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OBJECTIVES, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY
Pursuant to our approved annual plan we have completed an audit of repairs and
maintenance and warehouse operations. The primary objectives of our audit were to
determine whether the resources spent on repairs and maintenance performed by
outside contractors/vendors and internal warehouse operations were adequately
controlled and managed and in compliance with applicable policies and procedures,
laws, rules and regulations.
Our audit was conducted in accordance with the International Standards for the
Professional Practice of Internal Auditing, and included tests of the accounting
records and such other auditing procedures as we considered necessary under the
circumstances. The audit covered vendor selection, contract, and warehouse
management for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2011. Audit fieldwork was conducted
from October 5, 2011 to December 19, 2011.
During the audit we:


Reviewed agreements between Florida International University (FIU or
University) and contactors/vendors;



Reviewed University policies and procedures, applicable Florida statues, and
regulations;



Observed and evaluated current practices and processing techniques;



Interviewed responsible personnel; and



Selectively tested transactions.

As part of our audit, we reviewed internal and external audit reports and
investigations issued during the last three years to determine whether there were any
prior recommendations related to the scope and objectives of this audit and whether
management had effectively addressed prior audit concerns. There were no prior
audit recommendations related to the scope and objectives of this audit requiring
follow-up.
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BACKGROUND
University repairs and maintenance are handled by the University Facilities
Management’s Maintenance & Operations section.
The Maintenance & Operations Section has numerous units devoted to providing
various services: electrical, plumbing, painting, general maintenance, grounds,
landscaping, building maintenance, custodial services, warehouse operations, key
control, mail room, and utilities. As of October 2011, the Section’s budgeted
expenditures for the fiscal year 2010-2011 were approximately $33.1 million.
Approximately 75% ($24.9 million) of this amount was devoted to payroll and utility
costs. The remaining $8.2 million was devoted ostensibly to paying outside vendors
for repairs and maintenance and for supplies, parts, and equipment.
The Maintenance & Operation Section with 315 staff members comprised of
administrative and trade personnel covering a wide variety of areas support all
University buildings and grounds and other campus facilities. The Section initiates
and/or receives repair orders from the University community and oversees all
buildings and grounds maintenance functions.
Maintenance’s Work Management Unit is the main point of contact to place service
requests or obtain information for any kind of service provided by Facilities, and to
obtain follow-up on the status of work. Daily and emergency work orders are
assigned to the various trade staff and their progress and completion is monitored.
The Facilities Management Department uses work management software called
“Maximo System” to track both jobs performed by outside contractors, as well as its
own employees.
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Overall, our audit disclosed that the Facilities Management Department’s
Maintenance & Operations section’s established controls and procedures were
mostly adequate. Nevertheless, we found weaknesses in internal controls over
contractor/vendor selection, contract administration, and warehouse management.
Our overall evaluation of internal controls is summarized in the table below.

CRITERIA
Process
Controls
Policy & Procedures
Compliance
Effect
Information Risk
External Risk
CRITERIA
Process
Controls

Policy & Procedures
Compliance

Effect

Information Risk

External Risk

INTERNAL CONTROLS RATING
SATISFACTORY
FAIR

INADEQUATE

x
x
x
x
x
INTERNAL CONTROLS LEGEND
SATISFACTORY
FAIR
Effective
Opportunities
exist to
improve
effectiveness
Non-compliance
Nonissues are minor
Compliance
Issues may
be systemic

Not likely to impact
operations or
program outcomes
Information
systems are
reliable

Impact on
outcomes
contained
Data systems
are mostly
accurate but
can be
improved

None or low

Potential for
damage
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INADEQUATE
Do not exist or
are not reliable

Non- compliance
issues are
pervasive,
significant, or
have severe
consequences
Negative impact
on outcomes
Systems produce
incomplete or
inaccurate data
which may cause
inappropriate
financial and
operational
decisions
Severe risk of
damage

The following sections provide our detailed findings and recommendations:
1. Selection of Contractors/Vendors
FIU Regulation 2201(4) states: “All contracts for the purchases of commodities
and/or services exceeding $75,000 shall be awarded pursuant to a competitive
solicitation, unless otherwise authorized . . .” Notwithstanding, over the years
Maintenance & Operations does continued business with vendors using individual
purchase for dollar amount under the competitive solicitation threshold, which over
time far exceed the $75,000 threshold. The following table shows an example of
seven vendors that were engaged without competitive solicitation, on a project by
project basis, and were paid in excess of the competitive solicitation threshold
amount of $75,000 for the last three fiscal years.
Vendor Name
Rex Chemical
Tajo Painting
R B Air Conditioned
CasaNova
Maintenance Supply Express
DAC Air Conditioning
Del Valle Painting

Total Payment Per Fiscal Year
FY 2009/2010 FY 2010/2011 FY 2011/20121
$ 542,353
$
532,404
$ 89,930
193,575
334,470
95,820
514,750
281,085
32,615
175,027
341,317
177,157
134,588
244,297
86,527
553,248
341,757
126,707
88,320
105,865
81,920

The State of Florida Auditor General has repeatedly recommended to discontinue
this practice. The BOG Purchasing Regulation 18.001 requires the University to
establish a threshold no greater than $75,000. The practice of repeated purchases
from the same vendors without a competitive selection process and a formal contract
weakens internal controls and increases the likelihood of fraud as noted in a previous
investigation we performed on an air conditioning repair contractor report issued on
October 4, 2011 (see Report No. 11/12-I-01). Process controls are especially weaker
for small purchases than they are for contracts. With small purchases, the individual
unit supervisors and their subordinates have control over which contractor they
choose to do the repair work and this requires little or no oversight of the transaction
cycle outside of the individual unit. With contracts, the individual unit is required to
use preselected contractors and there is more required scrutiny of pricing and job
performance.
The University’s Purchasing Director agrees that for repair projects (like airconditioning, painting, supplies, etc.) where annual spending always exceed the
$75,000 competitive solicitation threshold, Facilities Management (FMD), in
collaboration with Purchasing Services, should establish criteria to competitively

1

Total payment to the vendors for the fiscal year 2011-12 was for seven months until
January 31, 2012.
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select one or more vendors. He said that he has already had discussions with FMD
and hopes to move ahead in this direction.
In addition, other vendors were selected without a competitive selection process
based on preexisting contracts with other state/local government and other
purchasing consortium. Our review of the contracts indicated that our own contracts
with these vendors were not the same as the contracts being used. For example,


In May and July 2010, FMD issued three purchase orders for water treatment,
equipment and chemical, totaling $203,934 to Chem-Aqua, which was selected
based on an existing contract with Volusia County School District. Volusia’s
contract was for water treatment services and related products based on their
specifications, e.g. sites, number of towers and chillers, which are not comparable
to ours. Accordingly, their pricing could not be used so FMD negotiated the cost
for our services and related equipment and chemical. The University’s Purchasing
Director stated that the Volusia County School District’s contract was very specific
and was not comparable to FMD’s project.
In addition, the contract with this vendor was split into two separate purchase
orders for $72,584 and $33,250, respectively. A blanket purchase order was also
issued to the vendor for $98,100 for water treatment services for cooling towers
and closed loop systems. By splitting purchase orders and not issuing a separate
contract for this service, a required review by the Office of the General Counsel2
and the Chief Financial Officer’s otherwise required approval was bypassed.



During the fiscal year 2010-11, FMD purchased $526,201 of materials and
supplies from Grainger, which was selected based on its preexisting contract with
a purchasing consortium, Educational and Institutional Cooperative Service (E&I).
However, there is no evidence that the University was taking advantage of
available discounted pricing within the framework of its E&I contract. Several
pricing options were available for most frequently purchased “hot list” items.
E&I’s purchasing agent explained that each institution member is expected to
negotiate prices for most frequently purchased items. Since E&I’s members are
diverse and purchase different products, final product by product negotiation
needs to be handled by each institutional member. Among the various pricing
options, “hot list” program for consolidated members, FIU could individually tailor
an agreement with Granger for up to five hundred specific high volume items.
Prior to the end of each contract year, Grainger and FIU could have reviewed and
updated pricing for “hot list” items.

2

University Contract Review Policy No. 150.105, requires the Office of the General
Counsel to review and approve contracts for the purchase of goods and services
when the contract value is $75,000 or greater.
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FMD instructs its staff to purchase items exclusively from Grainger. However,
when the staff orders materials and supplies they do not know the unit prices of
the items. The pricing is provided after the fact when the order confirmation is
received. Without having pre-negotiated discounted pricing especially for
frequently purchased items, the staff has no way of determining if the price
charged is competitive.
Grainger’s prices are not always favorable compared to other vendors. In one
instance, an employee purchased from another vendor, as the quoted price from
Grainger was more than twice that of the other vendor. Nevertheless, the
employee was instructed by his supervisor to purchase items only from Grainger
in the future. We compared Grainger’s price to those offered by other vendors for
eight items frequently purchased by our warehouse and found opportunities for
savings.
Price Comparison for Sample Items Purchased from Grainger
Item
Description
Trex Maderia
2”x4”x16” Deck
Railings
QTP2x26/42/ Univ
Ballast
160 Watt Selfballasted Mercury
Vapor
Roll Towel
Dispenser
Brownlee 1375
Fixtures
Convertible Paper
Towel Disp/Waste
HD Ballast Kit Core
& Coil 1000w HPS
1 3/4 in Stapler
Part # SNS45

Grainger
Price

Other Vendors’
Price Range

Price
Variance

# of
Units

Potential
Savings

$78.50

$ 50.00 - $65.50

$13.00 - $28.50

20

$260.00 - $570.00

$81.90

$ 22.50 - $63.00

$18.90 -$59.40

25

$472.50 - $1,485.00

$180.00

$ 26.76 - $149.00

$31.00 - $153.24

12

$372.00 -$1,838.88

$236.21

$ 45.30 - $179.90

$56.31 - $190.91

15

$844.65 -$2,863.65

$299.72

$127.60- $254.00

$45.72 -$172.12

8

$365.76 -$1,376.96

$705.07

$478.50- $645.00

$60.07 -$226.57

3

$180.21 - $679.71

$261.09

$149.00- $195.00

$66.09 -$112.09

2

$132.18 - $224.18

$707.06

$324.00- $469.00

$238.06 -$383.06

1

$238.06 - $383.06

Based on the actual purchases of the 8 selected items, potential savings range
from $2,865.36 to $9,421.44.
The two contracts mentioned above were reviewed and processed for Facilities
Management by FIU’s Purchasing Services Department.

Page 6 of 16

Recommendations

The Facilities Management Department should:
1.1

Work with Purchasing Services to competitively select one or more
vendors for projects exceeding $75,000.

1.2

Avoid splitting purchases/contracts and comply with the appropriate
review and approval requirements.

1.3

When using state/local government and other purchasing consortium’s
agreements, ensure that available discounted pricing are used.

1.4

Obtain Grainger’s discounted/negotiated price for items prior to placing
orders and only use the vendor when there is a competitive advantage.

The Controller’s Office (Purchasing Services) should:
1.5

Prior to approving the use of state or cooperative contracts, ensure their
applicability to FIU’s needs.

Management Response/Action Plan:
1.1

FMD already competes any and all projects that exceed $75K. The issue is
not an individual project, but the cumulative value of smaller priced commodity
services that over time exceed $75K. FMD is currently working with
Purchasing Services to competitively bid the following small trades where the
cumulative value is projected to exceed $75k:
 HVAC/Mechanical Contractors
 Plumbing Contractors
 Sprinkler Contractors
 Generator Contractors
 Electronic Lock Contractors
 Automatic Door Opener Contractors
 Painting/Pressure Cleaning Contractors
 Boiler Contractors
Implementation date: August 1, 2012 through April 1, 2013
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1.2

FMD does agree with this audit remark and does deter the practice. The
example used in the audit was tied to the Chem-Aqua contract that was based
on the existing contract at Volusia County. FMD included the automatic
chemical injection systems as part of the contract and believed that we were in
compliance with adding it to that contract. FMD will fully comply with all
University and state policies concerning competitive bids.
Implementation date: Immediately

1.3

E&I vendor, Grainger Inc., will deliver a report of the past 12 months of
purchases that will identify all discounts. This report is due on April 30, 2012.
Going forward a complete report of discounts will be submitted by the vendor
on a quarterly basis so that discount negotiations can be an on-going process
between FMD and Grainger’s, Inc.
Implementation date: June 30, 2012

1.4

The FMD Warehouse Operation has posted for the position of “Purchasing
Coordinator”. This position will have the sole responsibility for all Warehouse
purchasing. This position will be a direct report to an Associate Director of
FMD. The position will check market pricing against available Grainger pricing
before purchasing any material. Outside vendors will be used when there is a
clear price advantage.
Implementation date: August 1, 2012.

1.5

Purchasing Services staff was retrained on evaluating competitive solicited
contracts from other public entities to ensure that they meet the requirements
for accessibility/piggy-back.
Implementation date: Immediately
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2. Contract Management
Our review disclosed that controls over the administration of contracts with vendors
needed improvement, as follows:


FMD’s contract with ARAMARK for grounds maintenance services require a
minimum of 45 groundskeepers during the peak months of summer at the
Modesto A. Maidique Campus and 20 at the Biscayne Bay Campus. During the
off peak months, only 30 and 15 grounds maintenance crews are required at the
respective campuses. At the Engineering Center 2 year-round groundskeepers
are required. The contract states if more laborers and machinery are required to
ensure that the contract specifications are fulfilled, it is the responsibility of
ARAMAK to provide additional support at their expense. It further states that the
contractor must provide a continuous roster of present staff to FMD staff in order
to ensure minimum proper staffing levels are accurate.
In fact, ARAMARK has not provided a staff roster as contractually required and
FMD is not monitoring for contract compliance. According to Facilities staff,
ARAMARK occasionally informs them of unfulfilled labor hours due to staff
absence or termination. Facilities Management staff, however, does not confirm
that ARAMARK is providing the minimum staffing required. ARAMARK has been
paid for extra mowing fees when requested for campus events. In one instance
ARAMARK was paid $26,204 for “emergency grass cutting.” However, there was
no documentation explaining why the mowing service was an emergency and
Facilities Management staff could not remember the exact campus event that
required an emergency mowing service, although the contract states that the
contractor should expect daily work order in the form of an email or a hard copy
from FIU’s Work Management department. Upon our inquiry, Facilities
Management staff indicated that no such work order is generated. Without
adequate documentation it is difficult to justify the extra payment to ARAMARK for
additional mowing services.
Three unencumbered payments to ARAMARK, totaling $388,483, were initiated
by Facilities Management and processed by Accounts Payable section of the
Controller’s Office, since no purchase order was issued for the contract with
ARAMARK. According to the University’s procedures, unencumbered payment is
only authorized for emergency purchases and for a list of allowable purchases
and should not be used in place of a requisition/purchase order.



A Landscape Supervisor entered into an annual service contract for $9,024 for
waterway maintenance with a vendor, Aquatic Systems, Inc. This was not
reviewed or approved by an authorized individual. The Associate Vice President
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for Facilities Management is the only person in the department that has delegated
authority to enter into all contracts up to $100,000 with vendors.3
This annual service contract was not executed using the University’s
“Independent Contractor Agreement for services less than $75,000” provided by
the Office of General Counsel with approved terms and conditions. In fact, the
contract included terms and conditions such as automatic renewals and a no
cancellation or termination clause proscribed by the University’s Purchasing
Manual.
Recommendations

The Facilities Management Department should:
2.1

Obtain a roster of present landscaping staff from ARAMARK and monitor
contract compliance.

2.2

Maintain documentation to support additional payment to contractors for
extra work.

2.3

Work with Purchasing Services to obtain a purchase order for all contracts
with vendors.

2.4

Ensure that: a) only individuals with delegated authority sign contracts,
and b) the prescribed contract format and terms and conditions for
contract agreements under $75,000 are used.

The Controller’s Office (Payment Services) should:
2.5

3

Ensure that unencumbered payments are processed only when
departments meet the unencumbered payment criteria.

According to University Contract Review Policy No. 150.105 and University Purchasing
Manual, only individuals with delegation of signature authority in writing from the
President are authorized to execute contracts on behalf of the University.
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Management Response/Action Plan:
2.1

FMD has always enforced the manpower requirements of the landscaping
contract with Aramark. We have not kept a file on this status in the past
because it was a dynamic approach that addressed deficiencies. Beginning
immediately, FMD will maintain a bi-weekly file of the Landscaping
Contractors manpower report. We will continue to enforce the contract
requirements as always.
Implementation date: Immediately

2.2

All contractor work is being loaded into “Maximo” (Maintenance Work Order
Software) as a Maintenance Work Order. On completion of the work all
pertinent information, i.e. invoices along with job description detail and
locations are scanned into Maximo as a permanent record. This will also
include any authorized “Change Orders” that could occur because of
unforeseen conditions.
Implementation date: Immediately

2.3

The unencumbered payments cited in the report were based on rates
negotiated in a competitively bid process, supported by a five year contract
signed by the President. Based on new procedures initiated in the past fiscal
year, three purchase orders are now prepared to reflect the contract terms.
The unencumbered payments cited in the report appear to be part of the
transition in implementing the new procedures during FY10-11. Where
contracts are in place, FMD will prepare purchase orders reflecting the
contract terms.
Implementation date: Immediately

2.4

The total value of the contract in question was $9,024; only one quote is
required under $15,000.
a) The Associate VP will sign off on all contracts.
b) FMD will ensure that the prescribed contract format and terms and
conditions are used.
Implementation date: Immediately

2.5

Unencumbered payment requirements were reviewed with the Accounts
Payable staff and Facilities Management Department to ensure
unencumbered payments will only be processed when the unencumbered
payment criteria is met.
Implementation date: Immediately
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3. Control Over Warehouse Operation
Facilities Management’s warehouse unit is responsible for all materials and supplies
ordered, stored, and released for repairs and maintenance operations. The unit
utilizes work management software (Maximo) for its activities.
a) Inventory Controls
All purchasing, receiving and distributing of supplies, parts, and tools were
performed by either a senior storekeeper or a receiving clerk, who are custodians
of inventory items of the warehouse. Each initiated purchases, received, and
distributed items to Facilities employees/units. Also, they entered receiving
information such as items description and quantities into the Maximo system. The
receiving clerk, after conducting a count or simply observing the number of items
remaining on the shelf, reduced the balance of the items shown in the Maximo
system. The inventory records were adjusted without justification and approved
by a person other than the custodian of the actual goods. In addition, there was
no documentation as to why specific items were purchased by the custodians,
such as to replenish stock or request by specific unit for its work order.
According to the warehouse staff, items distributed that were not recorded in the
Maximo system likely account for the difference between the inventory balance in
the system and the actual on hand inventory count. The senior storekeeper stated
that due to staff shortage they have not updated records dating back to August
2011. But current purchases and issuance of inventory items are being
documented in the system.
There is no separation of duties and incompatible functions are being performed
by the senior storekeeper or the receiving clerk. Until corrected, the prevention
and detection of inappropriate purchases and inventory losses cannot be
assured.
b) Use of University Credit Card
Most payments to Grainger were made using the senior storekeeper’s commodity
card. In violation with the Credit Card Manual, the senior storekeeper allowed
Grainger to retain his credit card information and charge his card, whenever an
order was placed. The senior storekeeper’s credit card had a limit of $5,000 per
day and $40,000 per month. If purchases exceed his credit card limit, Grainger
waits for the next billing period, when the limit renewed, to charge his credit card.
Grainger’s October 25th billing statement for warehouse purchases includes
multiple invoices from May 24, 2010 to October 25, 2011 totaling $90,003, which
were not charged to the senior storekeeper’s credit card. The Facilities
Management Department paid $63,429.93 of the billing statement through
unencumbered payment and the remaining $26,573.07 had corresponding
purchase orders that were excluded from the unencumbered payment. According
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to FIU Regulation 2202, prompt payment to vendors is required within 40 days
after receipt of a proper invoice and receipt, inspection, and approval of the
goods/services; otherwise the University has to pay an interest penalty.
FMD also did not perform a reconciliation of purchases from Grainger with its
billing statement prior to the payment. The senior storekeeper informed us that he
verified these orders were received but did not verify if they were previously paid.
He just provided all the invoices and the billing statement to the FMD accounting
section, which also did not verify if the statement included any previous
payments. In the absence of reconciling previous payments and overdue
invoices, FMD cannot ensure that the vendor did not double bill; particularly when
the vendor had the credit card information and charged the card any time as
orders are placed.
The senior storekeeper’s commodity card was kept on top of his desk by his
keyboard. The University Credit Card Guidelines and Procedures Manual (Credit
Card Manual) requires each cardholder to be responsible for the security of the
card and requires cardholders to use precautions to maintain confidentiality of all
information relating to the card. The Credit Card Manual states that “the only
person authorized to use an FIU Departmental Card is the Cardholder whose
name appears on the face of the card. Under no circumstances will the
Departmental Card and/or card number be given or loaned out to another person
or e-mailed in its entirety”. The receiving clerk also placed orders from Grainger,
which was automatically charged to the senior storekeeper’s credit card.
Recommendations

The Facilities Management Department should:
3.1

Ensure that warehouse inventory records are accurate by:
a) Taking an annual physical inventory that is reconciled to perpetual
inventory records, and
b) Ensuring that all adjustments to inventory records are reviewed and
approved by a supervisor.

3.2

Strengthen internal controls through the segregation of duties for
purchasing, receiving, and distributing warehouse inventory.

3.3

Reconcile purchases, receipts and payments more thoroughly.

3.4

Ensure that vendors are paid timely.
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3.5

Ensure that all FMD employees with commodity cards are in compliance
with the University Credit Card Guidelines and Procedure Manual
particularly as it relates to:
a) Allowing vendors to retain credit card information, and
b) Safeguarding of individual credit cards.

Management Response/Action Plan:
3.1

Currently working on Warehouse storage in preparation for an annual physical
inventory. The physical inventory will be scheduled after the start of the new
fiscal year. The physical inventory will be used to reconcile the perpetual
inventory records in Maximo. All adjustments to inventory will be revised and
approved by FMD management.
Implementation date: August 30, 2012

3.2

As stated in Recommendation No.1.4, FMD is working to hire a “Purchasing
Coordinator” to handle the buying of materials for the Warehouse. This
position will have sole responsibility for this activity leaving the remaining two
(2) personnel responsible for warehouse activities of receiving, stocking and
distribution of material.
Implementation date: August 30, 2012

3.3

With the above reorganization of the warehouse described in
Recommendation No. 3.2 the warehouse staff will have adequate time to
verify deliveries and receipts that will expedite the payment cycle.
Implementation date: July 30, 2012

3.4

Again, with the reorganization of Recommendation No.1.4 that emphasizes
segregation of duties and increased management oversight will expedite
vendor payment.
Implementation date: July 30, 2012

3.5

Employees will be reminded of policy concerning credit cards. Copies of the
University’s “Credit Card Guidelines and Procedure Manual” be re-distributed
with emphasis on:
 Not permitting vendors to retain credit card information
 Safeguarding of individual Credit Cards.
Implementation date: April 27, 2012
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4. Work Management System
The Maximo system used by the Facilities Management has the capability of tracking
all materials purchased and used and labor hours spent on a task if documented
appropriately. It also has several report generation abilities that could be beneficial to
FMD administration. For instance, the system can produce reports on productivity
(the number of work orders completed per unit/period), the number of days work
order has been open, report on asset (number of equipment at FIU, their warranty
information, and maintenance schedule), cost reporting (labor and material cost per
work order), accounting and billing reports, and warehouse material management.
The system was acquired in 2001 but was not fully utilized. The Associate Director
for FMD Information Technology informed us that the reason for its underutilization
was its complexity. FMD upgraded the Maximo system in May 2011 making the
system more users friendly. Staff members were trained to use the software and
were instructed to create a work order for each task performed, whether in-house or
by vendors. According to some staff, the upgrade resulted in much more wide use
for all aspects of work order tracking and items purchased and disbursement.
We interviewed several unit supervisors and inquired about their knowledge of
Maximo system use. Some did not understand that all work performed was to be
recorded in the system; they believed projects performed in house were to be
documented in the system but not projects performed by outside contractors. One
supervisor thought he only needed to use the system for projects that will be billed to
other departments.
Since there has been no written communications providing instruction on the use and
applicability of the Maximo system, units and their staff members are likely using it
inconsistently. For example, some projects performed by vendors were not recorded
and for those that were recorded, information was inconsistent. Also, all quotes
received for projects by the vendor were to be scanned and attached to documents
meeting the requirement for multiple quotes but this wasn’t uniformly done.
Recommendation

The Facilities Management Department should:
4.1

Establish and communicate written procedures to facilitate efficient use of
the work management system with periodic monitoring to ensure
maximum utilization of the software.
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Management Response/Action Plan:
4.1

An extensive collection of electronic manuals dealing with all aspects of
Maximo operation are available under the website: Facilities Management;
FMD Intranet; Maximo Manuals. Additionally, Operations monitors Maximo
and all department inputs to ascertain if additional training is necessary.
Training of FMD on Maximo is a continuous process and classes are formed
as the need arises.
Implementation date: Immediately
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