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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
DEPOT MAINTENANCE COST SYSTEM

i
DEPOT MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES

Selected Annual Depot Maintenance Cost Data
Fiscal Years 1990 - 1994
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
DEPOT MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES

Selected Annual Depot Maintenance Cost Data
Fiscal Years 1990 - 1994

The following set of charts depicts selected annual depot maintenance cost data derived
from Mlitary Department data submissions done in accordance with Chapter 76 of the
DoD Accounting Manual, DoD 72209-M, . This data is submitted by the Military
Departments to the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Assistant Deputy Under Secretary
of Defense for Maintenance Policy, Programs and Resources (ADUSD(L)MPP&R), in the
annual AP-MP(A) 1397 Report. A more comprehensive set of standard data outputs are
available from the ADUSD(L)MPP&R; tailored output products can also be provided
upen request. Refer to DoD 7220.9-M, Chapter 76, for details on the structure of the
data available. At the time these charts were prepared a limited amount of FY 1994 data
was not available.

rJ

NOTE: All averages are simple averages, not weighted averages.
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FIXED-WING AVIATION DEPOTS

Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour
By Depot Activity

NADEP Cherry Point
FY1990-FY1994 Cost per hour

NQTE: All averages are simple averages, not weizhted averages,

Total
w/o
Fiscal Year Labor Cost Material Overhead Total Material
1990 18.43 1413 44.04 106.60 62.47
1991 19.02 58.10J 40.93 118.05 59.95
1992 20.47 67.82 36.53 124.82 57.00
1993 21.66 19.95! 35.84 107.45 57.50
1994 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Average 19.90 55.00 39.33 114.23 59.23
NADEP Jacksonville |
FY1990-FY1994 Cost per hour
Total
w/o
Fiscal Year Labor Cost Material Overhead Total Material

1990 18.30 19.16 37.94]° 105.40]  56.24
1991 18.92 50.88 39.16 108.96 58.08
1992 20.78 | 35.49 35.09 111.36 55.87
1993 23.44 68.72 32.78 124.94 56.22
1994 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Average 20.36 56.06 36.24 112.67 56.60
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FIXED-WING AVIATION DEPOTS

Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour
By Depot Activity

NADEP North Island
FY1990-FY1994 Cost per hour

NOTE: All averages are simple averages, notweighted averages

Total
w/o
Fiscal Year Labor Cost Material QOverhead Total Material
1990 18.61 27.74 38.56 84.92 57.1%
1991 19.40 33.43 41.84 94.68 61.24
1992 20.62 33.83 48.67 103.13 69.2¢
1993 21.48 28.18 48.34 98.00 69.82
1994 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Average 20.03 30.80 44.36 95.18 64.3¢
Ogden ALC
FY1990-FY1994 Cost per hour
Total
wlo

Fiscal Year Labor Cost Matenal Overheadk Total Material
1990 18.78 24.01 30.86 73.65 49.64
1991 19.69 21.10 30.83 71.63 50.52
1992 21.13 22.77 33.56 77.46 54.69
1993 22.49 15.36 32.71| 70.56 55.20
1994 23.51 16.30 27.01] 66.82 50.52
Average 21.12 19.91 31.00 72.02 52.12
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FIXED-WING AVIATION DEPOTS

Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour
By Depot Activity

Oklahoma City ALC
FY1990-FY1994 Cost per hour
Total
w/o
Fiscal Year Labor Cost Material Overhead Total Material
1990 18.05 46.52 32.25 06.82 50.3
1991 20.21 48.24 30.43 98.88 50.6
1992 20.69 50.82 32.68 104.19 53.3
1993 21.16 14.43 37.35 102.94 58.5
1994 21.86 50.69 29,33 101.88 51.1
Average 20.39 18.14 32.41 100.94 52.81
San Antonio ALC
FY1990-FY1994 Cost per hour
Total
w/o
Fiscal Year Labor Cost Material Overhead Total Material
1990 15.23 55.85 27.21 98.29 42.44
1991 15.96 61.19 30.07 107.22 46.0:
1992 17.44 62.00 32.66 112.10 50.1¢(
1993 18.29 35.59 54.03 87.91 52.3:
1994 19.19 54.61] 33.18 106.98 52.37
Avetage 17.22 33.85 31.43 102.50 48.62

NOTE" All averages are sitaple averages, not welghted averages.
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- FIXED-WING AVIATION DEPOTS

Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour
By Depot Activity

Sacramento ALC
FY1990-FY1994 Cost per hour
Total
w/o
Fiscal Year Labor Cost Maternial Overhead Total Material
1990 20.20 35.04 27.29 82.53 47.49
1991 21.33 20.24 30.71 72.27 52.04
1992 22.09 29.95 30.52 §2.56 32.61
1993 23.69 32.76 33.82 90.27 57.51
1994 25.01 2416 24.15 73.32 49.16
Average 22.46 28.43 29.30 §0.1¢9 51.76
Warner Robins ALC
FY1990-FY1994 Cost per hour
Total
w/o
Fiscal Year Labor Cost Material Overhead | Total Material
1990 17.78 31.92 28.04 77.74 45.82
1991 18.80 32.28 31.33 82.41 50.13
1992 19.40 28.71 33.74 §1.84 53.14
1993 19.81 29.85 35.28 54.94 55.09
1994 20.99 30.4 ! 30.56 81.98 51.53
Average 19.36 30.64 31.79 81.78 51.15

NOTE: All averages are simple averages, not weighted averages.
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FIXED-WING AVIATION DEPOTS

Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour

By Depot Activity
Aerospace Guidance & Metrology Center
FY1990-FY1994 Cost per hour
Total
w/o
Fiscal Year Labor Cost Material Overhead Total Material
1990 18.98 18.86 33.75 71.59] 527
1991 20.71 2917 34.73 8a.61] 554
1992 21.26 23.59 37.43 82.28]  58.6
1993 2245 24.08 41.82 88.35]  64.2°
1994 24.39 33.92 26.44 84.75]  50.8
Average 21.58 25.92 34.83| §2.32 56.3¢

NQOTE. All averages are simple averages, not weighted averages,
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FIXED-WING AVIATION DEPOTS

Average Depot Maintenance Costs
Per Direct Labor Hour By Service

Average FY1990-FY1994 Cost per hour
Total
w/o
Fiscal Year Labor Cost Material Overhead Total Material
Navy 1990 18.45 40.34 40.18 98.97 58.6%
1991 19.11 47.47 40.64 107.23 59.7¢
1992 20.62 52.38 40.10 113.10 60.72
1993 2219 48.95 38.99 110.13 61.1¢
1994 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Four Year 20.09 47.29 39.98 107.36 60.07
Average
TUSAF 1990 18.01 38.67 29.13 85.81 47.14
1991 19.20 36.61 30.67 86.48 49.87
1992 20.15 38.85 32.63 91.63 52.78
1993 21.32 30.35 35.84 87.50 57.15
1994 2211 35.24 28.85 . 86.20 50.96
Five Year Average 20.35 34.48 31.79 86.63 52.14
!
NOTE: All averages are simple averages, not weighted averages. 3
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FIXED-WING AVIATION DEPOTS

Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour
Depot Activity Comparison By Year

FY1990 Cost per hour

NOTE: All averages are simple averages, not weighted averages.

Total

w/o
Depot Labor Cost Material Overhead Total Material
Cherry Point 18.43 44.13 44.04 106.60 62.47
Jacksonville 18.30 49.16 37.94 105.40 56.24
North Island 18.61 27.74 38.56 84.92 57.17
Ogden 18.78 24.01 30.86 73.65 49.64
Oklahoma City 18.05 46.52 32,25 96.82 50.30
San Antonio 15.23 55.85 27.21 98.29 42.44
Sacramento 20.20 35.04 27.29 82.53 47.49
Warmner Robins 17.78 31.92 28.04 77.74 45.82
AGMC 18.98 18.86 33.750 71.59 52.73
FY1991 Cost per hour

Total |

w/lo "
Depot ﬁab‘or Cost Material Overhead Total Material
Cherry Point 15.02 58.10 40.93 118.05 59.95
Jacksonville 18.92 50.88 39.16f | 108.96 58.08
North Island 19.40 3343 41.84 941.68 61.24
Ogden 19.69 21.10 30.83 71.63 50.52
OXlahoma City 20.21 48.24 30.43 98.88 50.64
San Antonio 15.96 61.19 30.07 107.22 46.03
Sacramento 21.33 20.24 30.71 72.27 52.63
Warner Robins 18.80 32.2 31.33 82.41 50.13
AGMC 20.71 2917 34.73 84.61 55.44
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FIXED-WING AVIATION DEPOTS

Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour
Depot Activity Comparison By Year

FY1992 Cost per hour
|
Total
w/o
Depot Labor Cost Materiaﬂ Overhead Total Material
Cherry Point 20.47 67.82 36.53 124.82 57.00
Jacksonville 20.78 55.49 35.09 111.36 55.87
North Island 20.62 33.83 18.67 103.13 69.29
-29)
Ogden 21.13 22.77 33.56 77.46 54.69
Oklahoma City 20.69 50.82 32.68 104.19 53.37
San Antonio 17.44 62.00 32.66 112.10 50.10)
Sacramento 22.09 29.95 30.32 82.56]  52.61
Wamer Robins 19.40 28.71 33.74 81.84 53.14
AGMC 21.26 _ 23.59 37.43 82.28 58.69
FY1993 Cost per hour
Total
w/o
Depot Labor Cost Material Overhead Total Material
l
Cherry Point 21.66 49.95 33.84 107.45 57.50
Jacksonville 23.44 68.72 32.78) \ 124.94 56.22
North Island 21.48 28.18 18.34 98.00 69.82
Ogden I 22.49 15.36] 3271 70.56]  55.20
OKlahoma City 2116 1443 37.35 102.94]  58.31]
San Antonio 18.29 35.59 34.03 87.91 52.32
Sacramento 23.69 32.76 33.82 90.27 57.51
Warner Robins 19.81 29.83 35.28 84.94 55.09
AGMC | 2245 24.08 31.82 88.35 64.27

NOTE: Al averages are simple averages, not weighted averages, 10
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FIXED-WING AVIATION DEPOTS

Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour
Depot Activity Comparison By Year

FY1994 Cost per hour

Total

w/o
Depot Labor Cost Material Overhead Total Material
Cherry Point N/A N/A N/A N/A|  N/A
Jacksonville 1 NaA N/A N/A N/A N/A
North Island N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

{
Ogden 23.51 16.30 27.01 66.82 50.52
Oldahoma City 21.86 50.69 29.33 101.88 51.19
San Antonio 19.19 53.61 33.18 106.98 52.37
Sacramento 25.01 23.16 24.15 73.32 49.16
Warner Robins 20.99 30.43 30.56 81.98 51.55
AGMC 24.39 33.92 26.44 84.75 50.83
!

NOTE: All averages are simple averages, net weighted averages. ‘ 11
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" ROTARY-WING AVIATION DEPOT

Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour

Corpus Christi Army Depot
FY1990-FY1994 Cost per hour
Total w/o
Fiscal (Labor Cost Material Overhead Total Materjal
Year
1990 17.79 67.71 24.62 110.12 42.41
1991 18.22 54.16 24.00 96.38 42.22
1992 19.59 50.60 25.72 95.91 45.31
1993 20.95 54,11 30.39 105.45 51.34
1994 22,41 56.09 38.83 117.33 61.24
Average 19.79 56.53 28.71 105.04 48.50
£
NOTe: Allaverages are simple averages, not weighted averages. 12
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COMBAT VEHICLE DEPOTS

Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour
By Depot Activity

MC3 Albany
FY1990-FY1994 Cost per hour

Total w/o
Fiscal Year Labor Cost Matenial Overhead |Total Material
1990 16.16 21.15 25.33 62.64]  41.49
1991 18.67 21.35 26.46 66.48]  45.13
1992 18.79 21.50 24.36 64.65]  43.15
1993 19.66 19.62 13.44 52.72]  33.10
1994 20.04 19.36 13.28 52.68]  39.32
Average 18.66 20.59 20.58 59.83]  39.24
MC3 Barstow
FY1990-FY1994 Cost per hour
Total w/o
Fiscal Year Labor Cost Material Overhead {Total [(Material
1990 19.72 23.70 27.83 7125  47.55
1991 19.78 23.65 27.83 71.26]  47.61
1992 22.09 31.68 26.33 80.10]  48.42
1993 22.52 28.38 21.53 72.43  44.05
1994 22.55 19.97 23.36 65.58]  45.91
Average 21.33 25.48] 25.38 7219  46.71

NOTE: All averages are simple averages, not weighted averages.
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COMBAT VEHICLE DEPOTS

Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour

By Depot Activity
Anniston Army Depot
FY1990-FY1994 Cost per hour
Total w/o
Fiscal Year Labor Cost  [Material Overhead {Total |Material
1990 16.07 44.96 24.11 85.14 40.18
1991 17.70 55.13 24.17 97.00 41.87
1992 18.16 45.86 25.28 §9.30 43.44
1993 19.08 41.04 37.92 101.04 57.00
1994 20.03 48.02 53.92 121.97 73.95
Average 18.21 i 47.60 33.08 98.89 51.29
Red River Arimy Depot
FY1990-FY1994 Cost per hour |
Total w/o
Fiscal Year Labor Cost  [Material Overhead |Total |Material
f
1990 15.40 35.02 25.37 75.78 40.77
1991 16.47 36.06 23.13 75.65 39.60
1892 17.54 34.41 49.39 101.35 66.93
1993 17.82 43.84 58.71 120.37 76.53
1964 19.01 28.48 53.83 101.32 72.84
Average 17.25 L 35.56 42.09 94.89| 59.33
NOTE: All averages are simple averages, not weighted averages, 14
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COMBAT VEHICLE DEPOTS

Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour

By Depot Activity
Letterkenny Army Depot

FY1990-FY1994 Cost per hour
Total w/o
Fiscal Year Labor Cost Material Overhead |[Total |Material
1990 16.48 16.60 25.92 59.00 42,40
1991 17.03 ! 20.03 27.48 64.54]  44.51
1992 18.12 29.61 37.44 8§5.18 55.56
1993 18.86 26.94 61.97 107.77 80.83
1994 21.06 23.36 45.89 90.31 66.95

I

Average 18.31 23.31 39.74 81.36 58.05

NOTE: Allaverages are simple averages, not w(vightcd averages. 15
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COMBAT VEHICLE DEPOTS

Average Depot Maintenance Costs
Per Direct Labor Hour By Service

Combat Vehicle Depots
Average FY1990-FY1994 Cost per hour
| Total w/o
Fiscal Year Labor Cost |Material | |Overhead |Total |Material
Armmy 1990 11.99 32.19 25.13 69.31 37.12
1991 12,80 37.07 24.92 74.80 37.72
1992 13.46 - 36.63 37.37 87.46 50.83
1993 - 13.94 38.27 52.87 105.08 66.81
1994 15.03 33.29 51.21 99.53]  66.24 N
Five Year Average 13.44 35.49| 38.30 87.23)  51.74
USMC 1990 17.94 22,42 26.58 66.94 44.52]
1591 19.23 22.50 2715 68.87 46.37
1992 20.44 | 26.59 25.35 72.38 45.79
1993 21.09 | 24.00 17.49 62.58/  38.58
1994 21.30 19.67 18.32 59.28 39.62
Five Year Average 20.00 ‘ 23.04 22,98 66.01 42.97
b
NQOTE: Al averages are simple averages, not weighted averages, 16
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COMBAT VEHICLE DEPOTS

Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour
Depot Activity Comparison By Year

Combat Vehicle Depots
FY1990 Cost per hour

Total w/o
Depot Labor Cost  |Material Overhead |Total |Material
MC3 Albany 16.16 21.15 25.33 62.64 41.49
MC3 Barstow 19.72 23.70 27.83 71.25  47.55
Anniston 16.07 41.96 2411 85.14 40.18
Red River 15.40 35.021 25.37 75.7 40.77
Letterkenny 16.48 16.60) 25.92 59.00  42.40
Combat Vehicle Depots
FY1991 Cost per hour

Total w/o
Depot Labor Cost Material Overhead |[Total |Material
MC3 Albany 18.67 21.35 26.46 66.48 45.13
MC3 Barstow 19.78 23.65 27.83 ?1.26 47.61
Anniston 17.70 | 55,13 24.17 97.00 41.87
Red River 16.47 36.06 23.13 75.65 39.60
Letterkenny 17.03 20.03] 27.48) 6154 4451

NOTE: Al averages are Simple averages, not weighted averages.
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COMBAT VEHICLE DEPOTS

Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour
Depot Activity Comparison By Year

Combat Vehicle Depots
FY1992 Cost per hour

Total w/o
Depot Labor Cost  |Material Overhead |[Total |Material
MC3 Albany 18.79 21.50 24.36 64.65 43.15
MC3 Barstow 22.09 31.68 26.33 80.10 48.42
Anniston 18.16 v 45.86 25,28 89.30 43,44
Red River 17.54 33.41 49.39 101.35 66.93
Letterkenny 18.12 l 29.61 37.44 85.18 55.56
Combat Vehicle Depots
FY1993 Cost per hour

[Total wio
Depot Labor Cost  Material Overhead |Total |Material
MC3 Albany 19.66 19.62 13.44 52.72 33.10
MC3 Barstow 22.52 28.38 21.53 72.43 44.05
Anniston 19.08 44.04 37.92 101.04)  57.00
Red River 17.82 43.84 58.71 120.37 76.53
Letterkenny 18.86/ 26.94 61.97 107.77 80.83
NOTE: All averages are simple averages, not weighted averages. 18
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COMBAT VEHICLE DEPOTS

Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour
Depot Activity Comparison By Year

Combat Vehicle Depots
FY1994 Cost per hour

Total w/o
Depot Labor Cost  |Material Overhead |Total |Material
MC3 Albany 20.04 19.36 13.28 52.68 33.32
MC3 Barstow 22,55 19.97 23.36 65.88 45.91
Anniston 20.03 48.02 53.92 121.97 73.95
Red River 19.01 28.48 53.83 101.32 72.84
Letterkenny 21.06 23.36 45.89 20.31) 66.95

NOTE: All averages are simple averages, not weighted averages.

19
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NAVAL SHIP YARDS

Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour
By Naval Ship Yard

Long Beach NSY
FY1990-FY1994 Cost per hour
Total
w/o
Fiscal {Labor Cost Material Qverhead Total Material
Year
1990 19.61 9.51 24.25 53.37 43.86
1991 20.36 10.41J 28.75 59.52 49.11
1992 20.88 11.05 30.15 62.07 51.03
1993 23.74 10.62 33.77 68.13 57.51
1994 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Average| 2113 10.40 29.23 60.77 50.38
Norfolk NSY
FY1990-FY1994 Cost per hour
Total
w/o
Fiscal |Labor Cost Material Overhead T?tal Material
Year
1990 16.46 7.84 56.09 80.39 72.55
1991 17.31 7.89 35.58 60.78 52.89
1992 18.83 7.17 '34.08 60.08 52.91
1993 21.02 7.93 29.49 58.41 50.51
1994 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Average 18.41 7.71 38.81 64.92 57.21
NOTE: All averages are simple averages, not weighted averages, 20




0
=
D
L
Iu
[kl
T
I
C
1 1)
1 -.:l
M
{
I

TUH-15-1995 09 4

NAVAL SHIP YARDS

Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour
By Naval Ship Yard

Portsmouth NSY
FY1990-FY1994 Cost per hour
Total
w/o
Fiscal {Labor Cost Material Overhead Total |[Material
Year
1990 17.11 4.07 30.47 51.65 47.58
1991 19.00 20.70 47.27 86.97 66.27
1992 19.91 5.61 32.95 58.47 52.86
1993 24.95 6.15 28.65 59.75 53.60
1994 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Average| 20.24 | 9.13 34.83 64.21]  55.08
Pearl Harbor NSY
FY1990~-FY1994 Cost per hour
Total
w/a
Fiscal |Labor Cost Material Overhead Total |Material
Year i
1990 21.46 5.80 30.17 : 57.43 51.63
1991 22.29 7.50 31.71 61.50 54.00
1992 23.54 6.12 36.05 65.71 59.59
1993 23,79 6.11 36.66 66.56 60.45
1994 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Average| 2277 | 6.3 33.65 62.80]  36.42
NOTE: All averages are simple averages, not weighted averages. 21
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NAVAL SHIP YARDS

Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour
By Naval Ship Yard

Puget Sound NSY
FY1990-FY1994 Cost per hour
Total
w/o
Fiscal Labor Cost Material Overhead Total |[Material
Year
1990 | 20.12 8.38 25.88 54.58]  16.00
1991 |  19.90 6.67 26.08 5265 4598
1992 | 21.22 5.00 26.65 52.88]  47.87
1993 | 2417 15.52 | 36.99] | 76.68] 61.16
1991 | N/A N/A N/A| | N/A]  N/a
I T
Average|  21.35 8.94 28.90] | 59.200  350.25
:
NOTE: allaverages are simple averages, not weighted averages. 22
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NAVAL SHIP YARDS

Average Depot Maintenance Costs
Per Direct Labor Hour By Year

Average FY1990-FY1994 Cost per hour
Total
w/o
Fiscal [Labor Cost Material Overhead [Total [Material
Year
| l l |
1990 18.95 7.16 | 33.37] 59.48{ 5232
1991 19.77 10.64 33.88 6128  53.65
1992 | 20.85 6.99) 31.98 59.64]  52.85
1993 | 23.33 9.27] 33.11 6591  36.65
1994 | N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
| |
| Four 20.78 8.51 33.08 62.38]  33.87
Year
Averace J

NOTE: All averages are simple averages, not \s-ei-_:hted averages,
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NAVAL SHIP YARDS

Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour
Naval Ship Yard Comparison By Year

FY1990 Cost per hour

Total w/o
Depot Labor Cost Material Overhead Total |Material
Lor\g Beach 19.61 9.51 24.25 53.37 43.86
Norfolk 16.46 7.84 56.09 80.39 72.55
Portsmouth 17.11 4.07 30.47 51.65 47,58
Pear] Harbor; 21.46 5.80 30.17 57.43 51.63
LPuget Sound 20.12 8.58 25.68 54.58 46.00
FY1991 Cost per hour

Total w/o
Depot Labor Cost Material Overhead Total |Material
Long Beach 20.36 10.41 28.75 59.52 4911
Norfolk 17.31 7.89 35.58 60.78 52.89
Portsmouth 19.00 20.70 47.27 86.97 66.27
Pearl Harbor 22.29 7.50 31.71 61.50 54.00
Puget Sound 19.90 6.67 26.08 52‘§5 45.98

k4

NOTE: All averages are simple averages, not weighted averages. 24
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NAVAL SHIP YARDS

Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour
Naval Ship Yard Comparison By Year

FY1992 Cost per hour

Total w/o
Depot Labor Cost Material Overhead Total (Material
Long Beach 20.88 11.05 . 3015 62.07 51.03
Norfolk 18.83 7.17 34.08 60.08 52.91
Portsmouth 19.91 5.61 32.95 58.47 52.86
Pearl Harbor{ 23.54 6.12 36.05 65.71 59.59
Puget Sound| 21.22 5.00 26.65 52.881 47.87
FY1993 Cost per hour

Total w/o
Depot Labar Cost Material Overhead Total Material
Long Beach 23.74 10.62 33.77 68.13 57.51
Norfolk 21.02 7.93 29.49 58.44 50.51
Portsmouth 24.95 6.15 28.65 59.75 53.60
Pearl Harbor{ 23.79 6.11 36.06| 66.56 60.45
Puget Sound| 24.17 15.52 36.99| 76 68 61.16
NOTE: All averages are simple averages, not weighted averages, 23
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NAVAL SHIP YARDS

Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour
Naval Ship Yard Comparison By Year

FY1994 Cost per hour

Total w/o
Depot Labor Cost Matenal Overhead Total |Material
Long Beach N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Norfolk N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Portsmouth N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Pear] Harbor N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Puget Sound!  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

i

NOTE: All averages are simple éx'erages, not weighted averages. 25
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

HEADQUARTERS SAN ANTONIO AIR LOGISTICS CENTER (AFMC)
KELLY AIR FORCE BASE, TEXAS

14 JuN 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. OWSLEY
1700 North Moore St Suite 1425
Arlington, Virginia 22209

FROM: SA-ALC/CCE
100 Moorman St Suite.1
Kelly AFB, TX 78241-5808

SUBJECT: Engine Depot Consolidation Study

1. Per your request, attached is the subject study for your review and information.
As you are aware this study was conducted to determine the cost and benefits of
consolidating the engine depot maintenance currently performed at SA-ALC and
OC-ALC.

2. Should additional information be required, please contact me at SA-ALC/CCE,

DSN: 945-6916. Thank you.
GREGORY L/ WALKER, Major, USAF

Acting Executive Officer
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\3 DISCUSSION ITEM
TN ON |
s ENGINE DEPOT CONSOLIDATION

1. DISCUSSION OF TOPIC: A study was conducted to'determine the cost and benefit
of consolidating engine depot maintenance that is now performed at SA-ALC and OC-

ALC.

2. RELEVANT FACTS: Depot maintenance on engines and related components is
conducted at two ALCs. As the force structure is reduced, both of these depots have
excess capacity. This study was chartered to estimate the cost of relocating all engine
and related (including components such as fuel accessories, gas turbine engines;
secondary power systems and engine start systems). The'study was expanded to include
an option to relocate the engine depot at a third ALC, an option to relocate the
management function only at one ALC and to identify and evaluate alternatives for
consolidating component repair. The FY96 projected workload and the FY01 Unit
Manning Document was used to estimate the manpower involved in the move. Four
major cost categories were definitized: Military Construction (MILCON), equipment
transfer, manpower and one-time costs such as red center shop floor vacate, green center
shop rearrangement, minor construction, prototyping, process qualification, transition
support, and a 20% contingency factor for hidden costs. In addition, a risk assessment
was performed against each scenario. The Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA)
model was run using Air Force standards. Facility and equipment data were gathered
from United States AF Real Property Inventory Change Report, (AR)7115, and the G017
Depot Maintenance Equipment List. Site surveys performed at both SA-ALC and OC-
ALC for the purpose of data validation and process assessment. Engineering estimates
were developed and were determined to be valid assessments. For the purposes of the
study, the "third" ALC was identified as WR-ALC and the assumption was made that
none of the engine processes and facilities are available, but that adequate industrial
equipment is available at that site.

3. ANALYSIS:

a. The study validated that both SA-ALC and OC-ALC possess capabilities in all of the
core processes required for modern engine overhaul.

b. The payback for all scenarios related to consolidation of depot maintenance and
management or management only exceeds 101 years. The costs of consolidation were

computed as:
TO SA-ALC TO OC-ALC TO THIRD ALC

Depot Maintenance & Management $266.8M $365.7M $1,139.8M*
Management Only g 63.5M $ 76.5M

* Third ALC costs are estimates. Due to time constraints and sensitivity, no site
visits were made to WR-ALC.
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Infrastructure Sensitive




" For Official Use Only
Inﬁrastructure Sensitive

\ c. MILCON costs required for consolidation of engine depot maintenance at either SA-
ALC (810.2M) or OC-ALC ($8.7M) are relatively 1ns1gmﬁcant The MILCON cost at a
third ALC was estimated to be $§474.0M.

d. Equipment transfer consisted primarily of peculiar equipment with only a minimal
amount required to expand existing capabilities in order to accommodate the workload
increase. The estimated total equipment transfer cost to consolidate the workload at
SA- A.LC was $35.8M, at OC-ALC was $54.6M and at a WR-ALC was $112 5M.

e. Manpower was the largest cost driver of any scenario. Standard COBRA model
assumptions (transfers versus.retu-ements/separatlons) were used to compute severance
pay, new hire costs, movement of household goods and relocation costs. The resulting

_ cost estimate to consolidate at SA-ALC was $161. 5M at OC ALC was $238.6M and at
WR-ALC as $445.4M.

f. One-time costs were calculated for consolidation of workload at SA-ALC as $59.3M, at
OC-ALC as $63.8M and at WR-ALC as $107.9M.

g. Risk was assessed on the basis of five categories and probability of occurrence:
wartime support, peacetime surge, skill base erosion, vulnerability and competitiveness.
The overall risk associated with consolidation of depot repair and management at any
single source is very high with the major factor being skill base erosion.

4., CONCLUSION: This study clearly indicates the consolidation of depot repair and
management; or even management only, is not cost effective. Further study will be
necessary to determine whether there is reasonable payback associated with the
consolidation of component repair.

5. RECOMMENDATION: Retain engine depot repair capability and manawement at
SA-ALC and OC-ALC. .

6. CERTIFICATION: I certify that this information is correct and accurate to the best
of my knowledge and belief.

STUDY GROUP CHAIRED

ORIGINATOR (OPR) _BY SA-ATL.C/LR* DATE
OC-ALC REVIEWER MICHAEL BURCH/LPAM* __ DATE _22 Feb 94

SA-ALC REVIEWER _ROBERT CASTORENA/FMPF* DATE _17 Feb 94

) * See signatures on original Feasibility Study.

For Official Use Only
Infrastructure Sensitive



For Official Use Only
Infrastructure Sensitive

- FEASIBILITY STUDY
2 ON |
| ENGINE DEPOT CONSOLIDATION

1. ISSUE: Conduct a study to determine feasibility and estimate costs of
consolidating the AFMC engine depot maintenance workloads now performed at
SA-ALC and OC-ALC at a single engine depot. The study was expanded to three
separate scenarios: consolidation of depot maintenance and management at
SA-ALC, OC-ALC or a third ALC; consolidation of management only at SA-ALC or
OC-ALC, and consolidation of engine component worldoads

2. STUDY METHODOLOGY: The study was based on a SA-ALC and OC-ALC
coordinated set of assumptions (Atch 1). Four major cost categories were
definitized: Military Construction (MILCON), equipment transfer, manpower and
one-time costs (detail is provided in briefing charts at Atch 2). In addition, a risk
assessment was performed against each scenario and the COBRA model was run
(products at Atch 3) using Air Force (AF) standards. Facility and equipment data
were gathered from United States AF Real Property Inventory Change Report,
(AR)7115, and the G017 Depot Maintenance Equipment List, as well as, site
surveys performed at both SA-ALC and OC-ALC for the purpose of data validation
and process assessment. Engineering estimates were developed and were
determined to be valid assessments. Only current FY94 data was available from
the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) and was utilized as provided by that source.
For the purposes of the study, the "third" ALC was identified as WR-ALC and the
assumption was made that none of the engine processes and facilities are available,
but that adequate industrial equipment is available at that site. If the third center
were determined to be elsewhere, costs would be different due to the different
regional factors and movement distances. The SA-ALC workload hours deviate
from the HQ AFMC March 1993 workload review baseline because those numbers
could not be validated. The hours used were those that could be supported based
upon the same workload review.

3. FINDINGS:

a. The study validated that both SA-ALC and OC-ALC possess capabilities in all.
of the core processes required for modern engine overhaul, but that each center
possesses varying levels of technologies within these processes.

b. The payback for all scenarios related to consolidation of depot maintenance
and management or management only exceeds 101 years. The costs of
consolidation were computed as (see Atch 2, charts J and P):

For Official Use Only
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TO SA-ALC TO OC-ALC TO THIRD ALC

Depot Maintenance & Management $266.8M $365.7M $1,139.8M*
Management Only S 63.5M $ 76.5M

* Third ALC costs are estimates. Due to time constraints and sensitivity, no
site visits were made to WR- ALC.

c. MILCON costs required for consolidation of engine depot maintenance at
either SA-ALC (810.2M) or OC-ALC ($8.7M) are relatively insignificant. For both
ALCs, the primary cost driver is the requirement to renovate existing test cells to
accommodate the other center's workload. The MILCON cost at a third ALC was
estimated to be $474.0M, including a facility for engme management personnel (see
Atch 2, charts J-1 through J-9).

d. Equipment transfer consisted primarily of peculiar equipment with only a
minimal amount required to expand existing capabilities in order to accommodate’
the workload increase. Transfer of Depot Maintenance Supply Center OMSC) and
DLA warehouse inventories are included in this category. Depot maintenance
equipment and DMSC inventory transportation were computed using replacement
cost and distance, but the cost to move the warehouse inventory was computed by
DLA based upon estimated truckloads and distance. The estimated total
equipment transfer cost to consolidate the workload at SA-ALC was $35.8M, at
OC-ALC was $54.6M and at a WR-ALC was $112.5M (see Atch 2. charts J-10 and
J-11).

e. Manpower was the largest cost driver of any scenario. The standard COBRA
model assumption that 60 percent (%) of the workforce would move with the
workload was used to compute severance pay, new hire costs, movement of
household goods and relocation costs against the FYO1 manpower authorizations
(see Atch 2, charts I-1 through I-4). The resulting cost estimate to consolidate at
SA-ALC was $161.5M, at OC-ALC was $238.6M and at WR-ALC as S445.4M. The
total cost of manpower impacts were insensitive to adjustments made in the
percentage of people transferring versus separating or retiring. The COBRA model
was run using both 40% and 80% transfers. The total manpower costs did not -
significantly change from the calculations made using the 60%. A sensitivity
analysis was accomplished to assess the impact of varying manpower adjustments
beyond the six percent efficiency currently used in AFMC 21 exercises. Additional
scenarios were set at 10, 15 and 20 percent of personnel eliminations for non-Depot
Maintenance Business Area direct labor. The cost of eliminating personnel is
almost equal to the cost of moving them. Payback is still exceeds 101 years
(Atch 4).
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AN f. One-time costs included "red" center shop floor vacate costs and "green" center

- shop rearrangement (including administrative rearrangement for consolidation of
management), minor construction, prototyping and process qualification costs. In
addition, a 20% contingency factor was applied to the facilities-related one-time
costs to address costs that could not be documented such as repair of equipment
damaged during transit, asbestos clean-up, etc. Finally, transition support was
computed to cover the increased production prior to the workload transfer to '
minimize impacts on customer support. These costs totaled $59.3M moving to SA-
ALC, $63.8M to OC-ALC, and $107.9M to the third ALC. Costs associated with
consolidation of management at SA-ALC was $.1M and, at OC-ALC, was $.2M. For
the third ALC option, "green” center facilities-related costs were addressed by .
MILCON, but all remaining cost elements applied (see Atch 2, charts J-12 through
J-30).

- g. Risk was assessed on the basis of five categories for each scenario: wartime
support, peacetime surge, skill base erosion, vulnerability and competitiveness.
The overall risk associated with consolidation of depot repair and management at
any single source is very high with the major factor being skill base erosion (see
Atch 2, chart M). For consolidation of management only, risk was determined to be
high primarily due to skills base erosion and the impact on peacetime surge
capability (see Atch 2, chart R).

h. Potential candidates for component consolidation were identified, but were
not studied in-depth. Further study will be performed to determine the feasibility
and whether there is any payback associated with such an effort.

4. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS:
a. Consolidate Depot Repair and Management:

(1) The capability to surge depot repair will be limited after consolidation.
The gaining center will operate during peacetime on a full 5-day, 2-shift basis. The
wartime requirement will be a 7-day, 3-shift operation with no slack available for
unplanned requirements.

(2) A single depot repair activity increases the vulnerability of the AF to
natural disasters or acts of war. By consolidating Two Level engines, the AF will
have a single point maintenance capability. Any act of God or war that disrupts the
depot operations will quickly ground the force. There will not be timely fall back
capability available. Contract repair is possible, but would require at least six
months lead-time based on the experience of the fire at Tinker AFB in 1985.

(3) Ifthe engine depots are consolidated, AFMC will be unable to compete for
4 engine workload and the losing depot will not be competitive for any workload.
‘*:'_;”9 This workload represents 32% of the work at OC-ALC and 41% of the work at
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\ SA-ALC. The gaining depot will be consumed by the requirement to transfer work,
’ hire and training 40% of the workforce, and produce quality engines on time. There
will be no capability to bid and perform on additional new engine work.

(4) At the losing ALC, the impact on the local community will be significant
(annual nnpact of approxunately 3010\1 to San Antomo and $260M to Oklahoma
City).

b. Consolidate Management only_

(1) Collocation of depot repair and materiel management functions is a long
held management principle in AFMC. Collocation proyides the opportunity for
integration of engineering and maintenance with requirements and contracting.
This integrated team pre-dated the Integrated Weapon System Management
philosophy, but corresponds exactly to the current definition of an integrated
product team. By moving management, we will lose the integration and 1ts
benefits.

(2) Communication will be more difficult. Engineering support often is
facilitated by hands-on inspections and analyses in the maintenance shops by the
engineers. After consolidation, this level of support will require extensive
temporary duty travel between centers.

5. CONCLUSION: This study clearly indicates the consolidation of depot repair
and management, or even management only, is not cost effective. Further study
will be necessary to determine whether there is reasonable payback associated with
the consolidation of component repair. This team will refocus efforts to identify
potential candidates to minimize redundancies, accentuate technology strengths,
strengthen mission support and minimize command investments.

6. CERTIFICATION: I certify that this information is correct and accurate to the
best, of my knowledge and belief.

/o

OBERT J. ZONNER, SES 4 Atch
Propulsion Product Group Manger 1. Assumptions
- 2. Briefing Charts
3. COBRA Model Runs
4. Sensitivity Analysis

ORIGINATOR (OPR) _STUDY GROUP (See next page) DATE
. OC-ALC REVIEWE Zwﬁ DATE _2-27- 9%
“wg®  SA-ALC REVIEWE pATE (79— 94
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OC-ALC PRIMAR\'&(&'TEAM MEMBERS

NAME GRADE/RANK OFFICE
MIKE BURCH GM-14 LPAM
LARRY PULLIAM GM-13 FMPBW
WAYNE COGBURN GM-13 FMPSC
JOHN McKEE GS-12 FMPSC
GENE LEITERMAN GM-13 " LPPES
MIKE BLASDEL - GS-12 " LPPES
HERBERT BARRINGER GM-13 LPPNP
GRIZELDA LOY-KRAFT GS-12  LPPNP
GREG HUGHES GS-13 LIPEB
STEVE BOUSE - GS-12 ‘MO
DAVID GOSS GS-12 TIPEE
ELAINE PATTERSON  GS-11 ‘DDOO/XO
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SA-ALC PRIMARY TEAM MEMBERS

NAME GRADE/RANK OFFICE

BOB CASTORENA GM-14 FMPF
DEBORAH WILSON  GS-13 FMPF
KARTIK SAHA ~ GM-13 FMPF -
RICHARD PEARSON  GS-12 FMPF
BEVERLY RUSSEAU  GM-13 FMXC
JEFF ISOM CAPT FMXC

ROGER LOZANO GM-13 LDTI
ROBERT ROMAN GS-12 LPPEA
KEITH DEVER GS-12 LPPEB
JERRY TURNER GM-13 TIMCE
CHARLES DePIETRO GS-12 TICR
GS-12 DDST

DIANE SOWELL
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" ENGINE DEPOT CONSOLIDATION
ASSUMPTIONS

SCOPE:

1. The scope of this project will center on all current organic engine related
workloads includi.ng turbofan and turboprop jet engines, gas turbine engines, and
associated engine commodities and accessories (including engme core, blades,
vanes, fuel controls, etc.).

2. All management functions, to include system program management, resource
management, procurement and general management will relocate or be eliminated
depending upon the gaining center's capacity. Related functions in LD/LI, TI, FM,
DP, SC, LG, DLA, etc., will also relocate.

3. The manpower, infrastructure, facilities, technologies, industrial processes and
Two Level Maintenance (2LM) will be considered.

4. A complete (100%) transfer of engine and related workloads between centers will -
occur.

5. A complete (100%) transfer of peculiar tooling, fixtures, and other non-capital
equipment which directly supports engine and related workloads between centers
will occur. Muld-purpose equipment requued for other workloads will remain at
the original depot.

6. The transfer of common use capital equipment (machinery) will be determined
by the need for that equipment based upon available capability as assessed by the
gaining center.

7. Future competitions, Depot Maintenance Interservice Support Agreem/ég:s
(DMISAs) and Foreign Military Sales (FMS) workload will not be a factor in the
study. :

8. There will be no organic second source of repair.

9. Cost of floor vacate and disposal of excess equipment will be included.

10. Data must be certifiable per Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) 21 Study.

11. This transfer study will be independent of all other exercises.
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12: A modified form of the depot activation planning process will be used to
perform the assessment.

13. Environmental clean-up costs will not be included. These costs will be incurred
regardless of the realignment decision.

" COST:

14. All costs will be expressed in Fiscal Year 1994 (FY94) dollars.

15. Base Operating Support (BOS) tail will be computed using 8.0% for civilians
and 9.6% for mlhta.ry adjusted authorizations.

16. COBRA model factors will be used to compute: severance pay, new hire costs,
movement of household goods, relocation costs, and equipment transfer costs.
Other costs will be used as a direct input to the model.

17. Existing Ml.htary Construction (MILCON) projects will be funded and
accomplished on schedule. '

 18. Assume 1370 Depot Product Standard Hour (DPSH) = 1 Personnel Equivalent

(PE).

SCHEDULE:

19. The time schedule for transfer: FY96 start to FY01 completion.
WORKLOAD:

20. Workload Review of March 1993 will be used in this exercise. Computatlons
will be adjusted for 2LM if it was not included in the March 1993 review.

21. Manpower is based upon FY01 authorizations.
22. Surge requirements:

- 88% wartime surge requirement factor

- 1.8 wartime surge capability factor

7% degradation factor for second shift operation
8-hour/5-day standard work week/two shifts per day
10-hour/6-day surge work week/two shifts per day

For Official Use Only
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: \ 23. Both ALCs possess capabilities in all basic/core processes required for modern
e engine overhaul. However, each center possesses varying levels of technology
within these processes.

24. There will be no addltnonal Interim Contractor Support acs) workload
generated by the move.

25. Moving specific workload to a contractor will not be considered as an option.

% <:/ For Official Use Only
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"OVERVIEW -

'« CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT
. AT SA-ALC OR OC-ALC OR THIRD ALC

» CONSOLIDATE MANAGEMENT ONLY
- AT SA-ALC OR OC-ALC

« CONSOLIDATE COMPONENT REPAIR
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METHODOLOGY

« WORKLOAD ESTIMATES

- FY96 WORKLOAD (FY93 REVIEW)
- FYO1 MANAGEMENT UMD

~« ENGINEERING ESTIMATES

- SITE VISITS
- PROCESS ASSESSMENT

. COST ESTIMATES
- AFMC 21 COMPLIANT
. RISK ASSESSMENT

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
INFRASTRUCTURE SENSITIVE




<o
f'x/]ﬁ .
‘\
"JA\; N
D

L ONLY
JSITIVE

ASSUMPTIONS

CONSIDER ALL CURRENT ORGANIC ENGINE -
RELATED WORKLOADS INCLUDING LARGE JET
ENGINES, SMALL JET ENGINES, GAS TURBINE
ENGINES/STARTERS & ASSOCIATED EXCHANGEABLES

ENGINE & ENGINE-RELATED FUNCTIONS WILL

RELOCATE INCLUDING PRODUCTION, MANAGEMENT,
AND SUPPORTING TENANTS

FUNDED WORKLOAD REVIEW OF MAR 93
(FY96 WORKLOAD)

8-HOUR, 5-DAY, STANDARD WORK WEEK, 2 SHIFTS
MANPOWER BASED ON FYO1

NO NEW CONTRACTOR REPAIR GENERATED BY THE
MOVE

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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RISK ASSESSMENT ', o

PROBABILITY IMPACT |

LITTLE  SIGNIFICANT SEVERE
NOT LIKELY | LOW | MODERATE | HIGH
LIKELY LOW MODERATE | HIGH
VERY LIKELY LOw HIGH | VERYHIGH
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RISK ASSESSMENT

CATEGORY "~ PROBABILITY

WARTIME SUPPORT  NOT LIKELY
PEACETIME SURGE VERY LIKELY
SKILL BASE EROSION  VERY LIKELY

'VULNERABILITY =~ NOT LIKELY

COMPETITIVENESS ~ LIKELY
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WORKLOAD
(FY96 - DPSH x 1000)
OC-ALC  SA-ALC  TOTAL
ENGINES B 1276 1261 2537
MODULES ’ 965 965 —
EXCHANGEABLES 868 977 18as

GTEs | | | 365 365

TOTAL 2144 3568 5712




PSH x 1000)
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FYO96 WORKLOAD CHANGES
FROM BASELINE

WORKLOAD ' o SOR  +/- DPSH

T56 ENGINE (NAVY) | SA-ALC 180,000+
T56 GEARBOX (FROM CONTRACT) SA-ALC 114,000+
T-38 GEARBOX SA-ALC 25,000+
PATRIOT ENGINE & AGPU SA-ALC 22,000+

TOTAL | | - 341,000+
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" OC-ALC MANAGED ENGINES

TOTAL TOTAL
ENGINE  INVENTORY ENGINE INVENTORY
F101-102 457 TF30-109 | 311
F108 1,487 TF30-111 - 230
F110-100 - 842 TF33-3/108 880
F110-129 202 TF33-5 147
J57-43 1,708 TF33-7 1,333
J57-59 1,019 TF339 132
J79-15 1,808 TF33-100 - 178
J79-17 977 TF33-102 854
T58 " 144 TF33-102A 34
T64 136

TOTAL 12,969
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SA-ALC MANAGED ENGINES

TOTAL TOTAL
ENGINE INVENTORY ENGINE INVENTORY
F100-100 - 1,579 J85-17 | 48
F100-200 1,085 J85-21 2
F100-220/E 1,162 J85-100 70
F100-229 226 TF34 1,464
F103 21 TF39 667
F117 56 T53-11 7
J60 190 T53-13 51
J56 | 11 T56-7 1,546
J69-9 6 T56-9 405
J69-25 1,382 T56-15 1,987
J69-41 2 T400-400 51
J69-406 | 2 T700-700 116
J85-5 1,848 T700-701 113
J85-7 80
| TOTAL 14,136
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CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT

DESCRIPTION

OC-ALC  SA-ALC TOTAL
INDUSTRIAL SPACE (SF) 1.4M 2.1M 3.5M
OFFICE SPACE (SF) 0.1M 0.1M 0.2M
EQUIPMENT $223.1M  $169.2M  $392.3M

MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL*
DIRECT 1,410 2,604 4,014
- OVERHEAD | a77 1,024 1,486
MANAGEMENT PERSONNEL* 403 599 1,002
OTHER SUPPORT 861 1,276 2,152
3,151 5,503 8,654

TOTAL PERSONNEL*
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" MANPOWER DETAIL
"CONSOLIDATE ENGINE MAN‘AGEMENT

OC-ALC SA-ALC
AUTH AUTH

» MANAGEMENT (O&M/COD) |
SYSTEM PROGRAM MANAGMENT 311 434

- CONTRACTING 60 122
- COMPETITION ADVOCATE 10 6
- CEMS _ 22 37

TOTAL | | 403 599
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OC -ALC MANPOWER DETAIL ~
CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR

AUTH AUTH AUTH -
OVERHEAD DIRECT . TOTAL

e PRODUCTION (DMBA)

- ENGINES PRODUCTION - 279 1,131 1,410
(LPP & LPM) "

- COMMODITIES PRODUCTION 36 207 243
(LIP & LIC)

- SOFTWARE SUPPORT (LAS) 4 36 40

- OTHER DMBA SUPPORT | 158 36 194
(Cl, EM, FM, LG & TI)

TOTAL 477 1,410 1,887

* DOES NOT INCLUDE 2 OVERHEAD & 58 DIRECT LABOR FOR OPERATION OF PLATING, HEAT
TREAT & CLEANING FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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SA-ALC MANPOWER DETAIL
CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR

AUTH AUTH AUTH
OVERHEAD DIRECT TOTAL

+ PRODUCTION (DMBA)

- ENGINES PRODUCTION 494 1,792 2,286

(LPP)
- COMMODITIES PRODUCTION 129 432 561
(LDT)
- SOFTWARE SUPPORT (TIS) 5 0 5
- OTHER DMBA SUPPORT | 396 386 782

(EM, FM, LG & TI)

TOTAL 1,024 2,610 3,634

' FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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COSTS

MILCON REQUIREMENTS
“ONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT

TO OC-ALC TO SA-ALC

| SCOPE  COST SCOPE COST
FACILITY (KSF)  ($M)  (KSF)  (sm)
BEARING BAY ' BT
ARGE TEST CELL 2% 5.0 2% 6.0
iTE TEST | o 0.7 |
UEL TEST 16.0 1.6
IR/FUEL PNEUMATIC | 5.2 12 18.9 1.2
UEL ACCESSORIES O/H * 0.6
RUISE MISSILE TEST 4+ 1.0
OTAL | 8.7 10.2

* REFURBISHMENT TO EXISTING SPACE

S o ol a3 ol Y ol TR TR T P




£ ONLY
NSlTlVE

FOR OFFICIAJ?! "
INFRASTRUCT '

OC-ALC MILCONREQUIREMENTS

« MODIFY ENGINE TEST CELLS, B3703
- SCOPE: 2 TEST CELLS -
- COST: $5.030M

« ADD/ALTER FUEL TEST FACILITY, B3902
- SCOPE: 16,042SF
. COST $1.604M

. 'CONSTRUCTlON FUEL/AIR DRIVEN FACILITY

- SCOPE: 5,200 SF
- COST: $1.392M

. MODIFY GTE TEST FACILITY, B214
- SCOPE: 12,920 SF
- COST: $0.648M

« TOTAL COST: $8.674M

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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OC-ALC MILCON REQUIREMENT
TEST CELL COST BREAKOUT ($000)
"CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT

g

PROCURE 2 EA 2LM TF39 ADAPTERS $1,500
PROCURE 1 EA O/H TF39 ADAPTERS - 750
MODIFY ~ 2EA  F110 ADAPTERS TO F100 80
PROCURE  1EA F100 ADAPTERS | 700
MODIFY = 2EA TEST CELLS (B3703) FOR 2,000

T56 ENGINE DYNAMOMETER

 TOTAL © $5,030

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
INFRASTRUCTURE SENSITIVE



1

SA-ALC MILCON%‘:"REQUIREMENT
BEARING BAY

REQUIREMENT: CLEAN ROOM
(1000 PARTICLES/SQ IN)

SIZE: 5,200 SF
COST/SF: $264

TOTAL COST: $1,372,800

SITE: RENOVATION OF BLDG 324




COST:

REQUIREMENT: UPGRADE 2 UNUSED J79 CELLS
'TO UNIVERSAL CELLS

TOTAL COST: $6,000,ooo

COST AVOIDANCE:

REQUIREMENT: UPGRADE 2 PROP CELLS To
UNIVERSAL CELLS

TOTAL COST: $14,000,000









SA-ALC MILCON:’:REQUlREMENT
REFURBlSHMENT |

| WORKLOAD: FUEL ACCESSORIES OVERHAUL

REQUIREMENT: 12,262 SF
COST/SF: $50

'TOTAL COST: $613,100
SITE: BLDG 347

FFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFFF
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ASSUMPTION'S
CONSOLIDATION AT THIRD ALC

WR-ALC USED AS GAINING CENTER
NO BUILDINGS/FACILITIES AVAILABLE
MCP CONSTRUCTION REQUIRED

COST FOR CONSTRUCTION ARE CIVIL
ENGINEERING ESTIMATES

CLEANING/PLATING COST BASED ON COST DATA
USED FOR CURRENT PLATING RENOVATION

ADEQUATE INDUSTRIAL EQUIPMENT WILL BE
~AVAILABLE |

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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MILCO s
CONSOLIDATION AT THIRD ALC

TYPE - : S (SM)

ENGINE SHOPS ©109.0
HEAT TREAT 12.0
CLEANING/PLATING ~ 80.0
TEST CELL 1580
ACCESSORIES - 75.0
PLANT SERVICES 12,0
WASTE WATER TREATMENT 15.0
MANAGEMENT (ADMIN) .- 13.0

TOTAL 474.0
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EQUIPMENT TRANSPORTATION

'CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT

TO OC-ALC TO SA-ALC TO THIRD

($M) ($M) ALC ($M)

EQUIPMENT?* 12.9 11.2 25.7
INVENTORY 41.7 24.6 86.8
TOTAL 546 35.8 112.5

* INCLUDES CAPITAL EQUIPMENT & TOOLING/FIXTURES
COMPUTED BASED UPON COBRA APPLIED FACTORS/ASSUMPTIONS

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
INFRASTRUCTURE SENSITIVE
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E*QUIPMENT TRANSPORTATION COS s
CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT

* EQUIPMENT: 5% OF REPLACEMENT VALUE

- FOR THIRD ALC
-- 5% APPLIED TO 70% OF TOTAL OC-ALC
- AND SA-ALC REPLACEMENT VALUE ’
-- MILEAGE DISTANCE BASED ON ACTUAL
FROM EACH ALC

« INVENTORY: DLA/LG ESTIMATE TO MOVE

« PERSONNEL EQUIPMENT:
PERSONNEL QUANTITY x WEIGHT x COST

* VEHICLE: VEHICLE QUANTITY x MILES x COST

NOTE: TRANSPORTATION SPREADSHEET IS USED AT ALL ALCs

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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ASSUMPTIONS

~ VACATE SHOP FLOOR .
CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT

+ REMOVE UTILITIES BACK TO SOURCE
. PRESERVE AND SKID ALL SHOP EQUIPMENT
- NO MAJOR REARRANGEMENT FOR.USABLE SPACE

+ FOR THIRD ALC, TOTAL OC-ALC & SA-ALC SHOP
VACATE COSTS |

" FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
INFRASTRUCTURE SENSITIVE



SHOP FLOOR VACATE |
CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT

~* LIGHT INDUSTRIAL $5.00/SF
. MEDIUM INDUSTRIAL $7.50/SF
» HEAVY INDUSTRIAL  $15.00/SF

+ UNIQUE PROCESSES ENGR ESTIMATES

COST DATA DERIVED FROM PLANT MANAGEMENT PROJECT HISTORY AND ENGINEERING
ESTIMATES



ONE-TIME COSTS
OC-ALC SHOP FLOOR VACATE
CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT

SF ~ COST

LPP 649,166 4,653,312
LIP 301,422 2,380,086
TIP 33,600 167,985
DLA 300,000 525,000

TOTAL 1,284,188 7,726,383
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SA-ALC ONE-TIME COSTS
SHOP FLOOR VACATE

SF TOTAL

LPP ~ 574,860 $4,289,413

LDT/S 319,737 $3,014,235 -
TI 95,734  $605,505
DLA 700,000 $1,225,000
1,690,331 $9,134,153

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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COSTS - ONE-TIME
SA-ALC SHOP FLOOR VACATE

LP AREA SF COST/SF TOTAL

B360 - ASSY/DSSY | 293,750 $5.00 $118,750
B360 - FPI/CLEAN AREA 56,520 $15.00 © $847,800
B360 - EQT AREAS 3 192,500 $7.50 . $1,443,750
'B360 - STACKER " $90,000
'B324 - FPI _‘ 5,000 $15.00 $75,000
B324 - EQT AREA | | 91,465  $7.50  $685,988
B324 - F100 AUG ASSY/DSSY 5,625 '$5.00 $28,125
TOTAL | | - .$4,289,413

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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SA-ALC ONE-TIME COSTS
SHOP FLOOR VACATE

AREA SF ~ COST/SF TOTAL
TI
TIM - B303 50,734 $7.50  $380,505
TIP 45,000 $5.00  $225,000
SUBTOTAL " $605,505
DLA - 700,000 $1.75 -$1,225,000 -

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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“  COSTS - ONE-TIME
OC-ALC SHOP REARRANGEMENT

FUNCTION | BLDG SF - COST

ENGINES BACKSHOPS 3,001 7,122 $0.142
| CRYO SPIN 3,105 6,674  $0.267

2LM 2,101 125,000 $2.500

BLADES 3,221 54  $0.001

GTE OVERHAUL 3,221 80,000  $1.600
ENG ACCY FUEL TEST 3,108 37,189  $0.743
FUEL TEST 3,902 4,350  $0.087

FUEL OVHL 3,001 25,885  $0.518

MACH/WELD 3,001 10,000  $0.200

RUBBER 2,211 2,000 $0.040

EEC 230 12,000  $0.240

MANAGEMENT 3,001 60,000  $0.228
TOTAL 370,274  $6.566

ron OFFICIAL USE ONLY



o COSTS -ONE-TIME
'OC -ALC MANAGEMENT REARBANGEMENT

ACTION - COST
MOVEMENT OF 599 o
PERSONNEL @ $336 EACH  $201K

SHIPMENT OF 172 CUBICLES  $27K
FROM SA @ $154 EACH

TOTAL COST - $228K

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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_ COSTS - ONE-TIME
SA-ALC SHOP REARRANGEMENT ._
'CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEIVIENT

RATIONALE  ToTAL

LP 192,267 SF x $20/SF $3,845,340
D - ESTIMATED INSTALLATION $1,939,539

TIM 5,280 SF x $20/SF $105,600

MANAGEMENT 403 PEs x $120/STATION '$48,360

TOTAL | | . $5,938,839

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
INFRASTRUCTURE SENSITIVE
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e
ONE-TIME COSTS
SA-ALC SHOP REARRANGEMENT

($20/SF)
LP AREA SF TOTAL
B360 134,333  $2,686,660
'B324 4,294 $85,880
B301 1,720 $34,400
B339 620 ' $12,400
B329 31,000  $620,000
B323 11,000  $220,000
B375 9,300 $186,000
TOTAL 192,267  $3,845,340

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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COSTS - ONE-TIME

SA-ALC SHOP REARRANGEMENT .
METHODOLOGY ~  TOTAL

LDT/LDS ESTIMATED INSTALLATION $1,939,539
TIM ' 5280 x $20/SF $105,600
TOTAL | | $2,045,139

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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- COSTS - ONE-TIME
SA-ALC MINOR CONSTRUCTION

WORKLOAD: FUEL ACCESSORIES OVERHAUL
REQUIREMENT: REFURBISH 6,269 SF
COST/SF: $50 '

TOTAL COST: $313,450

SITE: BLDG 329

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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COSTS - ONE-TIME
PROTOTYPING

. ASSUMPTIONS MAJOR ENGINES $2M EACH
GTEs AND SMALL ENGINES $.250M EACH

* OC-ALC ENGINES
- 12 TMS @ $2M = $24M
- 1 TMS @ $2.2M = $2.2M
(ADD 10% FOR PECULIAR GEARBOX)
- 2TMS @ $.250M = $.5M |
TOTAL $26.7M

* SA-ALC ENGINES
- 7TMS. @ $2M = $14M
- 25 TMS @ $.250M = $6.25M .
TOTAL $20.3M (ROUND TO 1 DECIMAL)

FOR OFFICIAL USE ON!I Y
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“  COSTS-ONETIME
QUALIFlCATlON ISSUE

TRANSFER OF WORKLOAD TO OC-ALC REQUIRES
CERTIFICATION

PEOPLE PERFORMING WORK WILL TRANSFER
MANAGEMENT ENGINEERS WILL TRANSFER

OC-ALC PROCESS ENGINEERS OF ALL DISCIPLINES
HAVE EXTENSIVE EXPERIENCE WITH JET ENGINE
REPAIR (GE/PRATT WHITNEY/ALLISON)

PROCESS CERTIFICATION SHOULD NOT BE
REQUIRED .

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY '
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COSTS - UNE-TIME
TRANSITION SUPPORT

 OVERTIME DURING TRANSITION
- 10% OF DIRECT LABOR/YEAR REMAINING

AT RED CENTER
- USED MAR 93 WKLD RVW FOR FY96 AS BASELINE

- ASSUMED WG-10/4 OVERTIME RATES
-- OC-ALC: $22. 55/HR
-- SA-ALC: $19. OS/HR

* PRODUCTION OVERHEAD IS 10% OF DIRECT
OVERTIME HOURS
- SCHEDULERS, PLANNERS ETC.
- ASSUMED GS-9/4 OVERTIME RATES
-- OC-ALC: $21.98
-- SA-ALC: $21.98



FOR OFFICI ot SE ONLY
INFRASTRUCH " ENSITIVE

“  COSTS-LNE-TIME
TRANSITION OVERTIME COST

TO OC-ALC TO SA-ALC

HOURS . COST HOURS COST

YEAR 0.0 ($M) . 0.0 ($M)

1 '356.8 6.80  214.0  4.82

| 2 258.4 4.92 171.5 3.87

3 214.0 410  128.6 2.90

4 142.6  2.72 85.7 1.93

5 C71.2 1.37  42.8 0.97

DIRECT TOTAL 1043.0  19.91 642.6  14.49
PROD OVHD - 104.3 229 - 643  1.41

~ TOTAL - 22.20 15.90

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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RISKS
CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT

CATEGORY PROBABILITY . IMPACT RISK
WARTIME SUPPORT NOT LIKELY SEVERE HIGH
PEACETIME SURGE VERY LIKELY SIGNIFICANT * HIGH
SKILL BASE EROSION VERY LIKELY SEVERE ' VERY HIGH
VULNERABILITY NOT LIKELY SEVERE HIGH
COMPETITIVENESS LIKELY SEVERE | | HIGH
OVERALL RISK o VERY HIGH

* SEVERE IMPACT FOR THIRD ALC

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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CONSOLIDATE ENGINE MANAGEMENT
DESCRIPTION

_ OC-ALC  SA-ALC  TOTAL

 OFFICE SPACE (SF) 0.1M 0.1M 0.2M

PERSONNEL 203 599 1002

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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COSTS -
' CONSOLIDATE ENGINE MANAGEMENT

($ MILLION)

-~ TO T0 .

| | OC-ALC ' SA-ALC
MANPOWER - - 763 63.8
'OFFICE SPACE REARRANGEMENT 0.2 0.1
TOTAL ' | 765 63.9

PAYBACK (YEARS) | 101+ 101+






RISKS . ‘
CONSOLIDATE ENGINE MANAGEMENT | |

ATEGORY _‘PROBABILITY. IMPACT - RISK
VARTIME SUPPORT NOT LIKELY SIGNIFICANT | MODERATE
EACETIME SURGE ~ VERY LIKELY SIGNIFICANT HIGH
KILL BASE EROSION VERY LIKELY  SIGNIFICANT  HIGH
ULNERABILITY NOT LIKELY SIGNIFICANT LOW
OMPETITIVENESS LIKELY LITTLE LOW

OVERALL RISK : " HIGH
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CONSOLIDATE cosT PAYBACK = RISK =
DEPOT REPAIR & $.3-$1.1B 101+ YEARS  VERY HIGH

MANAGEMENT
MANAGEMENT ONLY $63.9-76.5M 101+ YEARS HIGH







INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE (COBRA v4.04) - Page 3
Data As Of 08:52 01/13/1994, Report Created 15:28 02/17/19S%4
Transfers from Tinker AFB, OK to Xelly AFE, T

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

- - - e -—— - - - o - -— - - o

Officers: 2 4 io 10 10 2
Enlisted: ' - 10 " 20 50 60 50 10
Civilians: 140 280 701 = 840 701 140
students: 0 -0 0 0 0 0]
Missn Egpt (tons}: 0 e 0 0 0 0
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mil Light Vehic: 0 0 0 0 0 0
Heavy/Spec Vehic: 0 0 0 0 0 0

Transfefs from Kelly AFB, TX to Tinker AFB, OK

1996 19897 1998 1999 2000 2001

-~ - ws o - e P - o= -

Oofficers:
Enlisted:.
Civilians:
Students:

. Missn Egpt (tons):
Suppt Egpt (tons):
Mil Light Vehic:
Heavy/Spec Vehic:

00000000
COO0O0OO0O00O
00000000
00000000
0000 0CO0O
00000000

(See final page for Explanétozy Notes)
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INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC RASE INFO nnomw? vé.08) - mvmm 6
Data AS of 08:52 01/13/1994, Report Ccreated 15:28 02/17/19%4

Name: Tinker AFB, OK _ , .

| 1996 1897 1998 1999 2000 2001
H|a»am.c9»aﬁmﬂuwv" 2,819 5,637 14,093 16,916 14,093 .N.mwm
1-Time xocwsoﬁuNVu 1,794 3,589 8,972 10,766 8,972 1,794
Env Mitlg Req($X): _o 0 0 0 0 0

Act Misn nomnﬁmmv" 0 0 0 0 0 0
Misc Rec cost($K): 0 0 o ¢] o] 0
- property (Acres): o 9 0 0 0 0

property ($K) ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 0

»m0mwﬂw<m jndicates puys, negative jindicates sales)

construc Sched(3): 0% 0% 0% 0% ot 0%
shutdovn mn#math“ 03 23% 12% 16% 22% 27%
constr avoid ($K) 0 0 0 0 0 0
mmsmocmvdowa ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0
procur avolid ($R): 0 0 0 0 0 0
Facility Shut Down amnm¢Vn 0

percent of Muawwm Housing shutDown: 0.0%

1996 1937 1998 1999 2000 . 2001

- on o o= - - - o= - - - -—— L e - - — - -

1-Time Unique($K)* 375 749 1,873 2

248 1,873 - 375
1-Time Ko<»=maumuu 0 0 0 V) .0 0
Env Mitig Req($¥K)* 0 .0 0 0 . 0 0
Act Misn Cost($K) ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 8]
Misc Rec nomﬂammuu 0 0 0 0 . 0 0
property ﬂvnnmmvu 0 0 0 0 0 0
property ($K)s 0 0 0 0 0 0

»momwﬂw<m i{ndicates pbuys. negative jndicates sales)

construc sched(%)? 23% 12% 16% 22% 11% 16%
shutdown mndmnﬁwvu 0% 0% o2 o8 0% 0%
constr Avold ($K)3 .0 0 0 0 0 0
muamoamvcowa.a«wv" 0 0 0 0 0 0
pProcur avoid ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0
Facility Shut pown (SQFE): 0

percent of mmawwﬂ.mocmwun ghutDown: 0.0%

(See £inal wwoo”non mxmwunwﬂon% Notes)



Niininationsofficer
©.  Enllsted
- Clviliaa

orticer
Enlliated -
Civilian

Transface

Civilian Leal Civs

Bours

AV] Salary
Ireakout
TRANIPORTATION

ONH ~TIME MOVE

PRYTNAPLNO
SNO® FLOGR CLEAN-UP @ OC
TRANSITION AIITTANCE
CONTINGENCY

AHOP CLRAN-VP

ONE-~TINE UNIQUR § OC

MINOR CONSTRUCTION
SHOP REARRANGUMEWT
CONTINGENCY
BHOP REARRANCEMENT
MINOR CONSTA

oNR-TIME UNIQUE & 3JA

5 FY ey -
_9.008 10.0Q06 : 23,000 30.00%
0 ) ° 1 1

1 1 3 , 2

| 10 24 27
.2 4 10 10
10 20 10 £0
140 280 701 ' 731

36 112 280 - W
11,200 22,400 16,000 67,400
$223,008 3430,006 §1,123,040 31,334,060

¥Y96 ¥Y97 ryae 99

3.008 10.00% 23,008 10,008

21,793,880 $3,187,773
$1,79),800 33,487,773
$1,331,000 32,670,000
§366,319  3772,638
$743,000 $1,390,000
§71,266  3134,320

$2,018,391 §3,637,102

§15%,700 $31,400
$296,942  $39),004
$58,905 3117,610
$3,140 46,180

$174,687 $749,374

$0,969,439 110,783,323
16,969,439 310,763,333

30,010,000
12,317,913
$4,770,000

16,67%,000
§1,931,%96
43,975,000

$185,319 3463,383
414,092,935 116,913,384

$94,200
£1,781,631

376,500
41,484,710

$294,324
$15,700

$383,428
$16,640

$1,873,434 §1,248,119

r¥éo
25.004
1
b )
24

10
50
701

280
56,000
$1,123,040

Y00
23.00%

16,969,479
42,969,419
16,673,000
31,931,336
$3,973,000
$366,319
$14,092,93%

474,500
jL, 48,710

$294,524
318,700

$1,873,424

io
140

36
1t,100
3223,008

FY0)

5.000
¥1,791, 808
11,791,008
1,333,000
186,319

© $793,000
$17,164
12,018,591

$13,700
$296,942

§s8,905
43,140

$374,687

Total
100.

xcax
008

b}
1

(L

29
- 200 .
2,40}

o a

2,

1,121 1,
214,200 -22¢,0
34,508,176 14,504,0

Total

106.00%
333,077,738
134,077,73¢

3$33,877,4
$33,877,4

424,700,000
$7,726,30)
$1%,900,000

$26,700,0
7,724,
413,900,0

$1,345,277  $1,3448,7

$%6,175,6)8 $56,175,8

$314,000
33,938,029

$314,0.
$3,934,9

$1,178,096
162,800

$1,170,6
162,0

$7,493,715 $7,493,3




oflsicar galisted giviliaz

1., 3ase Momcu-ﬂ..oﬂ

1.2. adjoeted yopulatica 12=9) 41 213 2,888
1.b. fugines Msd Nanpowes 31 121 2,468
1.5.(1) DGA i1 3% 1,840
1.2.(3) grock Fuad 3 3 482
1.5.( o 11 3 166
1.b.(8) FOILE ¢ ° )
1.c. dasa Ops sappott 1 L1 156
1.4. regines mast Kove” b | s b1
s Tezant populaticd (-] ° 273
a. vhudnﬂbn noﬂnh-nhoa nﬂdabhw 3,528 ¢,440 12,526
3. Break Cut of CMBA )
3.8. DBRA pirect Aot e 34 1,378
3.p. TR overheed 12 1 464
4. panpower rnunuaunnwh . )
¢.2er Hn‘munﬁn& Han r 31 87 1,363
6.p. Mdjneted Manpeves . 29 2 1,29
5, xardiine Ka=pover 32 122 2,680
¢, Compute s Tall
¢.a., Rav Tall nhpncu-d»nn 3 12 13
€.D. pertict 2.83% 34.37% §2.9C%
6.b.11) S Tall & 78 143
1. personsel novepent s 220 2,803
s. pazscusal zliaisated " 3 12 LH

e %ﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂn?ﬂ aA-ALC

g105,600 I
uw.ouo.mu. pa-}
uu.:u.u-o 2
§48,360 geLice wnbnnpumnunun
um.uuo.-uo

szop YIAOR cLIX-VP AZ oe-MC
4187,985 T2
3,190,086 LI
34,683,312 12
$528,0€0 BIA
37,726,183 rozal

1,410
417

1,483
1,392
2,814
228
$9.995%
227
1,041

110



Calculating Basseline ™Must Xove™

Take the total Military {Cfficer and Zaligted) for Poth basevide and

for the 3ngine wurxload alcge. Divide Engine Perscrmel total by Sasevide
total. This fraction is then multiplied against total "mus: move™
_parscanal to darive engines’ {31r shase. Allocats on tie basis of

‘Tatio of officer, enlisted and civilian for ™must movs™ categoxy.

{30+120)/(1524+6440)7610 = 12 12

: .18y 31 128 618
0ILr 151/610711 = 3
Pol: 231/610711 = ’ 13

civ: 3120/610711 = 3

cglculadnﬁ Baseline 308

Zake the total parsontel (Offl{cer, X2listed and Civillan) for doth basewide and
for the Xngive vorkloed alcne. Divide Xngine Persoazel tolal by Basewvide
total. TRis fracsiof is thsn sultiplisd agailnst rotal 3cs

perscanel to darive sagines’ faix share. Allocste =3 s Msis o

zatio of officer, enlisted and civilisx for ICS categery.’

(31412142468271)/(1524+8440412828)°17 248 248
50 (1] 1,102 1,788

Lz S0/1755+7248 = : . 7

Xnlt 603717555248 » - 83

civ: 1102717559248 = ' i5¢
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EQUIPMENT TRANSFER OC-ALC
EQUIPMENT
, WEAPON SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPMENT $0
iy APPROPRIATED FUND $0
v OVER 5K $161,098,031
UNDER 5X $58,404,237
TOTAL 3219 502, 268
EXCESS EQUIPMENT PERCENT
WEAPON SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 0.00% $0
APPROPRIATED FUND - 0.00% $0
NON APPROPRIATED FUND 0.00% $0
OTHER 0.00% $0
TOTAL $0
REPURCHASE VS MOVE
WEAPON SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 5.00% $0
APPROPRIATED FUND 5.00% $0
NON APPROPR!ATED FUND 0.00% $0
OTHER - 0.00% $0
"TOTAL
COST TO RELOCATE EQUIPMENT
REMAINING EQUIPMENT VALUE $219,502,268
P.C.H (WESTING HOUSE) 3.50% $7,682,579
TRANSPORTATION (DST) 0.50% $1,097,5114
REMOVE AND REINSTALL (SA-ALC/MADE) 1.0% $2,185,023
TOTAL COST TO MOVE $10.975,113
coctro DISPOSE OF EQUIPMENT {DRMO)
£\ EQUIPMENT VALUE -
‘ DISPOSAL COST REMOVE AND TRANSPORT 2.00% $0 .
TOTAL EQUIPMENT COST .
RELOCATE $10,975,113
DISPOSE $0
BUY $0
{A) TOTAL $10,875,113 ° -
INVENTORIES DO33, GOT2, G402A
STOCK FUND * $4,000,000
OTHER $Q
$0
$0
$o
TOTAL u,mo.a
AMOUNT TO MOVE 100.00% $4,000,000
COST TO RELOCATE - 2.00% $80,000
DLA ESTIMATE TO RELOCATE $24,560,406
(B) TOTAL $24,840,408
MATERIAL DAMAGE
EQUIPMENT $219,502.268
. HANDLING
(TYA)STIMES HANDLED®.0001 8 $176,602
INVENTORY $4,000,000
HANDLING

" ((TVA INVENTORY)"TIMES HANDLED".0001)

s $1,600




PERSONNEL EQU!PHENT
NUMBER OF PEOPLE

a2 _ CIVILIAN 1,682
N MILITARY 238
e | 1,920
NUMBER OF POUNDS PER PERSON 710
1.363,206
LBS INCWT 13,632
COST PER CWT $0.33
OFFICE EQUIPMENT COST $4,499
TRANSPORTATION :
NUMBER OF TRUCKS 24
NUMBER OF MILES 481
TOTAL MILES 15,354
. *COST PER MILE $25.512
TOTAL COST ' $30,011
VEHICLE MOVEMENT
" MIUTARY LIGHT VEHICLE 15
" AVG NUMBER OF MILES 481
COST PER MILE $0.41
$2.058
MILITARY SPECIAL VEHICLE 82
AVG NUMBER OF MILES 431
COST PER MILE $1.32
$52,063
TOTAL COST '$55,022
TOTAL TRANSPORTATION COST ~ OC-ALC
EQUIPMENT RELOCATION $10,975,113
EQUIPMENT DISPOSAL s0
PURCHASE VS MOVE $0
INVENTORY $24,640,406
MATERIAL DAMAGE $177.202
EQUIPMENT PERSONNEL $30.011
VEHICLE $55.022
TOTAL $35.877.754




fOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY

COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v4.04) .
Data As Of 08:52 01/13/1994, Report Created 10:17 02/22/193%4

Group s AFMC
Service : USAF '
Option Package : TWO VS ONE ENG DEPOT

Starting Year : 1986
Break Even Year: 2096+ (Year 101+)
ROI Year : 2102+ (100+ Years)

Option NPV in 2015 ($K) : 179,952
Total One-Time Cost ($K) : 266,792

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars
1996 1997 1998 1399 = 2000 2001 Beyond

Misn 0 0 0 0 0 0 Y
Pers -99 -412 =-1,120 -2,274 -3,436 -4,161 -4,292
ovhd 14,564 11,028 8,586 6,481 4,621 2,835 -745
Cons 2,249 2,346 2,805 2,346 468 0 0
Movg 4,232 8,466 21,164 25,399 21,164 4,232 0
Othr 6,221 12,434 31,092 37,255 31,092 6,221 0

TOT 27,168 33,861 62,526 69,207 53,910 9,127 ~5,038

1996 1897 1998 1399 2000 2001 TOTAL

FORCE STRUCTURE REDUCTIONS

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enlisted 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
POSITIONS ELIMINATED
Officers 0 0 1 1 1l 0 3
Enlisted 1 1 3 3 3 1 12
Civilian 5 10 24 27 24 5 95
PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS
Officers 2 4 10 10 10 2 38
Enlisted 10 20 50 . 60 50 10 200
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOT MIL 12 24 60 70 60 12 238
Civilian 140 280 701 840 701 140 2,802
TOTAL 152 304 761 910 761 152 3,040
Summary:

The Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center (OC-ALC) is the Red
Team in this scenario. 1Its engine repair capability will be
transferred to the San Antonio Air Logisitics Center (SA-
ALC). .The OC-ALC will remain open however to handle other
types of workload. This scenario will calculate the cost of
realigning the engine workload to the SA-ALC. )

FOR OFFICHAL USE ONLY



tOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY

COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v4.04) - Page 2
pata As Of 08:52 01/13/1934, Report Created 10:18 02/22/19894

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars
1996 1997 1988 1999 2000 2001 Beyond

Misn 0 0 .+ 0 0 0 0 0
Pers 21 63 168 282 386 407 407
ovhd 14,564 11,028 . 8,586 6,481 4,621 - 2,835 ~-745
cons 2,249 2,346 2,805 2,346 468 0 0
Movg - 4,249 8,499 21,248 25,498 21,248 4,249 0
Othr 6,221 12,434 31,092 37,255 31,092 6,221 0
© TOT 27,305 34,371 63,893 71,861 57,817 13,713 -338

savings ($K) Constant Dollars '
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Beyond

e S - —— - - - —— o - - -—— - - - ——— -

Misn 0 0 o 0 0 0 0
Pers 120 476 1,288 2,555 3,822 4,569 4,700
Ovhd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cons 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Movg 17 34 85 99 85 17 0
Othr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOT 137 509 1,373 2,654 3,907 4,586 4,700




pData As Of 08:52 01/13/1994, Report Created 10:

R Tk

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY

TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v4.04)

(All values in DQllars)

MilCon w/o Avoidances
Moving o :
Eliminated Military PCS
Administrative/Support
Mothball/Shutdown )
Civilian RIF

Civilian Early Retirement
Civilian New Hires
Civilian PPS

Land Purchases
Environmental Mitigation
One-Time Unique Costs
HAP / RSE

Unemployment

Info Management Account

10,215,000
84,657,091
90,252
47,516,130
.0
32,068,580
1,077,253
7,516,000 .
0

0

0
63,870,000
13,755,311
6,026,800
0

—_—_—_—_———-.—_——-.-.-._—...——_——_—_——_—--—_—__--._._

Total One-Time Costs

Milcon Cost Avoidances
Procurement Cost Avoidances
Land Sales

266,792,418

. ——_——-—-_—_—_——-—.-_—-_-—-.—_————_--———————_—_—

Total One-Time Savings

Total One-Time Costs
Total One-Time Savings

Total Net One-Time Costs

266,792,418

17 02/22/1994



FOR OFFICIAL USE CNLY

BASE ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v4.04)
Data As Of 08:52 01/13/1994, Report Created 10:17 02/22/1994

Base: Tinker AFB, OK
(All values in Dollars)

MilCon w/o Avoidances 0

~ + Moving 84,657,091
+ Eliminated Military PCS - 80,252
+ Administrative/Support = 47,516,130
+ Mothball/Shutdown \ 0
+ Civilian RIF 32,068,580
i + Civilian Early Retirement ~ 1,077,253 .
+ Civilian New Hires : : 0
+ Civilian PPS ' 0
+ Land Purchases ’ 0
+ Environmental Mitigation 0
+ One-Time Unique Costs 56,377,000
+ HAP / RSE 13,755,311
+ Unemployment 6,026,800
+ Info Management Account 0
= Total One-Time Costs 241,568,418

Milcon Cost Avoidances 0
+ Procurement Cost Avoidances 0
.+ Land Sales 0

= Total One-Time Savings 0
" Total One-Time Costs 241,568,418
- Total One-Time Savings 0

= Total Net One-Time Costs 241,568,418

FGR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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BASE ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 2
. Data As Of 08:52 01/13/1994, Report Created 10:17 02/22/1994

Base: Kelly AFB, TX
(All values in Dollars)

MilCon w/0 Avoidances 10,215,000

+ Moving 0
+ Eliminated Military PCS 0
+ Administrative/Support 0
+ Mothball/Shutdown 0
+ Civilian RIF 0
+ Civilian Early Retirement 0.
! + Civilian New Hires : 7, 516 000
+ Civilian PPS ‘ 0
+ Land Purchases ’ 0
+ Environmental Mitigation 0
+ One-Time Unique Costs 7,493,000
+ HAP / RSE 0
+ Unemployment 0
+ Info Management Account 0
= Total One-Time Costs 25,224,000

Milcon Cost Avoidances : 0
-+ Procurement Cost Avoidances 0
.+ Land Sales 0

- > > . - . . . TS o e b S S G AR D e S G TES T W T Em M WD e EE S e S

= Total One-Time Savings : , 0
" Total One-Time Costs 25,224,000
- Total One-Time Savings 0

-—— S - A . R T S S A e S S S fw MEe GR G Gn R S . T WP GB W e W G D TR S e Sen

= Total Net One-Time Costs 25,224,000

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY



INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO (COBRA v4.04)
Data As Of 08:52 01/13/1994, Report Created 15:43 02/17/1934

AFMC
USAF
TWO VS ONE ENG MGT

Group
Service
Option Package

e ae e

Model Year One : FY 18896

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes

Base Name .. Strategy:

Tinker AFB, OK Realignment
Kelly AFB, TX. Realignment
Summary:

The Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center (OC-ALC) lis the Red
Team in this scenario. Its engine management will be
transferred to the San Antonio Air Logisitics Center (SA-
ALC). The OC-ALC will remain open however to handle other
types of workload. This scenario will calculate the cost of
realigning the engine management to the SA-ALC.

(See final page for Explanatory Notes)



INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE (COBRA v4.04) - Page 3
pata As Of 08:52 01/13/1994, Report Created 07:52 02/04/1994

Transfers from Tinker AFB, OK to Kelly AFB, TX

1996 1997 1998 - 1999 2000 2001

- — . e —— - - ———— - - PR

Officers: 0 1 2 4 2 .0
Enlisted: 1 1 4 3 -4 1
Civilians: 19 39 97 116 97 19
Students: 0 0 0 0 0 0
Missn Egpt (tons}): 0 0 0 0 0 -0
. Suppt Egpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mil Light Vehic: 0 0 0 0 0 0
Heavy/Spec Vehic: 0 0 0 0 0 0

Transfers from Kelly AFB, TX to Tinker AFB, OK

[ N
1 O
t O
| O
N
o -
o
.—J

1996 19987 1998 1999

Officers: 0
Enlisted: 0
Civilians: 0
Students: 0
Missn Egpt (tons): 0
0

0

0

suppt Eqpt (tons):
Mil Light Vehic:
Heavy/Spec Vehic:

OO0 OOOOO
[aYoRoNoNeoNo o Ne]
leYoRoNoNaNo o o)

(See final page for Explanatory Notes)




INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFO (COBRA v4.04) -~ Page 6
Data As Of 08:52 01/13/1994, Report Created 15:43 02/17(1994

Name: Tinker AFB, OX .
1996 15997 1998 1999 2000 2001

1-Time Unique($K): 32 . 64 157 181 157 . 32
1-Time Moving($K): 0 1 1 1 1 4]
Env Mitig Reg($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0
Act Misn Cost($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0
Misc Rec Cost($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0
Property (Acres): {0 I 0 0 0 0 0
Property ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Positive indicates buys, negative indicates sales)
Construc Sched(%): - 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% - 0%
Shutdown Sched(%): 0% 23% 12% 16% 22% 27%
Constr Avoid ($X): 0 0 0 0 0 0
FamHousAvoid ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0
Procur Avoid ($X): 0] 0 0 0 0 0
Facility Shut Down (SqFt): , 0
Percent of Family Housing ShutDown: 0.0%

Name: -Kelly AF3, TX
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

- - - - - - - - ——— s - - - -

1-Time Unique($K): 2 5 12 15 12 2
1-Time Moving($X): -0 0 0 -0 0 0
Env Mitig Reqg($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0
Act Misn Cost($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0
Misc Rec Cost($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0
Property (Acres): 0 0 0 0 0 0
Property ($X): 0 0 0 0 0 0

(Positive indicates buys, negative indicates sales)

Construc Sched($): 23% 12% 16% 22% 11% 16%
Shutdown Sched(%): 0% 0% 0% ~ 0% 0% 0%
Constr Avoid ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0
FamHousAvoid ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0
Procur Avoid ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0
Facility Shut Down (SgFt): 0

Percent of Family Housing ShutDown: 0.0%

(See final page for Explanatory Notes)



EliminationsOfficer
Enllsted
Civilian

Officer
Enlisted
Civilian -

Translern

Civillan Leaf Clvs
llours
civilian Leave

ONE-TIME UNIQUE @ OC

Breakout
Tcansportation
ONE~-TIME MOVE

Oflfice Roarrangwent

ONE-TIME UNIQUE @ SA

FY96
5.00%

1,600
$32,144

$32,144

FY96
5.00%
$217
$217

$2,418

$2,418

16
3,200
364,260

$G4,200

FY97 .
10.00%
3435
$435

$4,036

$4,036

39
7,800
$156,702

3156,702

FY98
25.001%
$1,007
$1,007

$12,090

$12,090

45
9,000
$100,010

$100,010

FY99

30.000
$1,06

$1,306
$14,500

$14,500

97

39
7,800

$156,702

$156,702

FY00

25.00%

$1,007
$1,007

$12,090

$12,090

1,600
$32,144

$32,144

FYOL
5.00v
$217
$217

$2,410

$2,410

Total
100.00%
1
2
26

9
14
307

155
31,000
$622,790

$622,790

Total

100.00%

$4,349

$4,349
$40,360

$40,360

XCHK

Jo7

155
31,000
3622,790

$622,790

34,349
$4,349

$40,360

346,160




Jc-ALC as red center
officer Enlisted Civilian Total

1. Base Populatioca

1.a. Adjusted Population (Zng) 10 16 413 439
1.b. Engines Msn Manpower 9 3 351 403
1.5.(1) CDMEA [*] o} 0 0
1.b5.{2)} Stock Fund 9 3 sl 403
1.b.(3) O&M [+ 0 [*] [+]
1.5.(4) RDT&E ] 9 0 0
1.c. Base Ops Suppert 1 12 22 3s
1.4. Engines '"Must Move” ] 1 0 1
1.¢. Taenant Populaticn 0 0 [+] [}
2. Adjusted Populatien (Total) 1,524 6,440 i2,525 20,490
3. Break Out of DMEA .

3.a. DMBA Direct Labor 0 .0 o - ]
3.n. DMEA Overhead o [+] [+ [+
4. Manpcwer Adjustdents R
4.a. readjusted Manpower 9 3 sl 403
4.5+ Adjusted Manpover 8 -3 368 379
S. Eardlina Manpower 8 4 368 380
6. Compute BOS Tail :
6.a. R2aw Tail Calculation . 1 ) 29 30
6.b. Portion 2.86% 34.26% 62,867 100.01%
§.5.(1) EOS Tail 1 20 19 30
7. °Personnel Movement 9 14 387 410

PY

8. Personnael Elimizpated bS 2 25 29

~=

"1



Calculating Baseline "Must Mcve™

Take the total Military (Officer and Enlisted) for botl basewice and

for the Engine workload alcce. Divide Ingine Perscazel tztal by Basewide
«otal., This fraction is thea xultiplied against total “must dove”
personnel to derive engines’ fair share. Allocate ca the tasis of

ratio of officer, enlisted end civilien for "must pove' category.

(943)/(1524+46440)%610 = 1 1
151 331 128 610
151/610%1 = o
3131/61071 = 1
128/61071 = o

Calculating Baselline BOS

Take the total personnel (Officer, Inlisted and Civilian) for both basewide and
for the Engina workload alcre. Divide Engine Persoznel tsial by Rasewide
total. This fraction is then pultiplied against total 3CS

perscnnel to derive engires’ fair share. Allccate on the basis of

ratio of officer, enlisted and civillan for 30S category.

(9+3+4392)/(1524+6440+412526)"1755 = s 18
-~ EQ 603 2102 1,785

Off: 50/1755+35 = 1

Enl: 603/17554+25 = 12

Civ: 1102/1755%3% = 22




EQUIPMENT TRANSFER OC-ALC

EQUIPMENT
WEAPON SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPMENT

APPROPRIATED FUND
s, OVERSK

‘) UNDER 5K $0
. TOTAL 0
EXCESS EQUIPMENT PERCENT
WEAPON SYSTEM SUFPORT EQUIFMENT 0.00% S0 -
APPROPRIATED FUND 0.00% $0
NON APPROPRIATED FUND 0.00% s0
OTHER 0.00% 0
TOTAL S0
REPURCHASE VS MOVE
WEAPON SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 5.00% S0
APPROPRIATED FUND . 5.00% $0
NON APPROPRIATED FUND 0.00% $0
OTHER 000% s0
_ TOTAL s0
COST TO RELOCATE EQUIPMENT
REMAINING EQUIPMENT VALUE $0
P.C,H (WESTING HOUSE) 3.50% S0
TRANSPORTATION (DST) 0.50% " 50
REMOVE AND REINSTALL (SA-ALC/MADE) 1.0% S0
TOTAL COST TO MOVE 0
COST TO DISPOSE OF EQUIPMENT (DRMO)
o EQUIPMENT VALUE S0
DISPOSAL COST REMOVE AND TRANSPORT 2.00% S0
EQUIPMENT COST
RELOCATE so -
DISPOSE S0
sUY 0
(A) TOTAL s0
INVENTORIES DO33, GO72, G402A
STOCK FUND . $0
OTHER 0
S0
s0
0
TOTAL 0
AMOUNT TO MOVE 100.00% )
COST TO RELOCATE - 2.00% s0
DLA ESTIMATE TO RELOCATE 0
(8) TOTAL 0
MATERIAL DAMAGE
EQUIPMENT S0
HANDLING
{TVA) TIMES HANDLED".0001 8 $0
INVENTORY $0
: HANDLING
((TVA INVENTORY) TIMES HANDLED*.0001) 4 0




PERSONNEL EQUIPMENT

NUMBER OF PEOPLE :
: . CIVILIAN

1232

T " MILITARY 23
' © 255
NUMBER OF POUNDS PER PERSON 710
181,050
LBS IN CWT 1.811
COST PER CWT $0.33
OFFICE EQUIPMENT COST $597
TRANSPORTATION
NUMBER OF TRUCKS 5
NUMBER OF MILES 481
TOTAL MILES 2,405
. COST PER MILE $3.752
TOTAL COST $4,349
VERICLE MOVEMENT
MILITARY LIGHT VERICLE 0
AVG NUMBER OF MILES 481
COST PER MILE $0.41
s0
MILITARY SPECIAL VEHICLE 0
- AVG NUMBER OF MILES 481
COST PER MILE $1.32
$0
TOTAL COST s0
TOTAL TRANSPORTATION COST ~ OC-ALC
EQUIPMENT RELOCATION $0
EQUIPMENT DISPOSAL S0 .
PURCHASE VS MOVE S0
INVENTORY s0
MATERIAL DAMAGE S0
EQUIPMENT PERSONNEL $4,349
VEHICLE S
TOTAL $4.349




COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v4.04)
Data As Of 08:52 01/13/1994, Report Created 15:43 02/17/1994

Group : AFMC
Service : USAF
Option Package : TWO VS ONE ENG HGT
Starting Year : 1996

'~ Break Even Year: 2096+ (Year 101+)
ROI Year : 2102+ (100+ Years)

Option NPV in 2015 (SK) : 43,896
Total One-Time Cost ($K) : 63,319

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars

1996 1997 1998 1989 2000 2001 Beyodnd
Misn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pers -20 -97 -306 ~-641 -980 -~1,157 -1,178
Ovhd 14,466 10,862 8,185 6,138 4,585 3,334 -115
Cons 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Movg 306 665 1,702 2,063 1,702 306 0

449 -939 2,332 2,737 2,330 449 0

15,201 12,369 11,914 10,297 7,607 2,933 -1,z293

- — o - — - P

FORCE STRUCTURE REDUCTICNS

Officers 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 0
Enlisted 0 - 0 0 0 - 0. C 0
Civilian 0 -0 90 0 0 0 0
POSITIONS ELIMINATED
Officers 0 0 0 1l 0 0 1
Enlisted 0 0 1 1 0 0 2
Civilian 1 3 7 7 7 1 26
FERSONNEL REALICNMENTS
Officers 0 1 2 4 2 0 a
Enlisted 1 1 4 3 4 1 14
‘Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOT MIL 1 2 5 7 8 1 23
Civilian i9 39 57 118 a7 19 387
TOTAL 20 41 103 123 103 20 410
Summary:

- Team in this scenario. 1Its engine management will De

- % transferred to the San Antonio Airs togisitics Center (SA-

3/ ALC). The OC-ALC will remain open however to handle other
types of workload. This scenario will calculate the cost of
realigning the engine management to the SA-ALC.




COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA‘V4.04) - Page 2
Data As Of 08:52 01/13/1994, Report Created 15:43 02/17/199%4

Costs ($K) Ccnstant Dollars .
1996 1897 - 1988 1999 2000 2001 Beyond

Misn 0 0 0 0, 0 _ 0 0
Pers 1 8 24 51 67 68 68
Ovhd 14,466 10,862 8,185 . 6,138 4,555 3,334 =115
Cons 0 0 - 0 0 0 -0 0
Movg 308 = 668 1,711 2,073 1,711 308 0
Othr 449 939 2,332 2,737 2,330 449 - 0.
TOT 15,224 12,477 12,252 11,000 8,674 . 4,160 -46

Savings (SK) Constant Dollars :
1996 1997 1998 1999. 2000 2001 Reyond

Misn 0 0 0 0 0 : 0 0
Pers 21 105 330 683 1,058 1,226 1,247
Ovhd 0- 0 0 0 0 : 0 0
Cons 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Movg 1 3 8 10 8 1 0
Othr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOT 22 108 338 .703 1,066 1,227 1,247



\
_ TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v4.04)
Data As Of 08:52 01/13/1994, Report Created 15:43 02/17/1994
(All values in Dollars)
MilCon w/o Avoidances 0.
+ Moving 6,746,640
+ Eliminated Military PCS : 19,402
+ Administrative/Support 47,516,130
+ Mothball/sShutdown 0
+ Civilian RIF ' 4,593,084
+ Civilian Early Retirement . 147,569
+ Civilian New Hires 1,020,000
- + Civilian PPS . . o 0
+ Land Purchases : 0
+ Environmental Mitigation ‘ 0
+ One-~Time Unique Costs - 671,000
+ HAP / RSE ‘ 1,942,242
+ Unemployment 863,200
+ Info Management Account 0
= Total One-Time Costs 63,519,267

Milcon Cost Avoidances 0
+ Procurement Cost Avoidances 0
+ Land Szles . 0

= Total One-Time Savings 0
Total One-Time Costs ‘ A 63,519,267

- =~Total One-Time Savings 0
= Total Net One-Time Costs ' 63,519,267



Data

As Of 08:52 01/13/19%4, Report nHmmﬂma 15:

BASE ONE-TIME COST mmwowe (COBRA v4.04)

Base: Tinker AF3, CX
(A1l values in Dollars)

MiiCon w/0 Avoidances
Moving

Eliminated Military 2C
Administrative/Suppert
Mothball/Shutdewn _
Civilian RITF

civilian Early Retiresment
Civilian New Hires .
Civilian PPS

Lznd Purchacses
Environmental Mitigation
One-Time Unigue Costs
HADP / RSE

Unemployment

Info Management Account

| 0
6,746,640
19,402
47,516,130

o

,3583,084%
H»q 569

of

OO0 OoOo

623,000
1,942,242
wmu~uoo

— e - — - ———— —— — - —— e — = = = = e e e e ew om em s e e =

Milcon Cost Avoidances
Srocursment C2st Avoidances
Land Sales

- > . - - . —— - D M VD D Gy YD W S - R e G . R e D G S W WD e = e wm

Total One-Time Costs
Total One-Time Savings

'Il'lll.ll"ll.llull‘lv‘llll-l.lnl-‘l‘luiil‘.l.l'-ll.ll-'l-lll'll-ll

Total Net One-Time Costs

43 02/17/1994



Base: Kelly aAF3, TX
(All values in Dollars)

MilCon w/o Avoidancss
Moving 4

Eliminated Military 2CS
Administrative/Support
Mothktall/Shutdown
Civilien RIT

Civilian Early Retirement
Civilian New Hires ,
Civilian PPS

Land Purchases
Environmental Mitigatien
One-Time Unigue Costs
HAP? / RSE

Unemployment

Iinfo Management Account

1,020,00

oNeoNoNoNeNeNoNoNeNoNoNoNeNal

— — — — —— " —— . W T T . . A e A A S S e Y e g v e S e e e e

“Total One-’

con Cost Avoidances

Savings

Costs
Savings

me
me

w3} v

Totzl One-

Total Net One-Time Costs

0
wrement Cost Avoidances Q
0

- . o - e -

1,088,000

-

BASE ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v4.,04) - Page 2
Data As Of 08:52 01/13/1994, Report Created 15:43 02/17/189%4
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INPUT SCREEN THREE (SA-ALC TO OC-ALC)

- Offlcers
Enlisted
Civillans
Oft Ellminations
Enl Eliminations
Civ Eliminatlons
Ml Light Vehicles

Heavy/Spec Vehicles

INPUT SCREEN FIVE (OC-ALC TO SA-ALC)

1 Time Unique
Chivllian Leave
Prototyping
Shop Rearrange
Clean-Up (OC-ALC)

- Qualilication
Transition Support

1 Time Moving

Spreadsheet
DLA

Construction

1996 1997 1998 1909 2000 2001
5% 10% 25% 30% 25% 5%
41 2 4 10 13 10 2 41
162 8 16 41 48 41 8 162
5232 262 523 1308 1569 1308 262 5232
2 0 0 3 0 1 0 2
6 0 (1} 2 2 2 0 6
67 3 7 17 20 17 3 67
205 10 21 51 62 51 10
a7 ‘ 2 4 9 11 9 2
1996 1997 1098 1999 2000 2001 TOTAL
Contingoncy 5% 10% 25% 30% 25% 5%
$68,883,107  $3,140,031 $3,601,157 $7,202,314 $18,005,785 $21,606,941 $18,005,765 $3,601,157  $72,023.138
$8,232,954 $411,648 $823,205 $2,058,239 $2,469,886 $2,058,239 $411,648 $8,232,954
$20,250,000 $1,012,500 $2,025,000 $5,062,500 $6,075,000 $5,062,500 $1,012,500  $20,250,000
$6,566,000 $1,313,200 $393,960 $787,920 $1,969,800 $2,363,760 $1,969,800  $393,960 $7.879,200
$9,134,153  $1,826,831  $548,049 $1,096,098 $2,740,246 $3,288,295 $2,740,246 $548,049  $10,960,984
$2,500,000 $125,000 $250,000  $625,000  $750,000  $625,000. $125,000 $2,500,000
$22,200,000 $1,110,000 $2,220,000 $5,550,000 $6,660,000 $5,550,000 $1,110,000  $22,200,000
$54,584,341 $2,729,217 $5,458,434 $13,646,085 $16,375,302 $13,646,085 $2,729,217  $54,584,341
$12,859,062
$41,725,279
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
" NEW MOD 23% 12% 16% 22% 11% 16%
$2,996,000 $5,708,000 $2,001,920 $1,044,480 $1,392,640 $1,914,800  $957,440 $1,392,640 $8,704,000
Page 1



PROTOTYPING
T
LDT to OC-ALC
LPP to OC-ALC

SHOP REARRANGE
Engines
GTE
Eng Accy
Management

QUALIFICATION

CLEAN-UP
Tl
LD
LPP
Tip
DLA

CONSTRUCTION
LPpP
up
up

$20,250,000

$6,250,000
$14,000,000

$6,566,000
$2,910,000
$1,600,000
$1,828,000

$228,000

$2,500,000

$9,134,153
$360,505
$3,014,235
$4,209,413
$225,000
$1,225,000

NEW
$2,996,000

$2,996,000

MOD
$5,708,000
$5,030,000

$678,000

$8,704,000

Page 2




1. Base Population

1.a. Adjusted Population (En
1.b. Engines Msn Manpower
1.b.(1) DMBA

1.b.(2) Stock Fund

~ 1.b.(3) O&M

1.b.(4) RDT&E

- 1.c. Base Ops Support
~1.d. Engines "Must Move"
1.e. Tenant Population

2. Adjusted Population (Total

3. Break Out of DMBA
3.a. DMBA Direct Labor
3.b. DMBA Overhead

4. Manpower Adjustments
4.a. Preadjusted Manpower
4.b. Adjusted Manpower

5. Hardline Manpower
6. Compute BOS Tail

~ B.a. Raw Tail Calculation
6.b. Portion

6.b.(1) BOS Tail

7. Personnel Movement

8. Personnel Eliminated

Officer Enlisted

43 168
38 156
8 32
18 1
12 123
0 0
3 8
2 4
0 0

948 4,082
i 32

0

37 124
35 117
38 153
4 15

0.85% = 2.25%
3 g
41 162
2 6

Civilian

5,299
4,506
3,584
586
326

0

344
16
433

16,940

2,577
1,017

1,929
1,813
4,839
387
96.90%
393

5,232

67

Total
5,510
4,700
3,634

605
461
355

22
21,970

2,610
1,024

2,090
1,965
5,030
406
100.00%
405
5,435

75



"L‘"“gux?unm TRANSFER SA-ALC TO OC-ALC

EQUIPMENT
WIAPON SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPMENT
APPROPRIATED FUND
OVER 5K (Assume avg. procurement year = 1985)
UNDER SK (30% factot)
TOTAL

EXCESS EQUIPMENT ) . PERCENT
WZAPON SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 0.00%
APPROPRIATED FUND 0.00%
KON APPROPRIATED FUND 30.00%
OTHER 0.00%
TOTAL '

REPURCHASE VS MOVE

: WZAPON SYSTEM SUPPCRT EQUIPMENT - 0.00%
APPROPRIATED FUND ' 0.00%
NCN APPROPRIATED FUND 0.00%
OTHER 0.00%
TOTAL

COST TO RELOCATE EQUIPMENT
REMAINING EQUIPMENT VALUZ

$0

$0
$224,136,424
$67,240,927

$291,377,351

$O
50
$67,240,927
$0

$67,240,927

$O
$0
$O
)

$0

$224,136,424

P,C,H (WESTING HOUSE) 3.50% $7,844,775
TRANSPORTATION (DST) 0.50% $1,120,682
RIMOVE AND REINSTALL (SM-ALC/MADE) 1.0% $2,241,364
TOTAL COST TO MOVE §11,206,821
COST TO DISPOSE OF EQUIPMENT (DRMO)
EQUIPMENT VALUE $67,240,927
DISPOSAL COST REMOVE AND TRANSPORT 2.00% $1,344,819
TOTAL EQUIPMENT COST
RELOCATE $11,206,821
DISPOSE $1,344,81%
BUY s0
(A) TOTAL $§12,551,640
INVENTORIES DO33, GO72, G402A
STOCK FUND s0
OTHER $1,760,000
so
S0
$0
TOTAL $1,760,000
AMOUNT TO MOVE 33.00% $580,800
COST TO RELOCATE 2.00% §11,616
(B) TOTAL

$11,616




T
SN

" “TERIAL DAMAGE

EQUIPMENT $224,136,424
: ~ _ HANDLING

(TVA)*TIMES HANDLED*.0001 8 $179,309

INVENTORY , ~ ‘ . $580,800
’ HANDLING

((TVA INVENTORY)*TIMES EANDLED¥.0001) 4 §232

(C) TOTAL COST ' $179,541

PERSONNEL EQUIPMENT ‘ ‘ '

NUMBER OF PEOPLE : _
CIVILIAN , 3,139

MILITARY 203
3,342
NUMBER OF POUNDS PER PERSON ' 710
2,372,962
LBS IN CWT . 23,730
COST PER CWT _ $0.33
OFFICE EQUIPMENT COST §7,831
TRANSPORTATION . .
* NUMBER OF TRUCKS : 59
NUMBER OF MILES 481
TOTAL MILES 28,535
COST PER MILE $44,514
TOTAL COST o , §52,345
VEHICLE MOVEMENT
MILITARY LIGHT VEHICLE : 208
AVG NUMBER OF MILES - 481
COST PER MILE $0.41
$40,428
MILITARY SPECIAL VEHICLE 37
AVG NUMBER OF MILES 481
COST PER MILE $1.32
$23,492
TOTAL COST : $63,920

A
-
J

SR

g
¢
M



" \TAL TRANSPORTATION COST

SA-ALC TO OC-ALC

EQUIPMENT RELOCATION

$11,206,821
 EQUIPMENT DISPOSAL $1,344,819
PURCHASE VS MOVE $0
INVENTORY $11,616
MATERIAL DAMAGE $179,541
EQUIPMENT PERSONNEL $§52,345
VEHICLE $63,920 .
TOTAL $12,859,062
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COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA Vv4.04)
Data As Of 14:21 01/20/1994, Report Created 12:11 02/17/1994

SA-ALC to OC-ALC
-AF - :
engine study

Group
" Service
Option Package:

1996 .
2096+ (Year 101+
2102+ (100+ Years)

Starting Year
Break Even Year
ROI Year

option NPV in 2015 ($K) : 281,184
Total One-Time Cost ($K) : 384,681

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars o o
1986 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Beyond

Misn 0 0 0 : 0 0 0] o
Pers =75 =314 -949 -1,956 -2,930 -3,479 =~3,545
ovhd 16,076 12,445 10,390 8,704 7,092 5,043 1,078
Cons 2,555 958 -17,722 1,757 878 - 1,278 0
Movg 6,910 13,773 34,475 41,388 34,475 6,910 0
Othr 9,298 18,600 46,512 55,799 46,512 9,298 0

TOT 34,764 45,462 72,705 105,692 86,027 19,049 =~2,467

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 TOTAL

FORCE STRUCTURE REDUCTIONS

Officers 0 0 0 o . 0. o - 0
Enlisted 0 0. 0 0 0 0 0
Ccivilian o 0 o] 0 o] 0 0
POSITIONS ELIMINATED
Officers 0 0 1 0 1 0 2
Enlisted 0 0 2 2 2 0 6
civilian 3 7 17 20 17 3 67
PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS
Officers 2 4 i0 13 10 2 41
Enlisted 8 16 41 48 41 8 162
Students 0 0 0 4] 0 0 (o}
TOT MIL 10 20 51 61 51 10 203
civilian 262 523 1,308 1,569 1,308 262 5,232

TOTAL ) 272 543 1,359 1,630 1,359 272 5,435




COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v4.04) - Page 2
Data'As Of 14:21 01/20/1994, Report’ Created 12:11 02/17/1994

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars '
1596 1997 1958 1999 2000 - 2001 Beyond’

Misn 0 0 0 0 (v} 0 0
Pers -9 -27 -72 =132 -178 -187 -187
ovhd 16,076 12,445 10,390 8,704 7,092 5,043. 1,078
Cons 2,555 958 1,278 1,757 878 1,278 0
Movyg 6,924 13,801 34,547 41,474 34,547 6,924 0
othr 9,298 18,600 46,512 55,799 46,512 9,298 0"
TOT 34,844 45,777 92,654 107,602 88,852 22,356 891

Savings ($K) Constant Dollars

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Beyond
Misn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pers 66 287 877 1,823 2,752 3,292 3,358
ovhad ) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cons 0 0 19,000 0 0 0 0
Movg .14 28 72 86 72 14 0
othr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOT 80 316 19,949 1,909 2,824 3,306 3,358



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA V4.04)
Data As Of 14:21 01/20/1994, Report Created 12:11 02/17/1994

(All values in Dollars)

MilCon w/o Avoidances : 8,704,000
.+ Moving ) 137,930,251
+ Eliminated Military PCS 49,486
+ Administrative/Support 51,978,062
+ Mothball/Shutdown . 0.
+ Civilian RIF . * 61,874,023
+ Civilian Early Retirement ‘ 2,062,467

i + Civilian New Hires . 14,156,000

+ Civilian PPS : _ 0
+ Land Purchases , 0
+ Environmental Mitigation 0
+ One-Time Unique Costs 72,023,000
+ HAP / RSE 24,879,825
+ Unemployment ' 11,024,000
+ Info Management Account - 0
= Total One~-Time Costs 384,681,115

Milcon Cost Avoidances 19,000,000
+ Procurement Cost Avoidances 0
+ Land Sales o

- = Total One-Time Savings 19,000,000

Total One-Time Costs 384,681,115
~ Total One-Time Savings 19,000,000
= Total Net One-Time Costs 365,681,115
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Data As Of 14:21 01/20/1994,

+++++++F+++++F

BASE ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA Vv4.04)

Base: Kelly AFB, TX
(All values in Dollars)

MilCon w/o Av01dances
Moving

Eliminated Military PCS
Administrative/Support
Mothball/Shutdown
Civilian RIF - :
Civilian Early Retlrement
Civilian New Hires
Civilian PPS

Land Purchases
Environmental Mitigation
One-Time Unique Costs
HAP / RSE ‘
Unemployment

Info Management Account

. 51,978,062

Report Created 12:11 02/17/19%4

0
137,930,251
49,486

0
61,874,023
2,062,467
0

0

0

0
72,023,000
24,879,825
11,024,000

Total One-Time Costs

Milcon Cost Avoidances
Procurement Cost Avoidances
Land Sales

361,821,115

19,000,000

Total One-Time Savings

Total One-Time Costs
Total One-Time Savings

19,000,000

361,821,115
19,000,000

T D G D S T D D W S D G G L W T v An =D = ——— — — - ——— o A — =

Total Net One-Time Costs

342,821,115
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BASE ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 2
Data As Of 14:21 01/20/1994, Report Created 12:11 02/17/1994

Base: Tinker AFB, OK
(A1l values in Dollars)

MilCon w/o Avoidances 8,704,000
Moving '
Eliminated Military PCS
Administrative/Support

Mothball/Shutdown '

Civilian RIF .

Civilian Early Retirement

Civilian New Hires ‘ 14,156,00
Civilian PPS

Land Purchases

Environmental Mitigation

One-Time Unique Costs

HAP / RSE

Unemployment

Info Management Account

S ST G S - — . — > — = G T f— G Gmp Amm S=b S —— > Smm T = S A .

= Total One-Time Costs 22,860,000

R A
[eNeNoeNoNeoNeNeoNeNaeNoNoeNeNo o

Milcon Cost Avoidances (o]
+ Procurement Cost Avoidances 0
+ Land Sales 0

s TR S W G G e T W B - . A G S D G T - Y G o = S Gt G S e S S e w———

= Total One-Time Savings 0

Total One-Time Costs 22,860,000
-~ Total One-Time Savings 0

= Total Net One-Time Costs . 22,860,000
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INPUT SCREEN THREE (SA-ALC & OC-ALC TO THIRD CENTER)

Olfficers
. Enlisted

Chivillans

Off Eliminatlons
Enl Ellminatlons
Clv Eliminations
MIt Light Vehicles

Heavy/Spoc Vehicles

78
359
8052

18
145
205

37

INPUT SCREEN FIVE (SA-ALC & OC-ALC TO THIRD CENTER)

1 Time Unique
SA-ALC
OC-ALC
Third Center

Chlllan Leave
SA-ALC
OC-ALC
Prototyping
SA-ALC
OC-ALC
Clean-Up
SA-ALC
OC-ALC
Quallficatlon
Transition Support

$117,439,768

$17,367,107
$12,522,661
$87,550,000
$13,029,232
$8,232,954
$4,796,278
$46,950,000
$20,250,000
$26,700,000
$16,860,536
$9,134,153
$7,726,383
$2,500,000
$36,100,000

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
5% 10% 25% 30% 25% 5%
4 8 20 22 20 4
18 36 90 107 9 18
403 805 2013 2415 " 2013 403
0 R 2 -1 2 0
1 1 5 5 5 1
7 15 37 42 a7 7
10 21 51 62 . 51 10
2 4 9 11 9’ 2
1996 1997 19908 1099 12000 2001 TOTAL
Contingoncy 5% 10% 25% 30% 25% - 5%
$3,372,107  $6,040,594 $12,081,188 $30,202,969 $36,243,563 $30,202,969 $6,040,594  $120,811,875
$868,355 $1,736,711 $4,341,777 $5,210,132 $4,341,777 $868,355 $17,367,107
$626,133 $1,252,266 $3,130,665 $3,756,798 $3,130,665 $626,133 $12,522,661
$4,377,500 $8,755,000 $21,887,500 $26,265,000 ° $21,887,500 $4,377,500 $87,550,000
$651,462 $1,302,923 $3,257,308  $3,908,770 = $3,257,308  $651,462 $13,029,232
$411,648 $823,295 $2,058,239 $2,469,886 - $2,058,239 $411,648
$239,814 $479,628 $1,199,069 $1,438,883 $1,199,069 $239,814
$2,347,500 $4,695,000 $11,737,500 $14,085,000 $11,737,500 $2,347,500 $46,950,000
$1,012,500 $2,025,000 $5,062,500 $6,075,000 $5,062,500 $1,012,500
$1,335,000 $2,670,000 $6,675,000 $8,010,000 $6,675,000 $1,335,000
$3,372,107 - $1,011,632 $2,023,264 $5,058,161  $6,069,793 $5,058,161 $1,011,632 $20,232,643
$1,826,831 $548,049 $1,096,098 $2,740,246 $3,288,295 $2,740,246 $548,049
$1,545,277 $463,583 $927,166 - $2,317,915 $2,781,498 - $2,317,915 $463,583
$125,000  $250,000  $625,000 $750,000  $625,000  $125,000 $2,500,000
$1,005,000 $3,810,000 $9,525,000 $11,430,000 $9,525,000 $1,905,000 $38,100,000




1 Time Moving
SA-ALC
OC-ALC

Spreadsheet
OLA

Construction

Al

$112,486,948 $5.624,347 $1 1,248,695 $28,121,737 $33,746,084 ' $28,121,737  $5,624,347
' $67,189,743 " $3,359,487 $6,718,974  $16,797.436 $20,156,923  $16,797.436 $3,359,487
$45,297,204 . $2,264,860 $4,520,720  $11,324,301 $13,580,161.  $11,324,301 $2,264,860
$25,710,058
- $86,776,890
1996 1997 19908 1999 2000 2001
NEW MOD 23% 12% N 16% 22% 11% 16%
$473,600,000 . $0 $108,928,000 $56,832,000 $75,776,000 $104,1 92,000 $52,096,000 $75,776,000

$112,486,948
$67,189,743
345,297,204

$473,600,000



OC-ALC to SA-ALC

Waste Water Treatment  $15,000,000
Mgt/Admin Space $13,000,000

SA-ALC to OC-ALC
PROTOTYPING $20,250,000
QUALIFICATION $2,500,000
CLEAN-UP $9,134,153
: NEW MOD
CONSTRUCTION $473,600,000 $0
Englne Shops $108,600,000
Heat Treat $12,000,000
Cleaning/Plating $80,000,000
Test Cells $158,000,000
Accessorles $75,000,000
Plant Services $12,000,000

PROTOTYPING
QUALIFICATION

CLEAN-UP

$26,700,000

$7,726,383



L

/%-~QUIPMENT TRANSFER SA-ALC TO TEIRD CENTER

-

 LQUIPMENT

WEZAPON SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPMENT SO
APPROPRIATED FUND ' _ $0
OVER 5K $224,136,424
UNDER 5K $67,240,927
TOTAL $291,377,351
EXCESS EQUIPMENT PERCENT _
WEAPON SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 0.00% o)
APPROPRIATED FUND 0.00% s0
NON APPROPRIATED FUND ‘ 30.00% $§67,240,927
OTHER L 0.00% $O
TOTAL ‘ » $67,240,927
REPURCHASE VS MOVE _
v WEAPON SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPMENT . 0.00% $O
APPROPRIATED FUND ' 0.00% $0
NON AFPPROPRIATED FUND 0.00% SO
OTHER 0.00% . S0
TOTAL S0
COST TO RELOCATE EQUIPMENT :
REMAINING EQUIPMENT VALUZ $224,136,424
P,C,H (WESTING EOUSE) . 3.50% $7,844,775
TRANSPORTATION (DST) 0.50% $1,120,682
REZMOVE AND REINSTALL (SH-ALC/MADE) 1.0% $2,241,364
TOTAL COST. TO MOVE - §11,206,821

COST TO DISPOSE OF EQUIPMENT (DRMO)

EQUIPMENT VALUE : $67,240,927
DISPOSAL COST REMOVE AND TRANSPORT 2.00% $1,344,813

TOTAL EQUIPMENT COST :
: RELOCATE . : $11,206,821
DISPOSE $1,344,819
BUY : $0
(A) TOTAL $12,551,640

INVENTORIES DO33, GO72, G402A

STOCK FUND §0
OTHER ‘ $1,760,000
s
)
0
TOTAL $1,760,000
AMOUNT TO MOVE : 33.00% $580,800
COST TO RELOCATE 2.00% $11,616

(3) TOTAL ’ §11,618




US

TN

#TERIAL DAMAGE

>

EQUIPMENT $224,136,42
' HANDLING
(TVA)*TIMES HANDLED*.0001 8 $179,30!
INVENTORY $580, 80¢
: : HANDLING.
((TVA INVENTORY)*TIMES HANDLED*.0001) 4 $232
(C) TOTAL COST $179,541

PERSONNEL EQUIPMENT . : :

NUMBER OF PEOPLE .

CIVILIAN : 3,139
" MILITARY 203
3,342
' NUMBER OF POUNDS PER PERSON 710
2,372,962
i LBS IN CWT 23,730
£ "COST PER CWT $0.33 .
b OFFICE EQUIPMENT COST $7,831
TRANSPORTATION
NUMBER OF TRUCKS 59
NUMBER OF MILES ' 1038
TOTAL MILES , 61,578
COST PER MILE : $96,062
TOTAL COST . : : $103,893
VEHICLE MOVEMENT
MILITARY LIGHT VEHICLE 208
AVG NUMBER OF MILES 1038
COST PER MILE ‘ $0.41
$87,244
MILITARY SPECIAL VEHICLE 37
AVG NUMBER OF MILES 1038
COST PER MILE §1.32
$50,696
TOTAL COST $137,940




;f"“*qm:. TRANSPORTATION COST S8A-ALC TO THIRD CENTER

EQUIPMENT RELOCATION $11,206,821
EQUIPMENT DISPOSAL $1,344,819
PURCHASE VS MOVE ' sO
INVENTORY $11,616
MATERIAL DAMAGE $179,541
EQUIPMENT PERSONNEL $§103,893
VEHICLE $137,940

TOTAL $12,984,630




NoqurPMENT TRANSFER OC-ALC TO THIRD CENTER

.QUIPMENT

. WEAPON SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPMENT

APPROPRIATED FUND

<
L]

§

OVER 5K $194,641,70
UNDER 5K $58,392,51
TOTAL §253,034,21
EXCESS EQUIPMENT - : PERCENT
WEAPON SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPMENT _ 0.00% sC
APPROPRIATED FUND 0.00% sQ
NON APPROPRIATED FUND . 30.00% $58,392,511
OTHER 0.00% Y
TOTAL . $58,392,511
REPURCHASE VS MOVE : ;
. WEAPON SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPMENT . 0.00% S0
APPROPRIATED FUND 0.00% $0
NON APPROPRIATED FUND 0.00% $0
OTHER . 0.00% $0
TOTAL : SO
COST TO RELOCATE EQUIPMENT
REMAINING EQUIPMENT VALUEZ $194,641,703
P,C,H (WESTING HOUSE) 3.50% $7,844,775
- TRANSPORTATION (DST) 0.50% $1,120,682
: REMOVE AND REINSTALL (SM-ALC/MADE) 1.0% $2,241,364
TOTAL COST TO MOVE $11,206,821
COST TO DISPOSE OF EQUIPMENT (DRMO)
EQUIPMENT VALUE $58,392,511
DISPOSAL COST REMOVE AND TRANSPORT 2.00% $1,167,850
TOTAL EQUIPMENT COST
RELOCATE $11,206,821
DISPOSE $1,167,850
BUY $0
(A) TOTAL $12,374,671
INVENTORIES DO33, GO72, G402A
STOCK FUND -0
OT=ER $2,600,000
sO
)
- §0
TOTAL $2, 600,000
AMOUNT TO MOVE 33.00% $858,000
COST TO RELOCATE ' 2.00% 517,160
(B) TOTAL $17,160




I,

" "TERIAL DAMAGE

-
. EQUIPMENT $194,641,70
HANDLING
(TVA) *TIMES HANDLED*.0001 8 $155,71.
INVENTORY $858,00¢
HANDLING .
((TVA INVENTORY)*TIMES EANDLED*.0001) 4 $343
(C) TOTAL COST §156,057
PERSONNEL EQUIPMENT
NUMBER OF PEOPLE o .
. CIVILIAN 1,692
MILITARY : 235
1,927
NUMBER OF POUNDS PER PERSON " 710
' 1,368,170
LBS IN CWT ' 13,682
COST PER CWT $0.33
OFFICE EQUIPMENT COST §4,515
SPORTATION ' :
NUMBER OF TRUCKS 34
NUMBER OF MILES 929
TOTAL MILES ‘ 31,776
COST PER MILE $49,570
TOTAL COST $54,085
VEHICLE MOVEMENT
MILITARY LIGHT VEHICLE 205
AVG NUMBER OF MILES 929
COST PER MILE 50.41
$78,082
MILITARY SPECIAL VEHICLE _ 37
AVG NUMBER OF MILES 929
COST PER MILE $1.32
: §45,372

TOTAL COST

$123,455




(,;ﬂ:gmi.x. TRANSPORTATION COST OC~ALC TO THIRD CENTER

‘ F —

EQUIPMENT RELOCATION $11,206,821
EQUIPMENT DISPOSAL $1,167,850
PURCHASE'VS MOVE §O
INVENTORY ’ $17,160
MATERIAL DAMAGE $156,057
EQUIPMENT PERSONNEL $54,085%
VEHICLE $123,455

TOTAL §12,725,428




LY

COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v4.04)
Data As Of 16:40 01/25/1994, Report Created 12:13 02/17/1994

Group

Service : AF ‘
Option Package : OPTION 1
Starting Year 1996

Break Even Year
ROI Year

*e

Option NPV in 2015 (%K) :

925,8

BOTH TO ROBINS AFB

2096+ (Year 101+) .
2102+ (100+ Years)

97

Total One-Time Cost ($K) :1,136,226

Net Costs ($K) Constant Do
1596 1997 19

Misn 0 0

Pers ~169 -686 -1,9

ovhd 36,467 28,435 24,2
Cons 104,356 108,664 111,1
‘Movg 12,823 22,759 64,4

othr 14,511 29,012 72,5

TOT 167,988 188,184 270,3

1996 1897

—— v - -

FORCE STRUCTURE REDUCTIONS

Officers 0 (0]
Enlisted 0 0
Civilian 0 0
POSITIONS ELIMINATED
Officers 0 0
Enlisted h 1
Civilian 7 15
PERSONNEY, REALIGNMENTS
Officers 4 7
Enlisted 15 29
Students 0 0
TOT MIL 18 - 36
Civilian 390 780
TOTAL 409 816

llars
S8

30 108
81 77

36 86,930

86 290,057 1

1898,

i8
72

70)
1,950
2,040

1989

- - o

20
84

104
2,339
2,443

71,016

- - —

18
72

90

2,040

— - - —

390
409

145

71
287

358
7,799
8,157
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COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v4.04) - Page 2
Data As Of 16:40 01/25/1994, Report Created 12:13 02/17/1994

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars

1996 1997 1998 1599 2000 2001 Beyond
Misn 0 0 0 0 S o - o0
Pers 1 11 28 51 67 68 68
ovhd 36,467 28,435 24,218 21,143 18,281 14,125 5,230
Cons 104,356 108,664 130,130 108,664 21,786 0 0
Movg 12,850 22,810. 64,608 77,494 64,608 12,850 0
othr 14,511 29,012 72,536 86,930 72,536 14,511 0

TOT 168,185 188,933 291,519 294,282 177,278 41,554 5,298

Savings ($K) Constant Dollars
1996 1987 1988 1999 2000 2001 Beyond

Misn 0 0 0 0 (0] 0 0
Pers 170 698 2,006 4,079 6,135 7,344 7,525
Oovhd "0 4] 4] 0 0 o - o
Cons 0 0 159,000 0 4] .0 0
Movg 27 51 127 147 127 27 0
Othr 0 o 0 0 0 0 0
TOT 197 748 21,133 4,226 6,261 7,371 7,525
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TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v4.04)

(All values in.pollérs)

MilCon w/o Avoidances
Moving .

Eliminated Military PCS
Administrative/Support
Mothball/Shutdown
Civilian RIF

Civilian Early Retirement
Civilian New Hires
Civilian PPS

Land Purchases
Environmental Mitigation
One-Time Unique Costs
HAP / RSE

Unemployment

Info Management Account

Data As Of 16:40 01/25/1994, Report Created 12:13 02/17/1994

' 473,600,000

254,714,638
139,738
117,736,493
0
92,752,663
3,097,593

121,040,000
0

0
0
117,442,000
39,177,565
16,525,600

A S T VR WS A b VD Su W . > f—— S — - — —— ——— — ——— S -

Total One-~Time Costs

Milcon Cost Avoidances .
Procurement Cost Avoidances
Land sales

999,999,999

19,000,000

G . B T A N A D D b . T Y A G W S — " — D P o Ay W S A A W G >

Total One~-Time Savings

‘Total One~Time Costs

Total One-Time Savings

19,000,000

999,999,999
19,000,000

T S G A P T G U P G S e P T WD W U . VL Cp A B A T Y VP S P A W= Sy W W - —n o

Total Net One~Time Costs

999,999,999



BASE ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v4.04)
Data As Of 16:40 01/25/1994, Repcrt Created 12:13 02/17/1994

Base: KELLY AFB, TX
(11 values in Dollars)

MilCon w/o Avoidances ' 0

+ Moving - 155,128,293
+ Eliminated Military PCS 49,486
+ Administrative/Support 51,978,062
+ Mothball/Shutdown . 0
+ Civilian RIF 58,916,146
+ Civilian Early Retirement 1,967,578
Y + Civilian New Hires , o
+ Civilian PPS 0
+ Land Purchases o]
+ Environmental Mitigation 0
+ One~Time Unique Costs 17,367,000
+ HAP / RSE 23,538,411
+ Unemployment 10,497,000
+ Info Management Account 0
= Total One-Time Costs : 319,441,976
Milcon Cost Avoidances 19,000,000

+ Procurement Cost Avoidances 0
+ Land Sales o
= Total One-Time Savings =~ = 19,000,000
Total One-Time Costs : 319,441,976

-~ Total One-Time Savings 19,000,000

S o T Y T A S VU T D Wy A P Wy S T D . B WD . T A s T o Ty W W, WD G VU D W Ut G W . T

= Total Net One-Time Costs 300,441,977




BASE ONE~TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 2
Data As Of 16:40 01/25/1994, Report Created 12:13 02/17/1994

MilCon w/o Avoidances o]
+ Moving 99,586,345
+ Eliminated Military PCS 90,252
+ Administrative/Support 65,758,431
+ Mothball/Shutdown - 0
+ Civilian RIF 33,836,516
+ Civilian Early Retirement 1,130,014
+ Civilian New Hires 0
+ Civilian PPS 0
+ Land Purchases 0
+ Environmental Mitigation 0
+ One-Time Unique Costs 12,523,000
+ HAP / RSE 15,639,154
+ Unenmployment 6,028,600
+ Info Management Account 0
= Total One-Time Costs 234,592,314

Milcon Cost Avoidances 0
+ Procurement Cost Avoidances 0
+ Land Sales 0
= Total One-Time Savings o

Total One-Time Costs 234,592,314
- Total One-Time Savings 0

Base: TINKER AFB, OK
(All values in Dollars)

hadhadad ol ot Rl et R el ke L L

Total Net One-Tinme Costs

234,592,314



BASE ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v4.04)
Data As Of 16:40 01/25/1994, Report Created 12:13 02/17/1994

+ 4+ttt r A+

Base: ROBINS AFB, CA
(All values in-Dollars)

MilCon w/o Avoidances
Moving . '
Eliminated Military PCS
Administrative/Support
Mothball/Shutdown
Civilian RIF . a
Civilian Early Retirement
Civilian New Hires
civilian PPS

Land Purchases
Environmental Mitigation
One~Time Unique Costs
HAP / RSE '
Unenployment

Info Management Account

473,600,000

oc0o00O0O0

21,040,000
0
0
0
87,552,000

Total One~-Time Costs

Milcon Cost Avoidances
Procurement Cost Avoidances
Land Sales

Total One-Time Savings

Total One-Time Costs
Total One-Time Savings

Total Net One-Tinme Costs

582,192,000

- Page 3
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Memorandum for LR, FM-1, HQ AFMC/LGP (Lt Col Pi‘tcher) 22-Dec-93
Subject: Two Versus One (2 vs 1) Engine Depot Study

1. The 2 vs 1 Engine Depot Study was initiated on 10 Dec 93 with Mr. Steve Doneghy
(FM-1) providing the initial direction. The study charter is to determine the cost,
benefit, and risk of consolidating all or some of the depot engine workload, currently
residing at OC-ALC and SA-ALC, at one site. The study team will complete a detailed
analysis of evaluate all factors including facilities, equipment, peculiar capabilities,
related costs, cost/benefits, and risks. This study is the result of the initial assessment
made by HQ AFMC/LGP that showed, based on workload capacity, either center could
absorb the entire engine workload. Mr. Doneghy stressed the importance of the data
certification requirement for all data generated as a result of this study. This
memorandum documents the progress made to date to complete the study.

2. Team members:

OFFICE . DSN E-MAIL
OC-ALC:
Mike Burch LPA 336-297 2 mburch@ocdis01
Larry Pullium  FM 3% 7%
Mike Coonce LIP
Bob Bolinger LPPE 336-2411 bolinger@ocdis01
Ken Brashers LPP
Gary Riche LPP -
ol Vel 3 3%
sﬁfm >?
Maj Dwight Chase LR 945-0441 dchase@sadis01
Roger Lozano LDTI 945-4275 rlozano@sadis01
Keith Dever LPPEB  945-4614 = kdever@lppserver
Robert Roman LPPEA  945-7074 rroman@sadis01
Augie Marmolejo FMPF 945-0346 amarmole@sadis01
Capt Jeff Isom FMXC  945-6137  jlisom@sadis05 4%
Reynoldo Espinosa FMPF 945-4757 respinos@sadis05 ¢.
Debbie Wilson FMPF  945-0346%/ dewilson@sadis03 277
Charlie DiPietro TICR 945-5290 cdipietr@sadis05
Linda Olivarez FMPF 945-4211 loivare@sadis01
Boyce Marting FMXC  945-6137 bmarting@sadis03

Renee Schroeder FMPF 945-4211 rschroed@sadis03
Beverly Russeau FMXC  945-6137 brusseau@sadis01

F@ femeflerf
Lt e Al p87-7588 /5969



R
) 2. The SA-ALC and OC-ALC teams met by VTCN on 14 Dec to outline the study
) approach. Ihave provided the approach presented at this meeting in Atch 1 (The study
schedule has been revised to reflect the 31 Jan suspense). The team’s initial task is to
assemble the centers' infrastructure data and projected workloads. Other study efforts
including preparation for the 93 BRAC have identified most of the data need for this
study. Along with this data, projected engine related workloads for each center will be

assembled.

3. The assessment team developed a set of options and assumptions (Atch 2) to insure
everyone involved is using the same ground rules. MGen Curtis and MGen Spiers,
SA-ALC/CC and OC-ALC/CC respectively, have been provided the options and
assumptions for their review. .

4. During the first week in January, the review team is planning to conduct site surveys
at each center and review the process data and workload data generated at each center.

S

DWIGHT S. CHASE, Major, USAF 2 Atch
2 vs 1 Study IPT Leader 1. 2 vs 1 Engine Depot Study Approach
) 2. 2 vs 1 Engine Depot Study Options and
Assumptions




STAFF SUMMARY SHEET 37’

SUMMARY

ACTION SIGNATURE (Surnome), GRADE AND DATE ) T0 ACTION SIGNATURE (Surnome), GRADE
s = A vislav et —
COORD Q%J:(\ ? = 8| ==t
COORD St ‘ TES, (~18-9Y 7 g - |
hk \ A \ \ o o
P A N
COORD 7 TEws T M 587 02 FEB-1884
i Major Geherl. USAF
Commandér
SURNAME OF ACTION OFFICER AND GRADE SYMBOL, PHONE ;f:;;l)i’:: SWUSPENSE DATE
Major Dwight Chase SA-ALC/LR 50441 dg
SUBJECT ) DATE
‘, Two vs One Engine Depot Study 3Jan9

1. Tab 1 provides the study options and assumptions to be used for the Two vs One Engine Depo
Study. Included in the study are engines and accessories, gas turbine engines, secondary power
units, and engine start systems. ‘
2. The study options include:

a. Status Quo (provides the baseline to evaluate other options).
. Consolidate all engine workload at one ALC.

. Consolidate all engine workload at a third ALC.

. Maintain two engine depots but consolidate some component repair where cost effective.
e. Maintain two engine depots but consolidate management responsibility at one center.
R

\ 3. The assumptions provide a common framework for all team members to use during the study. The
' primary assumptions include: :

a. FY96 consolidation start with workload transfers complete in FYO1.

b. Projected worklioad will be based on Mar 93 comps and adjusted for two-level maintenance
if not included in the computation. C xoo-a Tse )

- ¢. Future workload changes because of competitions, etc will not be included in the cost
analysis. ’

RECOMMENDATION

4. Approve the study options and assumptions by signing Block 4 above.

1 Tab
Two vs One Engine Depot Study
Options/Assumptions

H ;g::l‘ 1768 PREVIOUS EDITION WVII..L BE USER




FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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Two vs. One Engine Depot Study Options/Assumptions

21-Jan-94
Rev §

SCOPE:

1. The scope of the project will center on all current organic engine related workloads
including: turbofan and turboprop jet engines, gas turbines engines, and associated
engine commodities and accessories. (Includes engine core, blades, vanes, fuel controls,
etc.)

2. The options of this study are:

a. Status Quo: Two engine depots at SA-ALC and OC-ALC.

b. One engine depot at OC-ALC.

¢. One engine depot at SA-ALC.

d. One engine depot at another ALC (Not OC-ALC or SA-ALC).

e. Two engine depots at SA-ALC and OC-ALC but consolidate some component
repair where cost effective.

f. Two engine depot maintenance activities at SA-ALC and OC-ALC but consolidate
management responsibility at one center.

3. All LP's functions, which include system program management, resource
management, procurement, and general management will relocate or be eliminated
depending on gaining center's capacity. Related functions in TI, LI/LD, FM, DP, SC,
and LG (formerly DS) will also relocate. . ,

- 4. The manpower, infrastructure, facilities, technologies, industrial processes, and

Two-Level maintenance will be considered.

5. A complete (100%) transfer of engine and related workloads between centers will
occur.

6. A complete (100%) transfer of peculiar tooling, fixtures, and other non-capital
equipment which directly supports engine and related workloads between centers will
occur. Multipurpose equipment required for other workloads will remain at the original
depot.

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
INFRASTRUCTURE SENSITIVE



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
. INFRASTRUCTURE SENSITIVE

7. The transfer of common use capital equipment (machinery) will be determined by the
need for that equipment based upon available capability as assessed by the gaining
center.

8. Future competitions, DMISA, and FMS workload will not be a factor in the study.
9. There will be no o_rgaﬁic second source of repair.

10. Cost of floor clean-up and disposal of excess equipment will be included.

11. Data must be certifiable per AFMC 21 Study.

12. This transfer study will be independeht of all other .exercises;

13. A modified form of the depot activation planning process will be used to perform the
assessment. '

14. Environmental clean-up costs will not be included. These costs will be incurred
regardless of the realignment decision.

COST:
15. .All costs will be expressed in FY 94 dollars.

16. BOS tail will be computed by using 8.0% for civilians and 9.6% for military adjusted
authorizations.

17. (Deleted)

18. COBRA model factors will be used to compute: severance pay, new hire costs,
movement of household goods, relocation costs, and equipment transfer costs. Other
costs will be used as a direct input to the model.

19. MILCON projects will be funded and accomplished on schedule.

20. Assume DPSH = 1 PE. (To be determined)

SCHEDULE:

21. The time schedule for transfer: FY 96 start to FY 01 completion.

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
INFRASTRUCTURE SENSITIVE
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WORKLOAD:

22. Workload Review of March 1993 will be used in this exercise. Computations will be
adjusted for Two-Level Maintenance if it was not included in the Mar 93 review.

23. Surge requirements:

- 88% wartime surge requirement factor

- 1.6 wartime surge capability factor

- 7% degradation factor for second shift operation

- 8 hour/5 days standard work week/2 shifts per day
- 10 hour/6 day surge work week/2 shifts per day

24. Both ALCs possess capabilities in all basic/core processes required for modern engine
overhaul. However, each center possesses varying levels of technology within these
processes.

25. There will be no additional Interim Contractor Support (ICS) requirements will
generated by the move.

. 26. Mdving specific workload to a contractor will not be considered as an option.

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
INFRASTRUCTURE SENSITIVE
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SURNAME OF ACTION OFFICER AND GRADE SYMBOL PHONE T';:_I‘SA‘I;: SUSPENSE DATE
Major Dwight Chase SA-ALC/LR 50441 dq
SUBJECT ) - DATE
Two vs One Engine Depot Study . 3Jan 94

SUMMARY

1. Tab 1 provides the study options and'assumptions to be used for the Two vs One Engine Depot
Study. Included in the study are engines and accessories, gas turbine engines, secondary power

units, and engine start systems.

2. The study options include:

8. Status Quo (provides the baseline to evaluate other options).
. Consolidate all engine workload at one ALC.

Consolidate all engine workload at a third ALC.

. Maintain two engine depots but consolidate some component repair where cost effective.
e. Maintain two engine depots but consolidate management responsibility at one center.

3. The assumptions provide a common framework for all team members to use during the study. The
primary assumptions include: .

a. FY96 consolidation start with workload transfers complete in FYO1.

b. Projected workload will be based on Mar 93 comps and adjusted for two-level maintenance
if not included in the computation. C wMQ TS

'c.' Future workload changes because of competitions, etc will not be included in the cost
analysis. '

RECOMMENDATION

4. Approve the study options and assumptions by signing Block 4 above.

1 Tab

*Jopulsion Product Group Manager Two vs One Engine Depot Study
j ' Options/Assumptions

R :

—
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SURNAME OF ACTION OFFICER AND GRADE SYMBOL PHNONE m;'.ﬂi SUSPENSE DATE

Major Dwight Chase SA-ALC/LR 50441 dg

SUBJECT A OATE
Two vs One Engine Depot Study : 3Jan 94

SUMMARY
1. Tab 1 provides the study options and assumptions to be used for the Two vs One Engine Depot
Study. Included in the study are engines and accessories, gas turbine engines, secondary power
units, and engine start systems.
2. The study options include:

a. Status Quo (provides the baseline to evaluate other options).
. Consolidate all engine workload at one ALC.

. Consolidate all engine worklocad at a third ALC.

. Maintain two engine depots but consolidate some component repair where cost effective.
e. Maintain two engine depots but consolidate management responsibility at one center.

3. The assumptions provide a common framework for all team members to use during the study. The
primary assumptions include: ’

a. FY96 consolidation start with workload transfers complete in FYO1.

b. Projected workioad will be based on Mar 93 comps and adjusted for two-level maintenance
if not included in the computation. C wm TS ¢

c. Future workload changes because of competitions, etc will not be included in the cost
analysis.

RECOMMENDATION

4. Approvethe study options and assumptions by signing Block 4 above.

] o - - 1Tab -
Piopulsion Product Group Manager = - Two vs One Engine Depot Study
T o Options/Assumptions
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Two vs. One Engine Depot Study Options/Assumptions

21-Jan-94
Rev 5

SCOPE:

1. The scope of the project will center on all current organic engine related workloads
including: turbofan and turboprop jet engines, gas turbines engines, and associated
engine commodities and accessories. (Includes engine core, blades, vanes, fuel controls,
etc.)

2. The options of this study are:

a. Status Quo: Two engine depots at SA-ALC and OC-ALC.

b. One engine depot at OC-ALC.

¢. One engine depot at SA-ALC.

d. One engine depot at another ALC (Not OC-ALC or SA-ALC).

e. Two engine depots at SA-ALC and OC-ALC but consolidate some component
repair where cost effective. '

f. Two engine depot maintenance activities at SA-ALC and OC-ALC but consolidate
management responsibility at one center. .

3. All LP's functions, which include system program management, resource
management, procurement, and general management will relocate or be eliminated
depending on gaining center's capacity. Related functions in T1, L/LD, FM, DP, SC,
and LG (formerly DS) will also relocate.

4. The manpower, infrastructure, facilities, technologies, industrial processes, and
Two-Level maintenance will be considered.

5. A complete (100%) transfer of engine and related workloads between centers will
occur.

6. A complete (100%) transfer of peculiar tooling, fixtures, and other non-capital
equipment which directly supports engine and related workloads between centers will
occur. Multipurpose equipment required for other workloads will remain at the original
depot. :

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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7. The transfer of common use capital equipment (machinery) will be determined by the
need for that equipment based upon available capability as assessed by the gaining
center.

8. Future competitioné, DMISA, and FMS workload will not be a factor in the study.
9. There will be no organic second source of repair.

10. Cost of floor cléan-up and disposal of excess equipment will be included.

11. Data must be certifiable per AFMC 21 Study.

12. This transfer study will be independeht of all other exercises.

13. A modified form of the depot activation planning process will be used to perform the
assessment. '

14. Environmental clean-up costs will not be included. These costs will be incurred
regardless of the realignment decision.

COST:

15. All costs will be expressed in FY 94 dollars.

16. BOS tail will be computed by using 8.0% for civilians and 9.6% for military adjusted
authorizations. ’

17. (Deleted)

18. COBRA model factors will be used to compute: severance pay, new hire costs,
movement of household goods, relocation costs, and equipment transfer costs. Other
costs will be used as a direct input to the model.

19. MILCON projects will be funded and accomplished on schedule.

20. Assume DPSH = 1 PE. (To be determined)

SCHEDULE:

21. The time schedule for transfer: FY 96 start to FY 01 completion.

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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WORKLOAD:

22. Workload Review of March 1993 will be used in this exercise. Computations will be
adjusted for Two-Level Maintenance if it was not included in the Mar 93 review.

23. Surge requirements:

- 88% wartime surge requirement factor

- 1.6 wartime surge capability factor

- 7% degradation factor for second shift operation

- 8 hour/5 days standard work week/2 shifts per day
- 10 hour/6 day surge work week/2 shifts per day

24. Both ALCs possess capabilities in all basic/core processes required for modern engine
overhaul. However, each center possesses varying levels of technology within these
processes.

25. There will be no additional Interim Contractor Support (ICS) requirements will
generated by the move. :

26. Moving specific workload to a contractor will not be considered as an option.

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY rj
AFMC 21 STUDY / (e
- ONE vs TWO ENGINE DEPOTS . V
1. THE FOLLOWING IS REQUIRED AS FOLLOW-ON TO THE
HQ AFMC/LGP ISSUE PAPER "ENGINE DEPOT MAINTENANCE CENTERS"
DATED 4 NOV 93 AND AS DIRECTED AT THE T&E HORIZONS '03 16-17 NOV
AT EGLIN AFB, FL. THE RESULTS OF THE REFERENCED LGP ISSUE PAPER
ARE COMPLETED AS THEY APPLY TO WORKLOAD AND AVAILABLE
MANHOURS. HOWEVER, DETAILED ANALYSIS NOW NEEDS TO BE APPLIED

TO SUCH BED DOWN FACTORS AS FACILITIES, EQUIPMENT, PECULIAR
CAPABILITIES, RELATED COSTS AND BENEFIT/RISK ANALYSIS.

2. THE STUDY WILL BE A JOINT EFFORT BETWEEN HQ AFMC/LGP,
OC-ALC, SA-ALC AND THE PROPULSION PGM. AN INTEGRATED PRODUCT
TEAM WILL BE ESTABLISHED AS REFERENCED BELOW TO PERFORM THE
STUDY USING THE CHARTER ABOVE. v

REPRESENTATIVE
. SA-ALC/LR : PROPULSION PGM (CHAIR) Maj Duright- CHase e outl”
. OC-ALC/FMP
. SA-ALC/FMP - My Pebbie wilsow So3¥e™
/LPP Mn_ Ksbens— ©
/LPR M plplte,. w%‘” £/ Zéé"‘
/DT _ ML_?QS er._Lozamne S4275—
/LDP .
/TIC Me_Ellueed ﬂe—mcym' 3 5‘1‘7‘7 s
He LaPw 3 Co/ BA;@}_‘] P/%cke'& 78 7-55¢
3. MILESTONES
' - ESTABLISHBASIC CHARTER & IPT -  2DEC 92
- ESTABLISH IPD MEMBERS - 3 DEC 93
- 1ST VTC MEETING/DISCUSS - 6-10 DEC 93
CHARTER, APPROACH & ACTION
- 1ST DRAFT REPORT - 10 JAN 93
- FINAL REPORT TO HQ AFMCAG - 18 JAN 93
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ENGINE DEPOT MAINTENANCE CENTERS
(Deliverable 2.8)

1. ISSUE: Conduct a study to determine if it is reasonable to perform detailed
infrastructure studies considering the consolidation of current and projected AFMC
engine depot maintenance workloads now performed at SA-ALC and OC-ALC, at a
single engine depot.

2. STUDY METHODOLOGY: The data of this study evaluated man-hour
considerations associated with consolidation of peacetime and wartime workloads
considering both single and double shift operations at the remaining single engine
depot. This study accepted as fact that both ALCs possess all the basic processes
required for modern engine overhaul, and accepted that considerably more in-depth
study would be needed to determine specific changes required at either depot to
accomplish the full volume of workload associated with the total future engine depot
maintenance requirement. The study looked at FY87 through FY98 engine workload
and capability figures submitted by the two centers involved (see Table 1). The
highest annual workloads accomplished at each center during this period was used to
define "Peak Capability" at each center. Single shift Peak Capability for OC-ALC was
4,974K Depot Program Standard Hours (DPSH) and 5,091K DPSH for SA-ALC. -
While it is possible that additional capability could be achieved, these figures
represent the largest demonstrated capability. Standard planning factors were
applied in the analysis summarized in Tables 2 & 3 which portray the two scenarios
where all work is consolidated at OC-ALC and SA-ALC respectively. These factors
include an 88 percent wartime surge requirement factor, a 1.6 wartime surge
capability factor, a 7 percent degradation factor for the second shift operation, an 8-
hr/5-day standard work week, and a 10-hr/6-day surge work week.

3. FINDINGS: Study findings indiéate:

a. It would be unrgasgnablg to consider consolidating engine workloads at either
center if the gaining center only operates a single shift. The "% OF CAPABILITY"
lines in Tables 2 & 3 indicate that, in all years, such a consolidation would exceed
100% of either center's demonstrated Peak Capability.

b. However, it would be reasonable to consider consolidating engine workloads at
either remaining depot if the gaining center expanded to double shift operations for
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(Deliverable 2.8)

some of its activities. Tables 2 & 3 indicate on their "2 SHIFT % OF CAPABILITY"
and "WAR % OF CAPABILITY" lines that, since FY 91, routine peacetime and surged
wartime workloads could be accomplished at either center when operating some
activities on double shiits.

4. ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS: Several important additional factors
associated with consolidating engine workloads at a single ALC must be considered
prior to deciding this issue:

a. Limitations associated with Option | of the infrastructure study restricted this
analysis to consider only the projected Air Force and interservice engine workloads
currently conducted at these depots. Additional engine workloads possible under
other options; such as Air Force as "Executive Agent" for aviation maintenance,
significantly increased foreign military sales support requirements, or substantially
expanded competition for interservice workloads, can be expected to significantly
affect these results.

b. While we could not now justify the creation of a second engine repair center,
the two centers operated today give the Air Force tremendous flexibility in engine
support, a critical area of aircraft sustainment operations Catastrophic events, such
as the 1984 fire'at the OC-ALC engine facility, could otherwise rapidly compromise
flight operations throughout the Air Force. AFMC's current posture of two engine
repair ALCs effectively mitigates the risk of such catastrophes. Additionally, virtually
every newly fielded engine experiences significant problems as it matures, requiring
unprogrammed depot maintenance for the entire inventory as quickly as possible.
Without this redundancy in engine depots, AFMC flexibility would be significantly
reduced. Long lead times associated with obtaining contract support for unpredicted
future engine depot maintenance requirements is one example of this loss of
flexibility. The two engine ALCs in operation today enhance AFMC's flexibility in
meeting all such needs.

c. The importance of current flexibility will be of increasing importance as the Air
Force {ully implements the Two Levels of Maintenance (2LM) initiative and centralizes
its jet engine intermediate maintenénce(JEIM) capability from the operational units.
These two depots are currently planned to provide the majority of primary and
secondary 2LM JEIM support in the future. By consolidating to a single engine repair
depot, the Air Force would have to posture all 2LM second sources of engine repair
at non-engine repair depots.

 d. Engine overhaul constitutes approximately 30 percent of industrial operations at
both of these ALCs. Unless all other workloads were also moved from the ALC giving
up engine workload, there may be insufficient savings to offset the cost of transferring
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these ALCs would make substantial industrial facilities and sophisticated processes
available to support similar workloads. This factor will affect the workload distribution
of many potential options still to be considered during the current infrastructure
review. ’

e. It was accepted that some capital investment would be required to overcome
currently unidentified facility limitations at the remaining engine depot to adjust the:
facilities to support the full volume of future engine depot maintenance requirements.
Additional studies are required to determine the extent of these adjustments at either
ALC.

f. The projection of future engine workloads shown in Tables 1 - 3 will change
depending on the outcome of pending and planned Service depot maintenance
competitions. Success in these competitions will increase projected engine.
workloads by the size of the other Service's workloads won in these competitions.
Likewise, losses in any of these competitions will reduce projected Air Force engine
workloads by the amount of Air Force requirements associated with unsuccessful
competitions. '

5. RECOMMENDATION: While this study was far from a definitive effort, it does
present strong evidence that the consolidation of the engine workloads warrants
further study. The next question must be: What are the costs and benefits
associated with consolidation of engine depot maintenance in light of specific future
study options? Recommend the AFMC 21 study group pursue these cost / benefit
issues as part of future infrastructure study options.

, 1 Atch _
) : , Tables 1-3
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TOTAL ENGINE WORKLOAD AND CAPABILITY (DPSH 000)

TABLE 1

- FY87  FY88  FY89  FYo0  FYQ1  FY92  FY93  FYQ4  FY95  FY96  FY97  FY98
OC-ALC -
ENGINEWORKLOAD 4974 3875 4,183 3658 3020 2783 2019 2471 2289 2147 2056 2,083
PEAK CAPABILTY[__4,974] 4974 4974 4974 4974 4974 4974 4974 4974 4974 4974 - 4974
‘ % OF CAPABILTY  100% 78% 84% 74% 61%  .56% 4% 50% 48% 43% A% 42%
SA-ALC ,
ENGINEWORKLOAD 3848 4,835 5001 4,848 4237 3984 3653 3904 4304 4455 4286 4112
PEAKCAPABILTY 5091 5091 5091] 5091 5091 5091 5091 5091 5091 5091 5091 5091
%OF CAPABILTY  76% ~ 95%  100%  95%  83%  78%  72%  77%  85%  88%  84%  81%
TOTAL '
ENGINE WORKLOAD 8822 8710 9274 8506 7257 6767 5672 6375 6593 6602 6342 6195
PEAK CAPABILTY 10065 10,065 10065 10065 10065 10065 10065 10065 10065 10065 10065 10065
%OFCAPABILTY _ 88%  87%  92%  85%  72%  67%  56%  63%  66%  66%  63% _ 62%
TABLE 2
SCENARIO: ALL ENGINES TO OC (DPSH 000) -
ENGINE WORKLOAD 8822 8710 9274 8506 7257 6767 5672 6375 6593 6602 6342 6195
. PEAKCAPABILTY 4974 4974 4974 4974 4974 4974 4974 4974 4974 4974 4974 4974
* %OFCAPABIUTY-  177%  175%  186%  171%  146%  136%  114%  128%  133% _ 133% _128% _ 125%
2SHIFTCAPABILTY 9600 9,600 9,600 9600 9600 9600 9600 9.600+. 9600 9.600 9600  9.600
2SHIFT% OF CAPABILITY  92% Q1%  97%  89%  76%  70%  59%  66%  69%  69% _ 66% _ 65%
WARTIME WORKLOAD 16,585 10,375 17,435 15991 13.643 12722 10,663 11985 12305 12412 11923 11.647
WARTIME CAPABILTY 15360 15360 15360 15360 15360 15360 15360 715360 15360 153060 15360  15.360
WAR % OF CAPABILITY _ 108%  107% __ 114%  104%  89%  83%  69%  78% 8%  81% 8% _ 76%
TABLE 3
SCENARIO: ALL ENGINES TO SA (DPSH 000) |
ENGINEWORKLOAD 8822 8710 9274 8506 7257 6767 5672 6375 6593 6602 6342 6,195
PEAK CAPABILTY 5001 5091 5091 5091 5091 5091 5091 5091 50901 5091 5091 5091
% OF CAPABILTY  173%  171%  182%  167%  143%  133%  111%  125%  130% _ 130% _ 125% _ 122%
2SHIFT CAPABILTY  9.826. .9.826  9.826  9.826  9.826  9.826 9,826  9.826 9,826  9.826  9.826  9.826
2SHIFT% OF CAPABILTY  90%  89%  94%  87%  74% 9%  58%  65%  67%  61%  65%  63%
WARTIME WORKLOAD 16,585 16,375 17435 15991 13643 12,722 10,663 11985 12395 12412 11,923 11,647
WARTIME CAPABILTY 15721 15721 15721 15721 15721 15721 15721 15721 15721 15721 15721 1572
105%  104% 1%  102%  87%  81% 8%  76% _ 79% _ 19% 6% __ 74%

WAR % OF CAPABILITY
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DISCUSSION ITEM

ON L
ENGINE DEPOT CONSOLIDATION T |4

1. DISCUSSION QF TQPIC: A study was conducted to determine the cost and benefit
of consolidating engine depot maintenance that is currently accomplished at SA-ALC and

OC-ALC.

2. RELEVANT FACTS: Depot maintenance on engines and related components is
conducted at two ALCs. As the force structure is reduced, both of these depots have

excess capacity. This study was chartered to estimate the cost of relocating all engine and
related (including components such as fuel accessories, gas turbine engines, secondary
power systems, and engine start systems). The study was expanded to include an option
to relocate the engine depot at a third ALC, relocating only the management function at
one ALC, and to identify and evaluate alternatives for consolidating component repair.
The FY 96 projected workload and the FY 01 UMD was used to estimate the manpower
involved in the move. Four major cost categories were definatized: Military .
Construction QMILCON), equipment transfer, manpower, and one-time costs such as red
center shop floor vacate, green center shop rearrangement, minor construction,

" prototyping, process qualification, plus a 20% contingency factor and transition support.

In addition a risk assessment was performed against each scenario and the COBRA model
was run using Air Force standards. Facility and equipment data were gathered from
United States Air-Force Real Property Inventory Change Report, (AR)7115, and the
G017 Depot maintenance Equipment List, and site surveys performed at both SA-ALC
and OC-ALC for the purpose of data validation and process assessment. Engineering
estimates were developed and were determined to be valid assessments. For the purposes
of this study, the "third" ALC was identified as WR-ALC and the assumption was made
that none of the engine processes and facilities are available but that adequate industrial
equipment is available at that site.

3. ANALYSIS:

a. This study validated that both SA-ALC and OC-ALC possess capabilities in all core
processes required for modern engine overhaul.

b. The payback for all scenarios related to consolidation of depot maintenance and
management or management only exceeds 101 years. The costs of consolidation were

computed as: .
TO SA-ALC TO OC-ALC TO THIRD ALC

Depot Maintenance & $266.8M $365.7TM $1,139.8M*
Management
Management Only $63.9M $76.5M

*The third ALC costs are estimates. Due to time constraints and sensitivity, no
site visits were made to WR-ALC.
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c. MILCON costs required for consolidation of engine depot maintenance at either
SA-ALC (§10.2M) or OC-ALC ($8.7)1) are relatively insignificant. The MILCON at the
third ALC was estimated at $474.0M\{.

d. Equipment transfer consisted primarily of peculiar equipment with only a minimal
amount required to expand existing capabilities in order to accommodate the workload
increase. The estimated equipment transfer cost to consolidate the workload at SA-ALC
was $35.8M, at OC-ALC was $54.6)M , and at WR-ALC was $112.5M.

e. Manpower was the largest cost driver in any scenario. Standard COBRA model
assumptions (transfers versus retirements/separations) were used to compute severance
pay, new hire costs, movement of household goods, and relocation costs. The resulting
cost estimate to consolidate workload at SA-ALC was 5161 SM, at OC-ALC was
$238.6M, and at WR-ALC as $445.4)M\ 1.

f. One time costs were calculated for concohdatlon of \\orldoad at SA-ALC as $59.3)M,
for OC-ALC as $63.8M, and to WR-ALC as $107. 9) 1. .

. Risk was assessed on the basis of five categories and probability of occurrence:
w artxme support, peacetime surge, skill base erosion, vulnerability, and competitiveness.
The overall risk associated with consolidation of depot repair and management is very
high with the major factor being skill base erosion.

4. CONCLUSJON: This study clearly indicates the consolidation of depot repair and

- management, or even management only, is not cost effective. Further study will be

necessary to determine whether there is reasonable payback associated with the
consolidation of component repair.

5. RECOMMENDATION: Retain engine depot repair capability and management at
SA-ALC and OC-ALC.

6. CERTIFICATION: I certify that this information is correct and accurate to the best

of my knowledge and belief.

SA-ALC Senior Reviewer S ..o o i Lmala ..

OC-ALC Senior Reviewer
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS DGDEN AIR LOGISTICS CENTER (AFMC)
' HILL AIR FORCE EASE, UTAH

MEMORANDUM FOR SA-ALC/R
ATTENTION: Mzj Chase 2 3 MAR 1834

FROM: OO-ALC/FMP
7981 Georgia Street
Hill AFB, UT 84056-5824

SUBJECT: AFMC 21 Study Discussion Ttem, Engine Depot Consolidation

[y

1. The Ogden ALC AFMC 21 team has reviewed the subject paper and does not concur with it
es wrilten, It is likely that our concerns, detailed in the subsequent paragraphs, were considered
during the analysis process and may be availzble in the subject feasibility paper, discussion briefing
charts, or briefing notes that were not provided for our review. It is important to provide the
relevant points in the discussion peper to eliminate possible questions from the rcaders mind.

a. The discussion item paper does not identify the delta difference between the equipment
and facilities required at each of the respective centers.

(1) While peragreph 3c does indicate the MILCON costs to be insignificant, it is not
clear what modifications arc required to move the workload, i.e. is it necessary to build an
addition on to a building, modify existing facilities, change process lines, or add cepability.

(2) What was the purpose in selecting WR-ALC for the third possible site? Would it
have not been beneficial to have selected a center that has excess industrial facility and engine test
cell capability to minimize the MTLCON rcquired? :

b. The commonalty between engines has increased through the years with the engines used
in the new weapon systems, B-2, B-1, F-16, F-]5, being very common, Due to the commonalty
between the engines it would appear the repair processes, equipment (other than fixturcs), and
tools could be shared rather than transferred. It is not clear in the discussion paper that the
commonalty between the systems was used 1o reduce the equipment transfer cost. Paragraph 3d
indicates that only a minimal amount of the peculiar equipment was required {o be transferred to
cach of the centers to bring the respective engine processes on line. 1owever, it does not state
that only equipment required to provide full capability will be transferred and that that equipment
was identified based on the availability of existing in-place equipment at the green center. Nor
docs it state what would be done with the other engine equipment, i.e. disposal, trensfer to a
second source of repair depot.



c. The discussion peper does not discuss the impact of two level engine maintenance on the
depot requirements nor does it indicate the impact was considered during the analysis. This
impact is likely to be realized in the completed repeir requirements of the ncwer weepon system
engines, B-1, B-2, F-16, F-15, as these engines 2re modular in nature and the modular
components can be replaced at the two Jevel repair site. Recommend the impact of two level
maintenance be discussed end the potential impact on the size of depot level engine facility
requirement as a result of the two level maintenance be provided in the discussion itcin or

feasibility paper.

d. With the reduced worklozad, was consideration given to the possible benefits to be
derived by establishing one engine repair depot for the newer engines end contracting out the
~ older engines or some other like scenario. This cffort should reduce the consolidation cost and
provide private industry with workload for which they so desire.

e. With the commonzlty between the engines, why is the concern so great over loss of
skills. With like type work 2t each center, it would seem thet the base of experienced personnel
with basic engine skills base would be zvzilable at either basc. :

f. Discussion item papers ere 1o provide a synopsis of the results of the relevant points
obtained through completing & fcasibility study. The guidance provided by the AFMC 21 Study
group to us in the development of our discussion papers was that the discussion itcms did not
include any more than the bottom linc cost. Detailed costs are to be documented in the paper and
those cost were to reflect only the costs related {0 equipment (purchase or transfer), MILCON
(new or add alter), and rezl estete. The total of those three costs are what is provided in the
discussion paper failure 1o follow the same guidelines of previously written papers will necessitate
the rewritc of each paper 1o ensure each paper is viewed in perspective and the costs provided
include the same elements. The other finencial costs will be reflected in the COBRA model and
be included in the cost reports extracted from the model.

2. POC is Philip Paskett, OO-ALC/FMPC, DSN 458-1127.

‘ Michael D Amidan :
Ch, Business Enhancement Division
Financial Managemecnt Directorate

cC.
HQ AFMC/XPX
SA-ALC/FMP
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129th Rescue Group

*129 RG consist of 800 personnel
-- 200 Full Time

*Aircraft
-- Four HC-130 rescue transports
-- Six HC-60G helicopters

*Mission:
-- In wartime, extraction of downed aircrews from enemy territory.

-- In peacetime, unit participates in search and rescue missions on
land and at sea.

*Proposed Location:

-- The 129th will centralize along the northeastern zone of the
flight line occupying facilities predominantly used by 940 ARW.
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162 CCG / 149 CCSq

*162nd / 149th consist of 230 personnel
-- 40 Full Time

eMission:
-- Install and operate field level communications, radar and
computer systems in support of tactical air forces.

-- Respond to state emergencies where communication is
required in such instances as forest fires, floods, earthquake
and other disaster situations.

*Proposed Location:
-- Bldg 684, a 40,000 sf facility, located on 11.5 acres.
-- Provides space for administrative, operatmnal and
antenna farm activities.




V3dvEes9 :3NVN dVWN

iC

AV 34

JAN  H3IZTIN

E "4 \°4 —

x

N




	1.pdf
	1-2.pdf

