. 2-39 to 2-48].

The revised CERS program's primary purpose is to have
a quality assurance program that c¢an be wused by personal
property managers at the local and national level. The
Carrier Evaluation and Reporting System is intended to
establish reasonable performance standards for evaluating

domestic carriers.
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All domestic shipments of personal property are
evaluated by DOD personal property activities using CERS.
Data collection is segregated by code of service (Code 1 for
van service and Code 2 for containerized shipments) and by
type of domestic traffic (interstate and intrastate).
Carrier performance is graded separately in each code of
service for each type of domestic traffic. In other words,
if a carrier is engaged in both Code 1 and Code 2 service and
participates in interstate and intrastate traffic, the
carrier is rated separately in each code for both interstate
and intrastate traffic.

The performance year 1is divided into two six-month

performance periods. The performance periods are:

Performance Period Cut-off Date Actual Performance Period

1 May-31 October 15 September 16 March-15 September

1 November-30 April 15 March 16 September-15 March

Because destination feedback may not be available for weeks
or possible months, there is a carry-over of shipment data
limited to 12 months beyond the cut-off date, This carry-
over is allowed in order to score all shipments a carrier
moves and to allow time for receipt and processing of input
data by the 1TO. If complete performance data has not been
received by the origin ITO within 12 months, the shipment is

scored based on data available. If no reports are received,
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the carrier will receive full credit for all scoring
elements.
2. The Shipment Evaluation and Inspection Record
Carrier performance 1is rated using the Shipment
Evaluation and Inspection Record--DD Form 2223. See Figure
2. DD Form 2223 serves several distinct purposes. It
functions as:

a. A document for total points earned on individual
shipments.

b. A checklist for recording shipment deficiencies.

c. A notification to the carrier and ITO of the carrier's
performance on individual shipments and of the
carrier’'s relative success or failure in meeting DOD
performance standards.

The DD Form 2223 is in..iated at the origin shipping
office, forwarded to the destination transportation office
where end move information is annotated, and then returned to
the origin shipping office. When the completed DD Form 2223
is returned to the origin shipping office, a copy is
furnished to the carrier's bhome of2fice. Thus, carriers
receive feedback on each move., If a carrier feels that the
move was not fairly scored, there is a formal appeal process
that the carrier can initiate,

3. Scoring and Non-Scoring Elements

Carrier performance evaluation is accomplished
through two separate processes: scored and non-scored
elements. The three elements scored under revised CERS are

on-time pickup, on-time delivery, and absence of loss and
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DD Form 2223 [Ref. 2:p. 2-55]
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damage. The Military Traffic Management Command considers
these elements to be the most important in any move and thus
the basis for determining carrier performance during a
reporting period. The Military Traffic Management Command
has established the following goals for these three
performance elements:

On-time pickup 95% of all shipments will
be picked up on time.

On-time delivery 90% of all shipments will be
delivered on time.

Absence of loss/damage T70% of all shipments will
not experience any loss
or damage.
Referring to Figure 2, the three scored elements are located
in Section 1--Shipment Scoring, followed by a scoring element
matrix, and two blocks for origin and destination tender of
service violations.

Unlike the initial CERS program, the revised CERS
program does not score tender of service or customer service
elements. These areas are examined but not scored. As
stated in Chapter Il, scoring tender of service and customer
service violations proved too overly complex and too
subjective for most ITOs to adequately manage.

4. Carrier Scoring Philosophy

Carrier scoring is based on a positive approach.
Carriers start with zero points on a shipment and earn points
based on their compliance with the performance elements.
Equal weighting is given to all three scored performance
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elements. On-time pickup, on-time delivery, and absence of
loss and damage all can earn a maximum of 33.3 points for a
total of 100 points. Scores are rounded up to ensure that
100 points, not 99.9 points can be achieved. What follows is
a description of how each performance element is scored.

a. On-time pickup

For on-time pickup, a carrier earns 33.3 points.
For late pickup, no points are earned. The tender of service
(Appendix A of the PPTMR) states that pickup will take place
on the date(s) previously arranged between the ITO and the
carrier. Pickup will not begin prior to 0800 or after 1700
without the prior approval of the ITO and the service member.
In addition, the carrier must be able to complete the pickup
by 2100. Thus, if a carrier did not arrive until 1600 and
did not complete the pickup until 2300 (assuming a one day
pickup requirement), the carrier would earn zero points for
this performance element. The major sources of input for
this performance element are origin inspections and feedback
from the service member.

Missing the pickup date may cause extreme
hardship and inconvenience to the service member. Delay
caused by late pickup may force the member to cancel
previously arranged travel plans, arrive late at his or her
new duty station, and/or cause additional financial hardship
to the member and the government in the form of added
temporary housing and per diem costs. Thus, MTMC has
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essentially established a "no tolerance” rule for this
performance element.

Additionally, carriers refusing to pick up a
shipment because they over booked themselves will
automatically be awarded a total CERS score of 33 points. In
personal property language, this is called a "turned-back"”
shipment. A DD Form 2223 will be sent to the carrier's home
office with remarks section containing a statement that the
shipment was scored as a turned-back shipment.

b. On-time delivery

For on-~time delivery, a carrier earns a

decreasing number of points based on extent of delay. Points

are awarded as follows:

No delay 33.33 points
1-2 days' delay 25.00 points
3-5 days' delay 16.66 points
6-9 days' delay 8.33 points
10 days' delay 0 points

The major source of input for this performance element are
destination inspections and feedback from the service member.
In addition, shipments are also graded going into or out of
storage-in-transit (SIT). For example, if a carrier does not
deliver a shipment to the designated SIT site by the agreed
upon date, the shipment will be scored as having missed the
required delivery date (RDD).
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c. Absence of loss and damage

For loss and damage, points are awarded as

follows:
No damage 33.33 points
Less than $500 26.66 points
$500 or more 0 points

Since October 1, 1988, the Joint Statement of
Loss and Damage at Delivery--DD Form 1840 is the primary
document for determining loss and damage amounts. See Figure
3. At time of delivery, the carrier and the member fill out
this form noting any loss or damage by item in block 13.
Block 14c is used to estimate the total amount of loss and
damage and will be used as the loss and damage estimate for
the DD Form 2223. I1f loss/damage is indicated in block 13,
but there is insufficient data to develop an estimate (i.e.,
block 14¢ 1is blank), the origin ITO will indicate a dollar
amount of under $500 (26.66 points awarded) on the DD Form
2223. Other documentation such as the Government Inspection
Report--DD Form 1841 (the ITO's inspection of loss and
damage-required for damage claim adjudication) can be used at
the ITO's discretion to estimate loss and damage. If loss or
damage is based on documentation other than the DD Form 1840,
a notation must be made in the remarks section of the DD Form

2223.
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JOINT STATEMENT OF LOSS OR DAMAGE AT DEUVERY

o i o Privacy Act Statement . -
AUTHORITY: - - The requested information is solicited pursuant to one or more of the fallowing: SUS.C

. ] 301,31 U.5.C. 3721 etseq. 31U $ C 3711 et seq., and EO 9397, November 1943 (SSN).
PRINCIPLE PURPOSE(S): The information requested is to be used in evaluating daims. .

ROUTINE USE(S]: The information requested is used in the settlement of .daims for loss, damage or
<. destruction of personal property and recovery from liable third parties.

DISCLOSURE: - - Voluntary; however, failure to supply the information or to execute the form
Y may delay or otherwise hinder the payment of your daim. - - -

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS: The Carrier's/contractor’s representative will complete and sign DD Form 1840 and obtain the
signature of the member or member's agent The member or member’s agent will not, under any drcumstances,
sign a blank or partially completed DD Form 1840. Three completed copies of DO Form 1840 and blank DO Forms-
1840R will be pravided the member or member's agent by the carries's/contractor’s representative for each
shipment. !f no loss or damage is involved, write “NONE” in description column. ‘. .

* - SECTION A-GENERAL (Tobde d by

- - A X
1. NAME OF OWNER (Last. First, Middle inigal} 2. SOQAL SECUNITY NO. 3. RANK OR GAADE {4 NET WT OF SHIPMENT
BECHILL, ROBERT, D. . [ = % ] LT 8620
3. ORIGIN OF SHIPMENT (Giy and SGate/Country) ‘ T oesTATION g‘ SHIPMENT (City and SaterCowntry)
. . - ] y . - .
7. PPCBUGRDER NUMBER © 3. $ICXUP DATE 3. NAMT ANO ADORISS GF CARRIEA/CONTRACTOR ; _
63,400 . "3-12-89 "GLUE RIBBON POVERS " ~.  ~
10. COO€ OF SERVICE ] 11. SCAC 17 CARRIER/CONTR #eF, no.| Pe0. BOX 5245 -
1 | BMVE 154 SALINAS, CA. 93915
SECTION B- RECORD OF LOSS OR DAMAGE (To be completed joindly by member and carrer s 3

13. Notice is hereby given to the carrier/contractor to whom this Ratement is surrendered that the shipment was
received in condition as shown below and the claim, if any, will be made for such loss or damage as indicated
subject to further inspection and notification to the daims office within 70 days by OO Form 1840R found on the
reverse side hereof. THE VAYUE INDICATED IN BLOCK 14¢ IS TO 8€ USED FOR QUALITY CONTROL ONLY.

a_lnv. No. | b. Name of item ¢ Descriotion of loss o damage (i mitsing, 30 indScate) :

AIOTE. OUTS/AOINEG MOUSES ./

14, ACKNOWLEDGMENT BY MEMBER GR AGENT (X and complete o5 | 15. ACKNOWLEDGMENT BY CARRIEX'S/CONTRACTOR'S REPRE-
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Figure 3: Joint Statement of Loss and Damage at Delivery--
DD Form 1840
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Prior to October 1988, the primary input document
for loss and demage estimates was the Customer Satisfaction
Report--DD Form 1781. This form was dropped in favor of the
DD Form 1840 due to poor return rates (as low as 10% at some
installations) and ambiguity of answers (a member would
estimate damage at $4,000 to $5,000 yet be satisfied with
mover service). At present (December 1988), the Military
Traffic Management Command has no plans to reinstate any form
on a nationwide basis to capture customer satisfaction.
[Ref. 12]

5. Shipment Scoring

Using the matrix table 1located in the middle of
DD Form 2223 and the results for each scored element, a
carrier's shipment score can easily be determined. Figure 4
illustrates the scoring that would occur if the carrier
missed both pickup and the delivery date by more than 10
days. A total score of 33 would be given for this shipment.
In this example, the DD Form 2223 would serve as
documentation for automatic suspension of the carrier. As
will be discussed later in this chapter, missing pickup or
missing the RDD by ten or more days are grounds for immediate
suspension.

6. The Carrier Evaluation Worksheet/Report
At the end of each six month period, data from

individual 2223s are consolidated on to the Carrier
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Evaluation Worksheet/Report--DD Form 2224. See Figure 5.
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Figure 5: Carrier Evaluation Worksheet/Report--
DD Form 2224 [Ref. 2:p. R-9]
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This form is designed to serve as:

a. A work sheet that can be used by the origin ITO to
calculate average shipment scores. Average shipment
scores are used by the origin ITO to allocate traffic
for the next six month period.

b. A document used in reporting carrier performance to
Headquarters, Military Traffic Management Command. All
carrier performance data must be submitted by 15
November and 15 May to Headquarters, MTMC.

Unlike the initial CERS program, where a
carrier's average performance score was determined through a
complex data adjustment equation, a carrier's score under the
revised CERS program is the simple arithmetic mean (total
number of points divided by number of shipments during a

reporting period). Carriers must achieve a minimum average

performance score of 85. Carriers failing to achieve or

exceed this minimum wil]l be considered unsatisfactory and be
placed in a traffic denial status for 60 days.

7. Carrier Evaluation and Reporting at the National
Level--CERS 11

The Carrier Evaluation and Reporting System Il is the
automated management information system used by Headquarters,
MTMC to monitor the CERS program. The system provides data
on the performance of all carriers participating in DOD
personal property shipments, gives regional and national
performance norms by codes of service, and facilitates
overall analysis and evaluation of the DOD personal property

program. The primary data source for the CERS II program are
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the DD Form 2224s that are prepared and transmitted every six
months by ITOs. [Ref. 11:p. 6]

This section has described the revised Carrier
Evaluation and Reporting System. The revised CERS program
essentially streamlined what had been a burdensome management
tool. The next section will discuss how CERS scores are used

by ITOs to allocate traffic.

C. THE TRAFFIC ALLOCATION DECISION
The stated goal of the domestic personal property program
is [Ref. 2:p. 2-19]:

« . . to award traffic to the carrier that consistently

provides gquality service at the lowest overall cost
[underlines added for emphasis]. To accomplish this goal,
domestic HHG traffic distribution is based on both the
levels of rates and the quality of each carrier's past
performance. Traffic shall be offered only to those
carriers maintaining a satisfactory level of performance [a
CERS score of at least 85]. The carrier's rate level, the
number of qualified carriers serving the installation, and
the amount of traffic available for distribution shall
determine the amount of traffic offered to each carrier.
The primary document used to allocate traffic under the
guidelines stated above is the Traffic Distribution Roster
(TDR). See Figure 6. Traffic Distribution Rosters are
established for Code 1 and 2 shipments for each destination
state and the District of Columbia. If there is more than
one rate level to a destination, a separate TDR is required
for each rate level. A large installation like Fort Ord, CA

can have hundreds or thousands of separate TDRs (TDRs are

38




required for international shipments too) to maintain. [Ref.

2:p.

2-19}

Interstate Traffic Distribution Rosters are established

based on the following principles [Ref. 2:pp. 2-19 to 2-23}:

1.

Traffic is awarded based on average shipment score and
tonnage from origin to destination for each rate filed.
The low rate carrier with the highest average shipment
score is awvarded traffic first.

Carriers with the highest average shipment score from
the last performance cycle are listed first to each
destination.

oo m

n-k—x.;

e Adjustasnt
Dlaqualified Agent
Disqualified by Mg MTMC .

Tnterline

Jotnt Carctage Origin Avea: o
Refueed Destination: 3
Suspended M Dete: ) [13)
AT T [ 3
A AT £Tho
T AN 1012 3. (X} (23] (1 %)
Lt 1 Do cuyv BATE CBL ¥o. VIICHT (cwt) ACCUMULATIVE TOTAL fewt)
r I NCa
cr THNR
| S T lat CAvOY LAST CaA
towe)
(3) the) {9) (18
4 1) (9 {10) (11} (1) (7) (8} 1103 ()

Figure 6: Sample Traffic Distribution Roster
[Ref. 2:p. 2-33]
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Carriers having equal average shipments scores are
brought forward on the new cycle TDR from low to high
tonnage. For example, if Carrier A had 15,000 pounds
during the previous c¢ycle and achieved a 100 CERS
average shipment score and Carrier B had 12,000 pounds
during the previous shipment cycle and also achieved a
100 CERS score, Carrier B 1is placed on the new TDR
first. Carriers having equal average shipment scores
and equal tonnage for the last cycle are ranked using a
random number table.

All tonnage is zeroed out at the start of each new rate
cycle. There are two rate cycles: 1 May to 31 October
and 1 November to 30 April.

Low rate carriers are awarded traffic prior to carriers
in the next highest rate level. Other carriers do have
the option to "me-too" the rate of the lowest rate
filer to a destination. A me-too rate is a rate filed
by a competing carrier that is equal to the rate filed
by the low rate carrier.

Those carriers in a traffic denial status for the first
60 days are not awarded any traffic. At the end of the
traffic denial period, carriers are assigned an
administrative score of 85 and brought back on to the
TDR(s) at the highest cumulative weight of any carrier
on the TDR(s).

A 20,000 weight differential is establishe® between
carriers with the highest and lowest tonnage 1i.cluding
those with zero tonnage. In other words, a carrier
cannot receive more than 20,000 pounds of traffic
within the same rate category until all shipments have
been offered to all carriers within that rate category.

In a properly maintained TDR, a carrier with a lower
CERS score should not have higher cumulative tonnage
than a carrier with a higher CERS score, except in
those requiring the application of "sound traffic
management."” Sound traffic management is often
exercised by traffic managers to keep imbalances from
occurring in the TDR. For example, a traffic manager
could award traffic out of sequence to ensure that
lower ranked carriers do not receive more tonnage than
a higher ranked carrier.

Service members may request a particular carrier.
Installation Transportation Officers shall honor a
member's request if the <carrier 1is in the lowest
overall rate group congsistent with equitable
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distribution and sound traffic management. Equitable
does not mean equal. Equitable means a fair and
reasonable allocation of traffic by the ITO.

The following example will help <clarify the traffic
allocation scheme for a typical Code 1 TDR [Ref. 13:pp. 6-
10]:

There are seven carriers, A-G, going from Fort Ord, CA to
Washington, DC. For the next rate cycle, Carrier A offers
the lowest rate. Carriers B through G me-too Carrier A's
rate. Thus all carriers now offer the same rate for the Fort
Ord to Washington, DC move. During the last rate cycle,

these seven carriers achieved the following CERS scores and

hauled the following tonnage:

Carrier CERS Score Tonnage Last Cycle _New Cycle Standing

A 98 18,000 (pounds) 3rd
B 98 12,700 2nd
C 98 10,000 1st
D 92 15,000 4th
E 88 20,000 5th
F 87 17,000 6th
G 85 10,000 Tth
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The following weights (in pounds) will be awarded:

1. €,000
2. 8,000
3. 4,000
4. 13,500
5. 3,000 (P)
6. 2,000
7. 7,000
8. 4,000
9. 1,000
10. 6,000
11, 5,000
12. 2,000
13. 8,000
14. 3,000
{(Code P on shipment number 5 indicates member

preference for Carrier E.)

The carriers are then ranked according to the ranking
guidelines previously stated. In this example, the top three
carriers achieved identical CERS scores during the previous
scoring cycle. Carrier C had the lowest tonnage during the
previous cycle and thus earns the number one ranking for the
new cycle. The process will continue until all carriers
within the same rate category are ranked (see chart on the
preceding page). e

The next step is to award the first shipment (6,000
pounds). Based on the principles, Carrier C will be offered
the first shipment since it is the lowest ranked carrier with
the highest CERS score and was ranked first based on the
ranking principle. Carrier B is awarded the second shipment
(8,000 pounds) because at this point in the cycle it has the

highest CERS score and lowest cumulative weight (0 pounds).

Carrier A is awarded the next two shipments (4,000 and
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13,500). Carrier A is awarded the third shipment since it
has the highest CERS score and lowest cumulative tonnage (0
pounds). Carrier A also receives the fourth shipment even
after the third shipment because Carrier A stild has the
highest CERS score and lowest cumulative tonnage (4,000
pounds) compared to Carrier C (6,000 cumulative pounds) and
Carrier B (8,000 cumulative pounds). In addition, Carrier B
could not receive the 13,500 pound shipment because it would
violate the 20,000 pound weight differential principle
(13,500 + 8,000).

Proceeding through the example, the fifth shipment (3,000
pounds) is awarded to Carrier E. The service member
requésted Carrier E. In this example, the member's request
is honored by the ITO causing a temporary imbalance in the
TDR. This is a judgement call by the ITO, but it appears to
be based on the sound traffic management principle (i.e., the
ITO knows that other shipments will be available to correct
the imbalance and award higher ranked carriers with more
tonnage). The imbalance will be corrected with the eighth
shipment. The sixth shipment (2,000 pounds) is awarded to
Carrier D. Again, this is an ITO judgement call that appears
to be driven by the sound traffic management principle. The
seventh shipment (7,000 pounds) is awarded to Carrier C (the
highest ranked carrier with the lowest cumulative weight).

The eighth shipment is awarded to Carrier D to offset the
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imbalance that occurred in awarding the fifth shipment to
Carrier E.

Carrier F received the ninth shipment (1,000 pounds)
possibly due to inability of other carriers to handle the
shipment and/or the low shipment weight. The tenth shipment
(6,000 pounds) is awarded to Carrier B (the best performer
with the lowest cumulative weight). The process will
continue until all shipments are awarded. The final TDR

appears below:

Carrier Score Est Wt/Cum Wt Est Wt/Cum Wt Est Wt/Cum Wt

C 98 1)6,000/6,000 7)7,000/13,000 /13,000
B 98 2)8,000/8,000 10)6,000/14,000 /14,000
A 98 3)4,000/4,000 4)13,500/17,500 /17,500
D 92 6)2,000/2,000 8)4,000/6,000 11)5,000/11,000
E 88 5)3,000/3,000 13)8,000/11,000 /11,000
F 87 9)1,000/1,000 12)2,000/2,000 /3,000

G 85 14)3,000/3,000 /3,000

The example above was governed primarily by the
principles of awarding traffic to the <carrier with the
highest performance score and lowest cumulative weight. The
20,000 pound weight differential was not exceeded in any
case. In only one case, the fifth shipment, did a lower
ranked carrier receive tonnage before a higher ranked
carrier. This situation was later corrected with the eighth
shipment. Although all carriers received some tonnage under
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this scenario, the higher ranked group of carriers was
awarded more tonnage for demonstrated past superior
performance (as indicated by their CERS scores).

How much traffic can be awarded in a rate category before
the I1TO moves into a higher rate category? If the carriers
in the 1low rate category have the capacity (manpower,
vehicles, and storage space), they will receive all traffic.
If the rate level becomes saturated (i.e., no carrier in that
rate level can accept the shipment), the next highest rate
group can be used.

Intrastate TDR procedures vary from the process above.
For intrastate moves, a rate printout provided by MTMC will
identify the primary carriers (rate setters) for each six
month rate cycle for each rate channel.? The primary carrier
(who 1is qualified under the CERS program) will receive 50
percent of all intrastate traffic. Remaining tonnage will be
offered to those carriers who me~-too the primary carrier's
rate. The me-too carriers will be placed on the TDR behind
the primary carrier based on CERS performance. All other
carriers will be placed on separate TDRs according to their
filed rates.

The key point to keep in mind in the entire traffic
allocation decision, be it interstate or intrastate, is that

traffic is allocated to the group of low rate carriers first.

3A rate channel can be defined as the rate filed from
origin to any destination.
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Performance scores attained under the CERS program establish
the minimum satisfactory requirements that all carriers must
meet and are used to determine traffic precedence within each
rate group. The next section describes additional quality
assurance programs currently available to personal property

managers.

D. ADDITIONAL QUALITY ASSURANCE PROGRAMS
The Military Traffic Management Command has instituted
several additional quality assurance programs and initiatives
to assist local ITOs in controlling carrier service. This
section will briefly discuss three of these programs: the
pre-award survey, shipment inspection by ITO representatives,
and punitive actions.
1. Pre-award Surveys
To participate in DOD sponsored household goods
traffic, carriers must submit to an initial inspection of
their facilities by a Regional Storage Management Office
(RSMO) representative. These offices perform the contract
administration function for the DOD Personal Property
Shipment Program. In addition, they are responsible for
inspecting all carriers or carriers’' agents facilities,
equipment, and personnel within CONUS. [Ref. 2:pp. 2-35 to
2-317]
Regional Storage Management Office inspectors :se the

Pre-Award Survey--DD Form 1811 to inspect a carrier's or
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agent's operation. See Figure 7. An ITO representative will
accompany the RSMO representative on all inspections. During
their inspections, they will check on the carrier's capacity
(number and types of trucks and warehouses), fire and
security protection capabilities, storage methods, flood
protection measures, rodent and/or insect control, and
indications of hazardous operations. The results of this
survey and the submission of financial statements, letters of
intent, Tender of Service signature sheets, and licensing
evidence from the Interstate Commerce Commission and state
regulatory bodies will determine carrier is approved to move
DOD personal property shipments. [Ref. 2:pp. 2-46 to 2-47]

2. Inspections by Installation Transportation Office
Personnel

After the initial inspection by the RSMO, carrier
facilities and equipment are reinspected every six months by
local ITO inspectors. The results are recorded on the
Warehouse Inspection Record--DD Form 1812. See Figure 8.
However, 1if a «carrier's facility is located more than 100
miles from the shipping office, annual inspections may be
performed. These inspections must be accomplished in
addition to the inspections of incoming and outgoing personal

property shipments. Installation Transportation Offices must
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Figure 8: Warehouse Inspection Report [Ref. 2:p. 2-51]

49




inspect quarterly not less than 50 percent of all personal
property shipments. [Ref. 2:pp. 2-34 to 3-35]
3. Punitive Actions
Should a positive approach through CERS or another
quality assurance method fail to produce the desired service
levels, MTMC and local ITOs have several punitive actions
which they may invoke. They are [Ref. 2:pp. 2-60 to 2-66]:
a. Letter of warning
Letters of warning are issued for minor tender of
service violations. The DD Form 2223 and local
correspondence is used to notify carriers that they have been
given a letter of warning. Carriers may appeal any letter of
warning.
b. Suspensions
Should a letter of warning(s) fail to correct a
situation, MTMC or the ITO can take steps to suspend the
carrier. During the suspension period (30 to 135 days,
depending on the number of suspensions involved), no traffic
will be awarded to the carrier or agent, even if the agent
represents several carriers. A suspension is only imposed
after MTMC or the ITO issues a letter of warning (except in
cases where <carriers willfully or flagrantly violate DOD
personal property regulations).
Regular suspensions can be imposed for repetitive
(three or more) minor tender of service violations or
violations of other DOD personal property rules and
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regulations. Immediate suspensions can be imposed if any of
the following willful or flagrant violations occur:

1. Carrier personnel are under the influence of alcohol! or
unlawful drugs at the member's residence.

2. Carrier personnel use abusive language, actions, or
conduct in the presence of the member or member's
family.

3. Carrier personnel commit fraud.

4. Carrier personnel deliberately damage a member's
possessions.

5. Carrier personnel fail to meet the previously agreed
upon pickup date.

6. Carrier personnel miss the RDD by 10 or more days
except when missed RDD occurs due to acts of God,
strikes, and natural disasters.

7. Carrier personne]l do not provide protected storage
(from the elements) during periods of temporary
storage.

Carriers are notified of suspension actions by
the Letter of Suspension--DD Form 1814. See Figure 9.
Carriers are not reinstated wuntil satisfactory evidence is
provided to MTMC and the ITO of corrective action. If
evidence is adequate, the carrier can be reinstated at the
end of the suspension period. As was the case with the
letter of warning, carriers can appeal any suspension action.
If the appeal is granted, carriers will be immediately
reinstated and offered sufficient shipments to return the

carrier to the relative TDR position it held at the time the

suspension was imposed.
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- DATE
CANCELLATION
CARRIER O warnng [ suseension [ mewstatement [

OF WARNING
‘FFROM. IShipping Activuy & Symbol)

INSTRUCTIONS: This form will be completed in accordance with instructions on the reverss.

TO: (Carrier's Nams, Address)

PART | — PERSONAL PROPEATY OWWER DATA .

HAMT (Last, Puret, NT) GRADE $1.1
PART - SHIPMEINT DATA
EmMINY MOVED FROM (Cuy or Inssallanon, StwiwCountry)
tD FOR {Cuy or Insallanon, Smwu/Country)
PART il -  CARNIER ACTION
0 Due o the violation(s) of the Tender of Servics dted baiow, you are haraby d that & repetition of this type of
service will be the basis for suspension,

O m;:b!:lhn v::do«d:)ulhohdw of Service cited balow, your company b suspended st this installstion for the
period indica

T vou comparry will be rein

d to the st of carriers eligible to serve thisinstallation on the date shown beiow.

TYPE OF ACTION < W . Warning 1- 30.Day Suspension 2 -45-Day Suspension INSTALLATION CODE
3-60-Doy Swpenson R - Reinstatement € - Cancellanion of Warning -
[T TYPt OF ACTION  TEFFECTIVE DATE S PARA T/5 PARA 13 PARA 3 PARA

!anAth OF T/3 PARAGRAPHS LISTED ABOVL: (Ses INSTRUCTIONS on the reverse sida)

NAME OF INSTALLATION TRANSPORTATION OFFICIR (Type) SIGNATUAL

ND rox 1814

COITION OF 1 JUN 71 WiLL BC USED UNTIL EXNAUSTED.

Figure 9: Carrier Warning/Suspension/Reinstatement/
Cancellation of Warning--DD Form 1814 (Ref. 2:p. 2-70]
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¢c. Disqualifications
Disqualifications are the most severe form of
carrier punishment. Disqualifications can only be imposed by
the Commander, Military Tratfic Management Command.
Installation Transportation Officers can initiate a
recommendation for carrier disqualification when a carrier:

1. Incurs three suspensions during the same six month
performance cycle.

2. Fails to achieve an average CERS score of 85 for two
consecutive performance periods.

3. Clearly indicates its inability or unwillingness to
meet its contractual agreement as evidenced by
repetitive tender of service violations.

Carriers are notified by certified mail of the ITO's intent
to recommend disqualification and given 30 days to respond.
If a carrier fails to respond or the response 1is not

acceptable, the ITO will forward the recommendation for

disqualification to the appropriate MTMC field office for

further action. Disqualifications may be imposed for
definite or indefinite periods and may be areawide,
nationwide, or worldwide. Disqualifications may also be

imposed for specific routes, installations, or rate areas
depending on the severity of the problem. Disqualifications
are not common. In the last four years, only three domestic
interstate carriers have been disqualified from doing further

personal property business by MTMC [Ref. 14].
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E. CONCLUSION

This chapter described the current CERS program, how
traffic is allocated using CERS, and other quality assurance
programs in effect to control service provided by carriers.
The CERS program and other quality assurance initiatives are
but one facet of a combined effort by MTMC, the services, and
ITOs to monitor the military moving process. The next
chapter presents and analyzes data depicting CERS performance

since the program was revised in 1984.
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IV. CERS PERFORMANCE STATISTICS

A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter analyzes several tables and charts depicting
CERS performance from Nay 1984 to April 1988. The material
in this chapter was derived from CERS II performance data and
actual loss and damage claims information provided by
Headquarters, Military Traffic Management Command.

B. CARRIER EVALUATION AND REPORTING SYSTEM STATISTICS: MAY

1984 TO APRIL 1988

Table 1 lists CERS performance statistics for eight six-
month performance periods beginning with the May to October
1984 performance period. This performance period was the
first full reporting period under the revised CERS format.
Figures 10 and 11 are graphical representations of the data
contained in Table 1. The reader should carefully review
each table and chart as they will be referred tc¢ again
throughout the remainder of this analysis.

As stated in Chapter 111, MTMC established performance
goals for the three scored performance elements. The goals
were: 95% of all shipments will be picked up on time, 90% of
all shipments will be delivered on time, and 70% of all

shipments will not experience any loss or damage. The
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following observations can be made regarding these three

performance elements:

TABLE 1: CERS PERFORMANCE--MAY 1984-APRIL 1988

Reporting Shipments Missed Missed Loss/Damage
Period Scored Pickup RDD Claims
MAY 84-0CT 84 108,400 810 13,000 28,200
NOV 84-APR 85 102,800 520 14,400 26,700
MAY 85-0OCT 85 99,000 580 11,900 26,300
NOV 85-APR 86 116,300 470 14,000 29,100
MAY 87-OCT 86 109,000 490 10,900 25,100
NOV 86-APR 87 116,100 420 12,800 26,700
MAY 87-OCT 87 108,800 400 10,900 23,900
NOV 87-APR 88 101,000 400 12,100 24,200
TOTAL 861,400 4,090 100,000 210,200
PERCENT OF TOTAL .48% 11.61% 24.40%

Notes: Shipments scored, missed RDD, and loss/damage figures
rounded to nearest hundred. Missed pickup figure
rounded to nearest ten.
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1. On-time Pickup

The most impressive performance element is on time
pickup. From May 1984 to April 1988, over 861,400 domestic
shipments were scored under CERS. Only 4,090 shipments, or
.48 of one percent of these shipments were scored as having
missed the pickup date.

This performance element is impressive for a number
of reasons. First, CERS performance in this area has often
exceeded total moving industry performance. An American
Moving Council (AMC) report of 1985 moving industry
performance indicators found that major van 1lines could only
achieve a 1.47% missed pickup rate [Ref. 15:p. 50]. Second,
cn-time pickup performance has far exceeded MTMC established
goals (95% of all shipments will be picked up on time) for
each performance period. Even during the worst performance
period, May to October 1984, 99.25% of all shipments were
picked up on time. Third, on-time pickup performance appears
to be steadily improving. 810 shipments were picked up late
in the Mry to October 1984 performance period. Three years
later, this figure has been cut by more than half to 400 (May
87 to October 87 and November 87 to April 1988).

2. On-time Delivery

The most disappointing performance element is on-time
delivery. This performance element is disappointing for a
number of reasons. First, performance in this area is below
moving industry averages. The American Moving Council noted
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that the moving industry's 1985 on-time delivery rate for
domestic shipments was 96.6% [Ref. 15:p. 50]. The best
performance in any performance period for military shipments
was 90% (88% average over the eight periods). Second, in
only one reporting period, May to October 1987, was the 90%
performance goal for this performance element reached, and
then just barely (90%). Third, there does not appear to be
an improvement trend in on-time delivery. The November 1987
to April 1988 performance statistics show that more than 12%
of domestic shipments are still not being delivered on time.
This percentage is virtually the same as the May to October
1984 initial reporting period. Finally, what the statistics
fail to measure is service members' inconvenience in terms of
additional temporary housing and food costs and disruption
from not having their household belongings when they need
them.

The Military Traffic Management Command may want to
consider strengthening the penalties for missing RDD.
Currently, a carrier receives a letter of warning for missing
the RDD by one to nine days, and an automatic suspension if
the RDD is missed by ten or more days [Ref. 2:p. 2-61].
Perhaps an automatic suspension should be levied when the RDD
is missed by five or more days. This would increase carrier

incentive to improve performance in this area.
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3. Loss and Damage

Another disappointing performance element was loss
and damage. Although carriers met the MTMC established goal
of 70% in every performance period, loss and damage rates of
22 to 27% are still too high. In simple terms, this means
that one out of every four domestic military household goods
shipments in the last four years has experienced some type of
loss and/or damage.

Loss and damage usually leads to some type of claim
being filed by the member. Table 2 below lists claims data

for Fiscal Years 1984 through 1987.

TABLE 2: ACTUAL LOSS AND DAMAGE CLAIMS 1984-1988 [Ref. 16]
(Codes 1 and 2 Shipments)

No. of No. of Claims Ave.
Fiscal Year Shipments Claims Amount Claim
1984 210,832 37,059 $22,124,000 $597
1985 227,085 30,749 $19,471,000 $633
1986 222,068 30,057 $18,411,000 $613
1987 219,560 24,189 $13,629,000 $563
Totals 879,545 122,054 $73,635,000 $603
Note: Fiscal Year 1987 data is incomplete as service members
are allowed up to two years to file a claim. Damage
claims dollar amounts are rounded to the nearest
thousand.

Figures are not adjusted for inflation.
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At first glance, it appears that there has been some
improvement in the number and dollar amounts of damage claims
being filed. The reader should note that the 1987 figures
are incomplete as service members are allowed two years to
file a claim for loss and/or damage to their household goods.
The average claim column may be a better indicator of loss
and damage performance. Disregarding the 1987 figures,
average claim amounts average over $600.00 with no
significant improvement trend in the three year period from
1984 to 1986. 1In addition, 73 million dollars in loss and
damage over a four year period is not indicative of
acceptable performance in this researcher's opinion. The
Military Traffic Management Command is taking steps to put
more emphasis into reducing loss and damage through the New
Released Valuation on Through Government Bill of Lading
(TGBL) Personnel Property Program. This new program will be

discussed in greater detail in the following chapter.

C. CONCLUSION

This chapter presented and analyzed the results of the
revised CERS program. It appears that 1little has changed
since the program was initiated. On-time pickup performance
continues to be impressive, while the other two performance
elements show little, if any, improvement.

Chapter V presents findings concerning the current status

of the CERS program and related carrier control initiatives.
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Specifically, Chapter V will address the major deficiencies
of the current CERS program, recommendations by various
groups of what can be done to improve the DOD domestic
carrier evaluation process, and possible alternatives to the

present evaluation system.
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V. PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS

A. INTRODUCTION
In the preceding chapters, the development and operating

characteristics of past and current Department of Defense
domestic carrier evaluation and control systems were
discussed. Chapter V presents findings about the current
status of CERS and related carrier control initiatives. To
accomplish this, Chapter V is organized as follows:

1. The Interview Process

2. Current CERS Deficiencies

3. Improving CERS: DOD and Moving Industry Recommenda-
tions

4. Alternative Quality Assurance Systems

5. Recent Quality Assurance Initiatives

B. THE INTERVIEW PROCESS

As stated in Chapter I, three semi-structured interviews
were used with the various groups to elicit a wide range of
responses on what is wrong (or perceived to be wrong) with
CERS and what can be done to improve CERS and the domestic
quality assurance process. The interviews were conducted
over a seven-month period. Appendix C contains a complete
listing (except for local carriers) of all individuals and
groups interviewed or providing data/information for this
thesis. These interviews were designed to answer this
study's five subsidiary research questions:
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1. What are the major criticisms of the CERS program?

2. What are the recommendations of DOD personal property
managers for improving CERS?

3. What are the recommendations of the moving industry for
improving CERS?

4. What programs do private firms and other public
agencies use to evaluate contracted moving service?

5. What new domestic gquality assurance initiatives are
being proposed to improve CERS and service provided by
the moving industry?

The first semi-structured interview was conducted by
telephone with 26 DOD installation-level personal property
officials. This group included housing directors, quality
assurance/quality control personnel, and CERS administrators.
The installation level officials were asked the following

questions:

1. What do you feel are the major deficiencies of the
current CERS program?

2. What recommendations do you have for improving CERS?

The author received additional information from informal
interviews and data/reports from the Military Traffic
Management Command, Military Traffic Management Command
Western Area, the services' transportation schools, and the
General Accounting Office.

The second group of interviews was conducted with
selected members of the moving industry. Trade association
and national moving company personnel were interviewed by

telephone. Local moving firms were interviewed in person.
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The questions used for this interview were the same as those
used for local DOD installation officials.

The third group of interviews was conducted by telephone
with representatives from eight large private companies and
two large public agencies. The primary purpose of this
interview was to determine what types of alternative carrier
evaluation and control systems exist, and if elements of
these systems could be incorporated into the CERS program.
The questions for this interview were:

1. What factors/measures does your company use to evaluate
moving service?

2. Of the factors/measures previously mentioned, which do
you feel is most important and why?

3. How often does your company (agency) rate service
provided by moving companies?

4. Are the results of moving evaluations given to
carriers? How?

5. 1Is your evaluation process used as:
a. a basis for selection of moving companies to use?
b. a means for disciplining carriers?

6. What are the main criteria that your company (agency)
uses to evaluate a moving firm before entering into a

contract?

7. O0Of the factors listed above, which is most important
and why?

8. What incentives or rewards do you give a moving company
for providing excellent moving service?

9. What type of feedback system does your company use to
capture client satisfaction and dissatisfaction?
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Additiona. information was provided by the Employee
Relocation Council. The Employee Relocation Council is a
professional organization that provides its members with
information concerning relocation trends. The next three

sections present interview results.

C. CURRENT CERS DEFICIENCIES

After initial contact was established, DOD and moving
industry officials were asked to describe what they felt were
the major deficiencies with *“2 current CERS program. Table
3 summarizes responses for DOL ufficials. Table 4 summarizes
responses for moving industry officials. This section will
review and discuss these two tables.

l. Department of Defense Criticisms

The primary criticism or deficiency of the current

CERS program (based on number of responses) was that the

program no longer has a formal method of gathering customer

feedback. Prior to 1 October 1988, DOD Personal Property
Activities used the Customer Satisfaction Report--DD Form
1781 (see Figure 12) to determine customer satisfaction
and/or dissatisfaction with a move and to gather 1loss and
damage estimates (see Block 9 of the form). The DD Form _.781
was completed by the member and returned to the destination
ITO. The destination ITO would examine the form to determine
if there were any problems at destination, take management

action to correct problems, annotate the DD Form 2223 as
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TABLE 3: CERS DEFICIENCIES--RESPONSES TO INTERVIEW QUESTION
#1 BY DOD QUALITY ASSURANCE AND CERS PERSONNEL

Deficiency Number of Responses
No formal method exists for 8

gathering customer feedback

Lack of emphasis on tender of 6
service violations

Input is not timely 5
Excessive paperwork 4
Incorrect input 3
Relying on damage estimates 2

vice actual claim amounts

Emphasis in the domest.ic 1
program of awarding traffic
by cost then service

Missed pickup scoring is too 1
severe
CERS does not work well 1l

during the peak season

Too many carriers in the 1l
domestic program
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TABLE 4: CERS DEFICIENCIES--RESPONSES TO INTERVIEW
QUESTION #1 BY MOVING INDUSTRY REPRESENTATIVES

Deficiency

CERS provides no real incentive
to carriers to improve service
since rates (not service) are the
primary determinant used by MTMC
to award traffic

Scoring of shipments going into
or out of storage-in-transit

Carrier performance scores can be
determined by as little as one
shipment

CERS administrators are poorly
trained

Loss and damage information is
based on member's estimates

Number of Responses

6
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appropriate, and then forward the forms to the origin
shipping office for final CERS scoring and evaluation. The
Customer Satisfaction Report contained information relating
to their service aspects (tender of service elements) of the
move, 1i.e., inventory preparation, packing and unpacking,
courtesy and cooperation of moving personnel, prevention of
loss and damage, and removal of packing/unpacking debris. In
addition, the form contained a section for members to express
their opinions to the ITO concerning overall move quality.
The Customer Satisfaction Report did have some
significant weaknesses that eventually 1led to its demise.
First, return rates at some installations were very poor. At
one major installation, service members returned only 10-15%
of the forms [Ref. 12]. Figueroa reported in his study that
overall return rates ranged from 20-50% [Ref. 6:p. 78]. DD
Form 1781 return was never mandatory, and thus only a small
percentage of service members returned the evaluation. As a
result, many installation transportation officers operated in
a partial information vacuum [Ref. 6:p. 47]. Situations
developed where an ITO perceived that marginal service was
provided by a carrier, but he or she could not take any
positive action to correct the situation without hard
evidence from the member [Ref. 6:47]. The form's sccond
major weakness was the ambiguity of certain answers provided
by members. A typical problem encountered by many ITOs would
be forms returned with numerous tender violations and
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extensive damage noted, yet block 10 would be completed
stating the move was satisfactory and block 11 had no
explanation for violations [Ref. 17].

Due in part to the weaknessecs described above, MTHMC
decided in May 1988 to discontinue use of the DD Form 1781
and replace it with a revised version of DD Form 1840 [Ref.
18:p. 11]. The major advantage of the DD Form 1840 is that
the carrier must return the form to the destination ITO.4
Loss and damage estimates, a key part of the current CERS
pregram, should be available for each move. An additional
advantage is in the area of paperwork reduction. With some
800,000 moves to score each year (the 1781 was used 1in the
international program as well), the elimination of one piece
of ».per may result in considerable time and cos. savings.

Bowever, there are three significant disadvantages
with the new system. First, because of the demise of the DD
Form 1781, there is now no direct feedback system for wuse by
personal property managers to determine if a service member
is receiving proper moving service. Many managers
interviewed felt that the service member should be provided
with some wvehicle to express their satisfaction or

dissatisfaction with a mover. Second, many tender elements

4Carriers failing to return the DD Form 1840 will be

issued letters of warning. I1f a trend (defined by MTMC as
three or more) of not returning the DD Form 1840 . noted, a
regular suspension 15 warranted. [Ref. 18:p. 2]
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such as inventory preparation, courtesy and cooperation,
prevention of loss and damage are no longer evaluated by the
member. Despite poor return rates, evaluation of these
tender elements provided ITOs with additional performance
data that was used in ccnjunction with inspector's
evaluations to determine marginal carriers. The third major
disadvantage or potential disadvantage noted by many
officials was their criticism of the DD form 1840. The form
is filled out jointly by the member and the driver in the
driver's presence when delivery is completed. Many DOD
officials, including the author, £felt that many service
members and/or their spouses would be reluctant to put down
any negative remarks when the driver was still in the service
member's residence.

The second major criticism was the lack of emphasis

on tender vioclations. Under current CERS procedures, tender

violations are not scored elements. Department of Defense
officials listing this element felt that mcre emphasis is
needed to prevent tender violations from recurring. Two
officials stated that tender violations should be a scored
element, recommending a 25% split in scoring for pickup,
delivery, loss and damage, and tender violations. The main
problem in this area may be poor interpretation of the PPTMR
by DOD officials. The Personal Property Traffic Management

Regulation is fairly explicit <concerning the number (three)

73




and types of violations that need to occur before suspension
action can be initiated [Ref. 2:p. 2-66]

The third major criticism was that input was not

timely or did not arrive at all. Lack of timely input can

seriously inflate CERS' scores. The Personal Property
Traffic Management Regulation recommends that destination
ITOs complete and return the DD Form 2223 within 30 days
after delivery has been made [Ref. 2:p. 2-40]. According to
one CERS administrator, he seldom received CERS reports in a
timely (within 30 days after delivery) fashion [Ref. 19].
After repeated tracer action had failed, he was "forced" to
award an administrative score of 100 to the carrier [Ref.
19). The Personal Property Traffic Management Regulation
states that '"car:iers will be awarded full credit for those
[performance] elements on which no contrary data has been
received.” [Ref. 2:p. 2-41] Lack of timely input can also
cause a significant administrative burden on the origin ITO
in the form of repeated tracer action to destination.

Excessive paperwork was cited at the fourth major

criticism. The CERS process requires the completion and
distribution of the DD Form 1840, DD Form 2223, and DD Form
2224 for a1l domestic moves, This process 1is currently
accomplished at most ITOs on a manual basis. Some of the
quality assurance officials interviewed indicated that they
spend a majority of their time filling out forms instead of
actually inspecting carriers and shipments.
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Lack of correct input was cited as the £ifth major

criticism. Officials who cited this as a significant problem
stated they often receive paperwork that either does not
match the shipment or was incorrectly prepared. For example,
several installations reported receiving CERS forms noting a
loss and damage estimate without the required corresponding
justification (DD Form 1781 or DD Form 1840) [Ref. 2:p. 2-
42]. Without justification, a carrier must be given full
credit for that performance element.

Part of the problem in CERS paperwork procedures may
be attributable to the training or lack of training for CERS
and gquality assurance personnel. All of the services'
transportation schools do offer some formal training on the
CERS program and personal property quality assurance
procedures [Ref. 20]; however, numerous installations
interviewed indicated that most of their people were trained
0JT (on-the-job) and that sufficient funds were not available
to sent their personnel to the service schools. Thus, what
ong CERS administrator knows can vary considerably from on
installation to another. The service schools are attempting
to overcome the training prn’ by offering personal
property courses at local commands. The Naval Transportation
Management School in Oakland, California offers the entire
Personal Property Traffic Management course at various
training sites throughout the year [Ref. 20]. With
standardized training offered to all personal ©property
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quality assurance personnel, form completion and submission
errors should decline.

Additional CERS criticisms as stated by DOD officials
are briefly discussed as follows:

Loss and damage evaluation is weak since this area

relies on estimates by the service member vice actual claim

amounts. Estimates can either be exceedingly high or low
depending on the case involved. Exceedingly high estimates
can unfairly penalize a carrier. Carriers can appeal many of
these damage estimates, and these appeals cause an additional
administrative burden for ITO personnel. Exceedingly low
estimates can also cause seriocus problems. In the CERS forms
examined at Fort Ord (CA) and the Naval Postgraduate School
(ca), many forms did not contain an estimate of damage even
though numerocus items were noted to be damaged on the DD Form
1840. Under present guidelines, if an estimate has not been
made by the member, the personnel who score CERS will
automatically indicate a dollar amouut cf less than $500 on
the DD Form 2223 [Ref. 18:p. 1). When loss and damage claims
are actually settled, the claim may run into the thousands,
but the original CERS score for this performance element
cannot be changed.

The emphasis on low cost over quality eliminates

incentives for carriers to achieve truly superior service.

This was also cited as the major .riticism by representatives
of the moving and storage industry. There 1is nothing to
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prevent a carrier with 1lower CERS scores from cutting its
rates in order to receive traffic in a subsequent quarter.
It is true this carrier may not receive all of the traffic if
the other carriers '"me-too", but the «carrier will still
receive a good rortion of the tonnage to be awarded before
the more service conscious carriers (as defined by higher
CERS scores) at higher rate levels.

Missed pick-up scoring criteria is too severe. One

respondent thought that carriers should be allowed some
relaxation of the immediate suspension requirement for
missing the pickup date. However, this researcher found that
the no tolerance scoring criterion used for scoring on-time
pickup is probably one of the most significant strengths of
the CERS program. As stated in Chapter IV, missed pickup has
occurred in only .4% of all domestic shipments since 1984.
This exceeds performance by the moving industry in general.
Additionally, this researcher could find no evidence that the
missed pickup criterion was adversely affecting any carrier.

CinS does not work well during the peak season. As

noted in Chapter II, peak season demand may force an ITO to
use any carrier available during this time, regardless of
past performance. Peak season problems continue to plague
the military and the federal government in general. 1In 1985,
one study indicated that 47.48% of all military/government
moves occurred in the June l1-September 30 time frame [Ref.
15:p. 44]. Quality assurance procedures may be neglected if
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demand for service is beyond the capability and capacity of
the better movers during the peak season.

There are too many carriers in the domestic program

to monitor. Deregulation of the household goods industry

nccurred in 1980 with the passage of the Motner Carrier Act of
1980 (P.L. 96-296) and the Household Goods Transportation Act
of 1980 (S. 1798) [Ref. 21:p. 1]. Prior to these two acts,
entry into the household good market, entry of existing
carriers into other markets, and pricing was strictly
regulated by the Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) [Ref.
22:p. 81. Due to deregulation, entry into the DOD
transportation market 1is now fairly simple. 1If a carrier
meets the basic ICC and DOD reguirements, the carrier can
easily enter into contracts to do business with the
Department of Defense. The bottom line is that the number of
carriers which DOD uses to move hcusehold goods has increased
dramatically since 1980. The Department of Defense granted
approval to 1254 domestic carriers to move military member's
household goods shipments for Fiscal Year 1989 [Ref. 23:p.
147. Considering that each of these carriers has to be
monitored over thousands of traffic channels, the sheer
number of carriers to monitor does appear to pose some unique
quality assurance prcblems.

It should also be noted that five respondents did
not think there was any problem with the CERS program. This
is also a significant result. They acknowledged that there
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were some weaknesses in the overall quality assurance
program; however, CERS, at least at their installations,
adequately separated the good carriers form the bad carriers.

This section described the major criticisms and
deficiencies of the current CERS program as noted by DOD
personnel who administer the program on a daily wasis. The
results indicate that there are some fundamental problems
with the CERS program. Key among these problems are lack of
customer input and the lack of emphasis on tender of service
violations. In addition, there appears to be some basic
problems with administering the program itself. Despite
improvements made when the CERS program was revised in 1984,
many interviewees felt that the costs (both personnel and
time) in running the program still exceeded the benefits
(better moving service).

2. Moving Industry Criticisms
Table 4 above summarizes interview responses for

moving industry officials. The moving industry's primary

criticism (based on number of responses) was that CERS

provided no real incentive for carriers to improve

performance since a carrier's rate is the primary determ