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Selected Annual Depot Maintenance Cost Data 
Fiscal Years 1990 - 1994 



Selected Annual Depot Maintenance Cost Data 
Fiscal Years 1990 - 1994 

The follorz-ing set of charts depicts selected annual depot maintenance cost data deril-ed 
from U1itai-y Department data submi~cions done in accordance with Chapter 76 of the 
DoD Accorinting Manlial, DoD 7220.9-hI, . This data is submitted by the Uli tary 
Departments to the Office of the Secretan. of Defense, .4ssistant Deputy Under Secretary 
of Defense for Maintenance Policy, ~ r o ~ i a r n s  and Resouries (ADUSD(L)hPPGrR), in the 
annual AP-hIP(A) 1397 Report. A ~ O I - e  comprehemi\.e set of stnlzakr~i data outputs are 
available from the ADUSD(L)MPPSrR; tailored nutput products can also be provided 
upon request. Eefer to DoD 7220.9-h4, Chapter 76, for details on the structure of the 
data a\-ailable. At  the time these charts !Itere prepared a limited amount of FY 1994 data 
{\.as not available. 

. . -  .\(-'TE .;I1 ;I\.crages are sinlple a\.erages, J - I C I ~  ;\-c.~ghted a\-el.agcs. 



Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour 
By Depot Activity 

~NADEP Cherry Point 
FY1990-FYI994 Cost  aeu lzouv 

I ~ ~ 1 9 9 0 - ~ ~ 1 9 9 4  Cost  per Jzozrr 

. . -  

Material 

62.37 

I /TO tal 

Total  

106.60 

1991 

1992 
1993 

1994 

Average 

Overhead 

44.04 

40.93 

36.53 

35.54 

NJ.4 

S O T E  ,411 a \  erages a r e  sir~)plc ~ \ . e r a ~ e s ,  i.ictt I\-ei,:hted a\.ersges. 

Material 

44.13 

Fiscal Year 

1990 

19.02 

20.47 

21.66 

N/A 

19.90 

Labor Cost 

15.43 
113.05 

124.62 

107.45 

N/ A 

58.10 
67.82 

49.951 

N/A 

55.00 

40 
A?aterial 

56.24 

58.08 

55.87 
56.22 

N/ A 

39.33 

59.95 
57.00 - 
57.50 

N/ A 

Total 

105.40 
10S.96 

111.36 
124.94 

NlA -t I I 

114.23 

! 

Material 

19.16 
50.88 

35.49 

68.72 

Fiscal Year 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1 I 

39.23 

N/A 1994 

Overhead Labor Cost 

16.30 37.94 
39.16 

35.09 
32.73 

13.92 

20.75 

23.44 

' 

- 

NIA N / A !  



FIXED-WING AVIATION DEPOTS 
Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour 

By Depot Activity 

logden ALC 

NADEP Nortlz Islnrzd 
FY1990-FYI994 Cost per lzozlr. 

1 ~ ~ 1 9 9 0 - ~ ~ 1 9 9 4  Cost  per Jzottv 

Total 
JV/O 

Material 

57.I.i 

61.24 

69.25 

69.8; 

N/A 

64.3E 

Overhead 

38.56 

41.84 

48.67 

48.34 
N/A 

44.36 

hfaterial 

27.74 
33.43 

33.83 

25.18 

hr/A 

30.80, 

Fiscal Year 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

w/o 
Material -- 

49.64 

50.52 

Fiscal Year Labor Cost hfaterial Overheaq Total 

Total  

84.92 

94.68 

103.13 

98.00 

N/ A 

95.1S1 

Labor Cost 

18.61 

19.40 

20.62 

21.48 

N/A 

1990 

1991 

Average 1 20.03 

1992 

15.78 

19.69 

21.13 

- 

24.01 

21.10 -r 22.77 

1993 I 21.49 15-36 

16.50 

19.91 

1994 

Average 

30.86 

30.83 

33.56, 

23.51 

21.12 

73.65 

71.63 

77.46, 54.69 

32.711 +--- 
27.01 

31.00 

70.56 

66.82 

72.02 

55.20 

50,52 

52.12 



FIXED-WING AVIATION DEPOTS 
Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour 

By Depot Activity 

/San Antonio ALC 

Oklahoma City ALC 
FY1990-FYI994 Cost  y er Izour 

(FY1990-F~1994 Cost  per lzour 
Total / w7/0 

Total 
wlo 
h4aterial 

50.3 
50.6 
53.3 

56.5 
51.1' 

52.81 

Fiscal Year 

1990 
1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

Average 

Fiscal Year / ~ a b o r  Cost i ~ a t e r i a l  I /overhead l ~ o t a l  i ~ a t e r i a l  

I 
1 1 I I 1 I I - 

Average 17.22 53.65 31 A3 / 102.50 4S.6: 
I 

Labor Cost 

18.05 

20.21 

20.69 

21.16 
21.86 

20.39 

S O T E .  -411 a\.crage.: are s in~yle  a\ erases, nc.t \ \ . c i t : t ed  s\.eragcs 

Material  

46.52 
48.24 

50.82 

44.43 
30.691 

45.14 

Overhead 

32.25 

30.43 

32.68 

37.35 
29.33 

32.41 

Total 

96.52 
95.88 

104.19 

102.91 

101.85 

100.94 



Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour 
By Depot Activity 

Sacra~~zerzto ALC 
FY1990-FYI994 Cost  per hour 

NOTE: -411 averages a r e  sirr~pli- aI8erages, not \,.cighteci ,=,\'t.rage_c. 

W a r ~ e ~  Robins ALC 
FY1990-FYI994 Cost per izour 

Total 
w/o 
Material 

47.49 
-- 

52.04 

52.61. 

37.51 

49.16 

51.76 

Fiscal Year - 

1990 

Total 
w/o 
Material 

45.82 

50.13 

53.11 

55.09 

51.53 

Fiscal Year 

1990 
1991 

Labor Cost 

20.20 

Overhead 

28.04 

31.33 

33.74 

33.25 

Overhead 

27.29 

Labor Cost 

17.75 

18.80 

Total 

77.74 

82.41 

$1 .S4 

84.94 

Material  

35.04 

Total  

82.53 

30.71. 

30.52 

33.82 

24.15 

29.30 

L 20.24 

29.95 

3 2. $6 
24.16 

I 

/ I 2S.43 

1991 1 21.33 

3(3.631 

Material 

31.92 

32.28 

31.79 Average 

~~~~~~~ 

72.27 

82.56 

90.27 

73.32 

S0.19 

1992 

1993 

1994 

Average 

30.431 

I 

25.71 

29.85 

30.56 

8 l . i8 ]  51.1 5 19.36 

1994 

- 

1992 1 19.40 

22.09 

23.69 

25.01 

22.46 

81.96 

I 

20.99 

1993 19.81 



Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour 
By Depot Activity 

YOTE. .A11 a\-crages are s in~ple  d \  erases, not m . e ~ ~ h t e d  a \  erases 

Aerospace Guida~zce & Metrology Cerz ter 
FY1990-FYI994 Cost per h o z ~  

Total 
w/o 

Material 

52.7 

55.4 
58.6' 
64.2' 

50.8: 

Fiscal Year 

1990 
1991 

1992 
1993 

1994 

Average 

Labor Cost 

18.98 

20.71 

21.26 
22.4 5 

24.39 

21.58, A 

R/la terial 

18.86 

29.17 

23.59 

24.03 

33.92 

Overhead 

33.75 
34.73 
37.43 
41.82 
26.44 

Total 

71.59 
81.61 

Ei2.28 

85.35 

64.75 

1 ~2.321 56.3' 25.92, 34.83 



Average Depot Maintenance Costs 
Per Direct Labor Hour By Service 

NC'ITE: .?I1 svcragcs are simplc a\-erases, nclt \vei;;;htrd 31-erai;rs. 

Avemge FY1990-FYI994 Cost  perp lrour 
Total 
w/o 
Material 

58.6: 

59.7e 

6 0 . 3  

61.1E 

N/A  

60.07 

47.13 

49.87 
52.7s 

Fiscal Year 

Navy 1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

199-2 

Four Year 
Averase 

USAF 1990 

1991 

1992 

Labor Cost 

16.45 

19.11 

20.62 
22.19 

N/ A 

20.09 

18.01 

19.20 
20.15 

h,la terial 

40.34 

47.47 

1993 

1994 
7 

Five Year Average 
L- 

21.32 

22.11 
20.35 

Overhead 

40.16 

40.64 

30.35 

Total 

98.97 
107.23 

113.10 

110.13 

N/ A 
107.36 

85.81 

86.38 
91.63 

52.38 
4S.95 

N/A 
47.29 

38.67 

36.61 

38.85 

35.84 

40.10 

38.99 

N/ A 

39.98 

29.13 

30.67 
32.63 

3 5-24 
34.481 

1 57-50 

------ 

28.85 

31.79 

57.1 5 

86.20 

86.63 

30.96 

52.G 



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

1 ~ ~ 1 9 9 1  Cost per izour 

FYI990 Cost  per hoztv 
Total 
w/o 
Material 

62.47 

56.21 - 

- 

I ! I 1 I 

Sacramento 21.331 20.241 1 30.711 1 72.271 52.04 

wlo 
I 

: 

Material 

59-93 

Depot 

Cherry Point 

Depot l ~ a b o r  Cost 

Jacksonville 1 18.92 

XCITE. .A11 a \  rragcs a re  ~ i ~ n p l e  a\.erages, IIC,; 12.t.lghtrd a\-rraees. 9 

-- 

h?a terial 

44.13 

49.16 

Cherry Point 

Jacksonville 

27.f4' 

Labor Cost 

50.88 

33.43 North Island 

Warner Robins 
AGMC 

18.43 

18.30 

38.56 

30.86 
32.25 

27.21 

27.29 

25.04 

33.75 

Ogden 
Oklahoma City 

S a n  Antonio 

19.40 

Overhead 

44.04 

37.94 

hla terial 

39.16 
41.84 

i 

18.80 

20.71 

Total 

106.60 

105.40 

15.78 
13,05 

15.23 
p- 

57.17 

19.02 1 58.10 

1- - 
32.23 31.33 82.31 50.13 

29.17 34.73 84.61 55.44 

24.01 
46.52 

55.85 

'73.65 

96.82 

95.29 

82.53 

77.71 

71.59 

Overhead 

1 

35.04 
31.92 

18.86 

49.64 

50.30 

42.44 

47.49 

45.82 

52.73 

Sacramen to 
Warner Robins 

AGMC 

- 
Total 

40.93 

20.20 

17.78 

18.98 

118.05 

108.96 

94-68 

58.08 

61.24 



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

 TO tal 

w/o 

Material 

57.00 
55.87 

69.29 

34-69 

53.37 
50.10 

52.61 

53.14 

58.69 

Depot 

Cherry Point 

Jacksonville 

North Island 

- 
Osden 
Oklahoma City 
S a n  Antonio 

Sacramento 
Warner Robins 

AGMC 

Labor  Cost 

20.47 

20.78 

20.62 

21.13 

20.69 

17.44 

22.09 

19.40 

21.26 

W/O 

Material 

57.50 

36.22 

69.82 

55.20 
58.51 

52.32 

57.51 

55.05 

64.27 

Depot 

Cherry Point 
Jacksonville 

North Island 

Material 

67.52 

55.39 

33.83 

22.77 

30.82 

62.00 

29.93 

28.71 

23.59 

Labor Cost 

21.66 
23.44 
21.48 -- 

- 

hqaterial 

49.95 

68.72 

25.16 

. 

Overhead 

36.53 
35.09 

48.67 

33.56 

32.66 

32.66 

Ogden 
Oklahoma City 

San Antonio 

15.36 

Total 

124.82 

111.36 

103.13 

77.46 

102.19 
112.10 

Total 

107.45 

124.94 

98.00 

32.71 

37.35 

34.03 
33.82 

35.28 

1 1 . ~ 2 /  

Overhead 

22.49 

21.16 

18.29 

44.43 

35.59 
32.76 

29.8 j 

29.08 

70.56 

102.94 

87.91 
90.27 

84.94 

88.35 

35.84 

32.78 

38.34 

--. 

30.52 

33.74 

37.43 

\ 

Sacramento 

Warner Robins 
AGMC 

1 62.56 
81.84 

82.28 

23.69 

19.81 

22.45 
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Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour 
Depot Activity Comparison By Year 

FYI994 Cost  per l z o z ~  
]TO tal 

Sacramento 25.01 24.1 - ,  
TVarner Robins 1 20.99 30.331 

wlo 

Material 

N/A; 
N/A 
N/A 

Depot 

Cherry Point 

JacksonvilIe 
North Island 

I I 
Ogden 23.511 

I 
1 fi.3nI 

I I . -59 
San  Antonio 19.191 - 51.61 

I 6  

1 I 
- 

-4GMC 1 24.39) 33.921 

NUTE: .All a\-eragi-s are s i m r l r  averages, nct \%.eightcd a\.erascs j I 

Labor Cost I ~ a t e r i a l  

NIA 1 NIA 

N/A ( N/ A 
N/A I 1 N/.4 

I 
27.01 
29.33 

33.18 
24.13 

30.56 
76 u 

N I A  l 

I I I I I I I 1 

81.75, 

NIA 

Overhead 

NIA 

NIA 

30.83. 

66.82 
- 

101.88 

106.98 
73.32 

81.98 

Total 

NIA 

N/A 

30.52 

51.19 

52.37 

49.16 

51.55 



Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour 

I~orpzrs Clzristi Army Depot 

1 3 F.1; - 

.\I1 averages are  .s~rnple a\.erages, ni\t \\le~gh:ed ;t\ erases I I! 

-- --. - - 

FY1990-FYI994 Cost  per lzouv 
Total w/o 
Materia1 

42.31 
42.22 

45-31 

31-34 

61.24 

48.50 

Fiscal 
Year 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 
1994 

Average 

Labor Cost 

17.79 

16.22 

19.59 

20.95 

22.41 

19.79 

Material 

67.71 

54.16 

50.60 

54.11 
56.09 

56.53 

- 

Overhead 

24.62 

Total 

110.12 
24.00 

23.72 

30.39 

38.83 

I 

96.35 

95-91 
105.15 

117.33 

28.711 105.01 



Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour 
By Depot Activity 

FY1990-FYI994 Cost  uer hour 

(FY1990-FYI994 Cost  ver izour 

I 

Fiscal Year 

1990 

1991 

Fiscal Year 

N O T E  .-Ill a\-erases are  simple a\.eragcs, not \vci,qhti.J a\.ernges 

Total 

62.64 

66.48 

I I 1 I 

To t a1 1~10  

Material 

41.49 
I 

45.13 

Labor Cost 

- 
16.16 

15.67 

1 I 
Labor Cost 

Average 

43.13 
33.10 

39.32 

39.24 

1992 

1993 

1994 

Average 

Material 

.- 

Ma terizl 

21.33 

18.79 
19.66 

20.04 

15.66 

Overhead 

Overhead 

7w 

21.50 

19.62 

19.36 

- 
20.59 

21.15 

21.35 - 

25.33 

26.46 

Total 

25.38 

24.36 

13-43 

13.28 

20.58 

Material 

72.1.91 46.711 

64.65 
i 

52.72 

52.68 

59.83 



Annual Depot Maintenancecosts Per Direct 
By Depot Activity 

TS 
Labor Hour 

- 
Red River Army Dey o t 
I ~ ~ 1 9 9 0 - ~ ~ ; 1 9 9 4  Cost per  lzour 

1 

Annisto~z Army Depot 
FY1990-FYI994 Cost  per hour 

Fiscal Year / ~ a b o r  Cost I ~ a t e r i a l  ( loverhead l ~ o t a l  Material  
1 I I i 1 1 I I 

I 

I 
I \ I I I I I - 

Average 17.23 35.561 42.091 1 94.691 59.331 I 

Total w/o 
Material Fiscal Year 

NOTE .\?I a\.era,c,-cs a r e  s~mple  a.eragt.s, not \ ~ e i g h t c d  averayes. 

. -  - 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 - 
1994 

-4verage 

Labor Cost 

16.07 

Material 

44.96 

Overhead TotaI 

24.11 

17.70 

18.16 

19.08 

20.03 

18.21 

24.17 53.13 

43.86 

34.04 

1 43.02 

47.60 

85-14 40.18 

97.00 

25.28 

37.92 

53.92 

33.08 

41.57 

- 

89.30 

101.03 

121.97 

98.89 

43.44 
57.00 

73.95 

51.29 



Annual Depot Maintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour 
By Depot Activity 

l ~ e t t e u k e ~ z ~ z y  Aujlzy Depot 
IFY1990-FYZ994 Cost pelp hozrv 

Total w/o 

hta terial 

42,10 

44.51 

55.56 

80.83 

66.95 

58.05 

- 

Fiscal Year 

1990 

1991 

1992 

7 

l ~ a b o r  Cost 

16.48 

hiaterial 

16.601 

37.44 

61.97 

45.89 

/ 29.61, 

26.94 I 

23.36 

I_ 
1 

I 18.12 65-18 

107 .7  

90.31 

81.36 

Overhead 

25.92 

17.03 

1993 

1994 

Average 

Total 

59.00 
27.48 20.03 

15.86 

21.06 

15.31 

. 



Average Depot Maintenance Costs 
Per Direct Labor Hour By Service 

.- 
Combat  Velzicle Depots 
hveruge FY1990-FYI994 Cost  per lzottr 

XOTE: .-\I1 a\.era$es are s i m ~ l e  avcrases, r~o t  ~ce igh ted  ax-rragt.5. 

Material 

37.121 
i 

37.72 

50.83 

66.81 

66.24 

Fiscal Year 

Army 1990 

1991 

U S ~ ~ C  1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

Five Year Average 

Labor Cost 

11.99 
12.SO 

17.94 

19.23 

20.84 

S7.23j 31.74 Fis-e Year A v e r a ~ e  13.44 35.49 

$746 

105.08 

99.33 

35.30 

1992 13.46 36.63 

13.94 38.27 
15.03 33.29 

22.42 

22.50 

26.59 

Total 

69.31 

74.60 
37.37 

52.87 
51.21 

Material 

32.19 

37.07 

21.09 

21.30 

30.00 

Overhead 

25.13 

24.92 

26.58 

27.15 

25.35 

24.00 - 
19.67 

1 23.01, 

66.94 

68.37 

72.38 

17.49 
18.32 
22.95 

44.52 

46.37 

45.79 

62.38 38.58 

59.28) 39.62 
66.011 42.97 



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

l ~ n r n b n t  Vehicle Depots 
1 ~ ~ 1 9 9 0  Cost  per J~ozrr 

Depot 

hfC3 Albany 
hIC3 Barstow 

To taI w/o 

Material Labor Cost 

. h i s t o n  
Red River 
Letterkermy 

I~ornbat  Vehicle Depots 

16.16 

19.72 

FYI991 Cost per izouv 

Material 

16.07 

15.40 

16.43 

I 

21.13 

23.70 

N O T E  . i l l  averages a r e  s i m ~ l t  a\.crages. not \\.cightcd at.eragiis 

Overhead 

1 -1-1.96 
35.02 

16.60 

Total 

23.33 

2733 

Total w/o 
Material 

45.13 

47.61 

41.87 

Depot 

bIC3 Albany 

MC3 Barstorv 

-4-nniston 

62.64 

71.23 

24.11 

25.37 
25.92 

$5.14 

75.78 
59.00 

16.47 

Le tterkenny 17.03 20.03 1 27.38 

Labor Cost  ateri rial 

18.67 

19.78 

75.65 

64.54 

Total 

66.48 
i 

21.35 
23.65 

Overhead 

17.70 55.13 24.17 - 
39.60 

44.51 

26.46 

97.00 
-- 

T - 

27.83 71-26 



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

ICo~~zbat  Vehicle Depots 
' ~ ~ 1 9 9 2  Cost aeu hour 

Combat  Vehicle Depots 

I 

1 ~ ~ 1 9 9 3  Cost per tzouv 

Total w/o 
Material 

43.15 

48.42 

43.41 
66.93 

55.56 

Depot 

MC3 Albany 

MC3 Bars to~v 
h i s t o n  
Red River 

Letterkenny 

J 

;\OTE. :\I1 a\.ersSes arc  ~lrnple 3\.erages, not ~ ~ - e ~ s h i e i l  a-,.erayes 

Labor Cost 

18.79 

22.09 

18.16 

17.54 

15.12 

hlC3 Albany 

hIC3 Bars to~v 
.hutiston 

Red  River 

Total w/o 
Material Depot 

Material 

21.50 

31.68 

45-86 
34.41 

29.61 

1Le tferkenny I 18.861 I 26.941 1 61.911 1 107.771 80.531 I 

19.66 

1 
Labor Cost 

Overhead 

24.36 
26.33 

25.25 
49.39 

37.44 

I 
I ( 

19.621 

Total 

64.65 

80.10 

89.30 
101.33 

85.18 

Material 

I 
13.44 

22.52, 
19.08 

17.82 

1 

21.53 

37.92 

58.71 

28.381 
44.04 

43.84 

52.72 

Overhead 

I 

33.10 

72.43 

1&.04 
120.37 

Total 

44.03 

57.00 

76.53 
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COMBAT VEHICLE DEPOTS 
Annual Depot Maintenancecosts Per Direct Labor Hour 

Depot Activity Comparison By Year 

ICombnt Vehicle Depots 
1 ~ ~ 1 9 9 4  Cost pel- Izorir 

I 

hIC3 Albany 
.MC3 Barstolv 

NOTE: .%I1 a\.erages arc sirnFle a\'erages, not ~\.eighted a\-erases. 

Total \Y/O 

Material 
- 

I 
Depot 

Red River J 

Labor Cost 

I 
33.32 
45.91 

I I I  I I 

19.01 

73.95 

Material 

20.04 
22.55 

h i s t o n  1 20.03 

Letterkenny 
1 28.48 

19.36 1 

19.97 

48.02 

13.28 
23.36 

53.92 

- .. 21.06 23.36 

Overhead 

52.68 
65.85 

121.97 

53.83 

Total 

45.89 

101.32 72.641 

90.31 66.951 



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

I L O I I ~  Benclz NSY 
( F ~ 1 9 9 0 - ~ ~ 1 9 9 4  Cost  ver izour 

P- 

Norfolk NSY 

j 

IFY1990-FYI 994 Cost  per 3zour" 

Total 
w l o  
Material 

A 

Year I L 

I 

Fiscal 
Year 

! 

h4aterial Labor Cost 

1 

Fiscal l ~ a b o r  Cost I ~ a t e r i a l  1 loverhead I ~ o t a l  

NOTE. .A11 a\.erages are s~rnple a\-eragcl.s, not !\.eiKhted a\.eragt.s. 10 

Total 
w/o 
Material 

I 

Overhead 

i 

1993 

1994 

Total 

21.02 

NIA 
7.93 

NIX 

29.49 

Nl.4 
53.41 

N/A 
50.51 
hT/A 



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

- - -- 

I~ortsnzorl tlz NSY 

IPearI Harbor NSY 

FYI  990-FYI 994 Cost  y er hour 

lFY1990-FYI994 Cost  per lzozir 

Total 
TY/O 

Material 

47.56 

Fiscal 
Year 

1990 

?;C)TE: ,411 averapes are s~rnple averages, not 1t.eighted a\.eragcs, ... 

. .-- - - -. - - - . . . . -. . . . 

1991 

1992 ] 
1993 

1994 

Tota l  
w/o 
Material 

52.63 

54.00 

59.59 
60.45 
NIA 

56.42 

I 

Labor Cost 

19.00 

19.91 

24.95 

N/A 

Material 

4.07 17.11 

Fiscal 
Year 

- 

Overhead 

20.70 

3.61 

6.15 
N/A 

Overhead 

30.37 

~ v e r a ~ e  1 20.241 

1990 

1991 
1992 

" 

1993 - 
1991 

Average 

Labor Cost Total 
i 

Total 

51.65 

31.831 9.131 

Material 

- 

21.46 

22.29 

6 1 . 2 q  

47.27 

32.95 

28.65 
N/-4 

55.0% 

57-43 

61.50 

I 
5.80 

7.50 

86.97 
58.47 

59.75 
NIA 

65.71 
66.56 

N/A 

62.80 

66.27 
52.86 

53.60 
N/A - 

23.54 

23.79 

NIA 

22.77 

30.17 

31.71 

. 

36.05 
36.66 

N/A 

33.65 

ppppp 

1 

6.12 

6.11 

N/A 

6.381 



Annual  Depot h4aintenance Costs Per Direct Labor Hour  
By Naval Ship Yard 

Prrget Sorl~zd NSY 
FY1990-FYI994 Cost  per. Izozr~~ 

S L ' T E :  .qll a\.eraSrs are simple averages, not t t .ei~h:ed ai-erages. 

Total 
tzv/o 

Mater ia l  

46.0C 

43.9: 

47.57 

61.16 

N1.4 

50.25 

Fiscal 
Year 

Labor Cost  

I 

1990 1 20.12 

1991 1 19.90 

1992 1 21.221 - 

1993 1 24.17 

1994 1 N/A 
I 

-4veragej 21.35 

M a  teriaI 

8.3s 

6.67 

5.00 

15.52 

hT/-4 

Overhead Total 

25.SS 

26.05 

26.65 

5 4 . 3  

52.65 

52.83 

I 

1 
8.941 

I 
2S.901 

I 
1 59.20 

36.991 1 76.66 

N/A 1 NIX 



Average Depot Maintenance Costs 
Per Direct Labor Hour By Year 

- 
Average FYI 990-FYI994 Cost  per lzo~ir 

Total 
I\-10 
h l a  terial Flscal Labor  Cost  -7 Year 

I I 

hiaterial 

1990 18.93 

1991 
1991  

- I 
7.16 

I I . .  

'overhead 

19.77 

2O.SS 

Total 

1993 1 23.53 

1991 1 h7/A 

10.64/ 
6.99 

9.27 

AT/-4 

1 33.371 

33.SSI 

x . ~ s J  
33.11) 

S / A  

S9.4Sl 32.32 

-- I 

64.23 

59.84 

65.91 

KIA 

Four 
Year 

Averaqe 

53.63 

32.85 

56.63 

N 1.4 

I 
S3.S;; 

I 
33.05 20.78 

I 

I 
62.38 



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

1 ~ ~ 1 9 9 1  Cost per hour 

- 

Total TV/? 

Material 

- 

Depot 

I 1 I 1 I 

1 21.25 

56.09 

30.17 

30.17 
25.88 

Labor Cost 
I 

9.51 

7.84 

4.07 

5.80 

8.58 

Long Feach I 19.611 

Norfolk 1 16.461 

Total w/o 

Material Depot / ~ a b o r  Cost 
I 

53.37 

80.39 

31.65 

57.43 

54.58 

Portsmouth 

Pearl Harbor 
Puget Sound 
L. 

I 

Pearl Harbor1 22.29 

Pugef sound/ 19.90 

~a terialj 

43.86 

72.53 

47.58 

51.63 

46.00 

17-11' 

21.46 

20.221 

hla terial 

10.41 

7.89 

20,70 

Long Beach 
Norfolk 
Portsmouth 

20.36 

17.31 

19.00 

z 

7.50 

6.67 

ChVerhead 
1 

..- 

28.75 

35.58 

47.27 

Total 

31.71 

26.05 

Overhead 
I 

59.52 

60.78 

86.97 

Total 

49.11 

52.85 
66.27 

61.50 

52.65 

54.0C 

45.95 



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

/FYI992 Cost per ~ Z O Z L Y  

Depot lliabor Cost /&faterial/ loverhead l ~ o t a l  Material 
I I I I 

Long Beach 20.68 11.05 30.15 62.07 51.03 
Norfolk 18.83 7.17 34.08 60.06 52.91 

I , 
Portsmouth 19.91 5.61 32.95 58.4il 52.86 
Pearl Harbor 23.54 6.12 36.05 65.71 59.59 

Puget Sound 21.221 5.00 - 26.65 52.85 47.57 

IFYZ993 Cost  per hour 

NOTE. .A11 Mverages a re  svnple averages, not \,,elghted a \ . ~ r a g e s  

- 

Total w/o 

Material 

- -  

I 

Depot 

I 

Norfolk 

Portsmouth 

Labor Cost 

I I 

60.45 

61.16 

57.51 
50.51 
53.60 

33.77 

29.49 
28.65 

21.02 

21.95 

Material 

. 

66.13 

58.44 
59.75 

66.56 

76 $58 

Pearl Harbor 

Puget Sound 

7.93 
6.15 

Overhead 

23.79 

24.17 

-7 

Total 

' 

6.11 
15.52 

36.061 
36.99) 



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

. 

1 ~ ~ 1 9 9 4  Cost  per I zo~r~  
1 Total M ~ / O  

'I3epot I ~ a b o r  Cost jhtaterial Overhead Total 
I 

VOTE. .-!!I a \ . e r a ~ e i  a:c simplo a\-erases, not \\?cightt.d a \ - e r ~ g e s  

Material 

Long Beach 
Norfolk 

Portsmouth 
Pearl Harbor 

I 

NIA 
N/A 

N/ A 
N/A 
N/ A 

NI.4 
Puget Sound1 N/A 

N/ A 
N/-4 

I I 

I 

NI.4 
N/A 

N/A' 
N/A 

N/A 

N/ A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
NI A 

N/A 

N/ A 
N/ A 
N/ A 

N/ A N/A 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS 5 A N  ANTONIO AIR LOGISTICS C 

KELLY AIR FORCE BASE.  TEXAS 

:ENTER (AFMC) 

1 4 JUN 1995 
MEMORANDUM FOR MR. OWSLEY 

1700 North Moore St Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

FROM: SA-ALCICCE 
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-ALCICCE, 
DSN: 945-6916. Thank you. 

GREGORY L) WALKER, Major, USAF 
Acting Executive Officer 
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DISCUSSION ITEM 
ON 

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 pelformed a t  SA-ALC and OC- 
ALC. 

2. RELEVANT FACTS: Depot maintenance on en,gines and related components is 
conducted a t  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 en,gines, 
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 a t  one ALC and to identify and evaluate alternatives for 
consolidating component repair. The FY96 projected workload and the F Y O 1  Unit 
Manning Document was used to estimate the manpower involved in the.move. Four 
major cost categories were de£initized: hlilitary Construction @1TLCOh?, 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 (COBR4) 
model was run  using Air Force standards. Facility and equipment data were gathered 
from United States Real Property Inventory Change Report, (-4R)7115, and the GO17 
Depot Maintenance Equipment List.' Site surveys performed a t  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" K C  was identified as WR-A%C and the assumption was made that  
none of the en,oine processes and facilities are available, but  tha t  adequate industrial 
equipment is available at that site. 

3. ANALYSIS: 

a. The study validated that both S4-XLC and OC-ALC possess capabilities in all of the 
core processes required for modern en,.ine overhaul. 

b. The payback for all scenarios related t o  consolidation of depot maintenance and 
management or management only exceeds 101 years. The costs of consolidation were 
computed as: 

TO S.4-ALC TO OC-ALC TO THIRD ALC 
Depot hiaintenance & Alanagement S266.8M $365.'iM $1,139.8M* 

Management Only S 63.5M $ 76.53f 

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

For Official Use Only 
Infrastructure Sensitive 



. . 
. For Official Use Only 

. Infrastructure Sensitive 

* c. MILCON costs required for consolidation of e n ~ n e  depot maintenance a t  either SA- 
ALC ($10.2M) or OC--4LC ($8.'iW are relatively insignscant.  The MILCON cost a t  a 
third ALC was estimated to be $474.0>1. . 
d. Equipment transfer consisted primarily: of peculiar equipment with only a minimal 
amount required to expand e i s t i n g  capabilities in order to accommodate the workload 
increase. The estimated total equipment transfer cost to consolidate the workload a t  
SA-ALC was $35.811, a t  OC-ALC was $51.6h1. and a t  a WR-ALC was $112.5M. 

e. Manpower was the largest cost driver of any scenario. Standard COBRA model 
assumptions (transfers versus retirementslseparations) were used to compute severance 
pay, new hire costs, movement of household goods and relocation costs. The resulting 
cost estimate to consolidate a t  SA-ALC was $161.5M, a t  OC-ALC was $238.6M and a t  
w - A L C  as  $445.&?1. 

f. One-time costs were calculated for consolidation of workload a t  SA-ALC as  $59.3M, a t  
OC-ALC as  $63.835 and a t  JVR-ALC as $107.9x 

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 a t  any 

: -) single source is very high a i t h  the major factor being skill base erosion. 

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

5. RECOXIMEKDATIOS: Retain enagine depot repair capability and management a t  
SA-ALC and  OC-ALC. 

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

STUDY GROUP CHAIRED 
ORIGINATOR (OPR) BY SA-ALCILR* DA4TE 

OC-ALC REVIEFJ'ER MICHAEL BURCHILPAM* DATE 22Feb 94 

SA-ALC REVIEWER ROBERT CA4STORENA/FMPF* D.4TE 17 Feb 94 

* See signatures on original Feasibility Study. 
OW" 3 
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FEASIBILITY STUDY 
ON 

ENGINE DEPOT CONSOLIDATION 

1. ISSUE: Conduct a study to determine feasibility and estimate costs of 
consolidating the ,M?3lC en,gine depot maintenance workloads now performed a t  
S-4-.4LC and OC-.4LC at  a single engine depot. The study was e-xpanded to three 
separate scenarios: consolidation of depot maintenance and management a t  
SA-ALC, OC-ALC or a third ALC; consolidation of management only a t  S-4--4LC or 

OC-ALC, and consolidation of engine component workloads. 

2. STUDY IkIETHODOLOGY: The study was based on a SA-ALC and  OC-ALC 
coordinated set of assumptions (,4tch 1). Four major cost categories were 
dehi t ized:  M i l i t w  Construction (MILCON), equipment transfer, manpower and 
one-time costs (detail is provided in briefing charts a t  Atch 2). I n  addition, a risk 
assessment was performed against each scenario and the COBRA model was run 
(products a t  Atch 3) using Air Force (-A.F) standards. Facility and  equipment data 
were gathered horn United States .A.F Real Property Inventory Change Report, 
(AR)7115, and the GO17 Depot hfaintenance Equipment List, as  well as, site 
surveys performed a t  both SA--4LC and OC--4LC 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 (DL-4) and was utilized as provided by tha t  source. 
For the purposes of the study, the " t k d  --2LC was i den t zed  a s  JFX-XLC and the 
assumption was made that none of the engine processes and facilities are  available, 
but  that  adequate industrial equipment is available a t  tha t  site. If the third center 
were determined to be elsewhere, costs would be M e r e n t  due to the different 
regional factors and movement distances. The SA-ALC workload hours de~5ate  
from the HQ N 3 I C  hlarch 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 re\iew. 

3. FISDIXGS: 

a. The study validated that both SA- -aC  and OC-ALC possess capabilities in all 
of the core processes required for modern engine overhaul, but  tha t  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): 
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TO S.4-ALC TO OC-ALC TO THIRD ALC 

Depot Maintenance & hlan,agement S266.S31 $365.'i~M S1,139.8M* 

Management Only S 63.5M $ 76.5Ll 

* Third ALC costs are estimates. Due to time constraints and sensitirity, no 
site visits were made to If%-ALC. 

c. hlILCON costs required for consoliddtion of engine depot maintenance a t  
either S-4-ALC ($10.2M) or O C - - - C  (SS.7hl) are relatively i n s i w c a n t .  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 a t  a third ALC was 
estimated to be $474.0&1, including a facility for engine 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 @ M C )  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 
DL4 based upon estimated truckloads and distance. The estimated total u' equipment transfer cost to consolidate thr  workload a t  SA-ALC was S35.8Y, a t  
OC-ALC was S34.6M and a t  a it'R-.&C %as $112.534 (see -4tch 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 (9;) 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 FYO 1 manpower authorizations 
(see Atch 2, charts 1-1 through 1-4). The resulting cost estimate to consolidate a t  
SA-ALC was $161.5M, a t  OC-ALC was $238.631 and a t  WR-ALC as $445.431. 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 
signScantly 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 2 1 exercises. Additional 
scenarios were set a t  10, 15 and 20 percent of personnel eliminations for non-Depot 
hfaintenance Business h e a  direct labor. The cost of eliminating personnel is 
almost equal to the cost of moving them. Payback is still exceeds 101 years 
(Atch 4). 

L. 

.--.- j u 
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. \ 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 $107.9&1 to the third ALC. Costs associated with 
consolidation of management a t  SA-.+LC was $.1M and, a t  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 5-12 through 
5-30). 

- 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 mana, vement a t  
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). 

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

4. OTHER COSSIDERATIONS: 

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 wiU 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 aill quickly ground the force. There will not be timely fall back 
capability available. Contract repair is possible, bu t  would require a t  least six 
months lead-time based on the experience of the fire a t  Tinker AFB in 1985. 

(3) If the en,gine depots are consolidated, AFMC will be unable to compete for 
engine workload and the losing depot %ill not be competitive for any workload. 
This workload represents 32% of the work a t  OC-ALC and 41% of the work a t  
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SA-ALC. The gaining depot be consumed by the requirement to transfer work, 
hire and training 40% of the workforce, and produce quality engines on time. There 
 ill be no capability to bid and perform on additional new engine work. 

(4) At the losing ALC, the impact on the local community ad3 be significant 
(annual impact of approximately $51031 to San Antonio 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 AFhlC. Collocation pro15des the oppoaunity 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 defkition of an integrated 
product team. By moving management, we will lose the integration and its 
benefits. 

(2) Communication dl be more difiicult. Engineering support often is 
facilitated by hands-on inspections and analyses in the maintenance shops by the 
e n a ~ e e r s .  After consolidation, this level of support will require extensive 

i 1\ temporary duty travel between centers. 

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

6. CERTIFIC-4TIOS: I certify that this information is correct and accurate to the 

4 Atch 
1. Assumptions 
2. Briefing Charts 
3. COBRA Model Runs 
4. Sensitivity Analysis 

ORIGINATOR (OPR) DATE 

OC-ALC REVIEWE DATE 2-23 - 4c/ 
'6 

t 0 -4 SA-ALC REVIE\.I'E( 
/ D ~ E  I 7c3 e4 u For Official Use Only 
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NAME GRADEIRANK OFFICE 

MIKE BURCH GM-14 LPAM 

LARRY PULLIAM GM-13 FMPBW 
WAYNE COGBURN GM-13 FMPSC 
JOHN McKEE GS-12 FMPSC . 

GENE LEITERMAN GM-I3 LPPES 

MIKE BLASDEL GS-12 LPPES 
HERBERT BARRINGER GM-13 LPPNP 

GRIZELDA LOY-KRAFT GS-I 2 LPPNP . 

GREG HUGHES 

STEVE BOUSE GS-12 MO 

DAVID GOSS GS-12 ' TIPEE. 

ELAINE PATTERSON GS-1 1 DDOO/XO 
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SA-ALC PRIMARY TEAM MEMBERS 
NAME GRADEIRANK OFFICE . 

BOB CASTORENA GM-14 FMPF 

DEBORAH WILSON GS-13 FMPF 

KARTIK SAHA GM-13 FMPF 

RICHARD PEARSON GS-12 FMPF 

BEVERLY RUSSEAU 

JEFF ISOM 

ROGER LOZANO 

ROBERT ROMAN 

KEITH DEVER 

JERRY TURNER 

CHARLES DePIETRO 

DIANE SOWELL 

CAPT 

GM-13 

GS-I 2 

GS-I 2 

GM-13 

GS-I 2 

GS-I 2 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
INFRASTRUCTURE SENSITIVE 

FMXC 

FMXC 

a LDTl 

LPPEA 

LPPEB 

DDST 
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ENGINE DEPOT CONSOLIDATION ' , . 

ASSUMPTIONS 

SCOPE: 

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

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

3. The manpower, infrastructure, facilities, technologies, industrial processes and 
Two Level Maintenance ( B u r >  will be considered. 

4. A complete (100%) transfer of en,.ine and related workloads between centers will 
. 

,, .? occur. 

d 5. A complete (100%) transfer of peculiar tooling, iktures,  and other non-capital 
equipment which directly supports engine and related workloads between centers 
dl occur. Multi-purpose equipment required for other workloads %-ill remain a t  
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 hlaintenance Interservice Support Agree+s 
(DhlISh), and Foreign klilitary Sales @&IS) workload wiU not be a factor in the 
study. 

8. There %ill be no organic second source of rep&. 

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

10. Data must be certifiable per Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) 2 1 Study. 

11. This transfer study uiU be independent of all other exercises. 

For Official Use Only 
Infrastructure Sensitive 
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Infrastructure Sensitive 

. -I 
- 't 12: A m o a e d  for& ,of the depot activation planning process a-ill be used to 

perform the assessment. 

13. ~nv i ronmenta l  dean-up costs w i l l  not be included. These costs will be incurred 
regardless oS 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 military 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 d be used as  a d i ec t  input to the model. 

1'7. Edst ing  I'vlilitary Construction (MILCON) projects will be funded and 
accomplished on schedule. 

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

SCHEDULE: 

19. The time schedule for transfer: IT96  start to FYOl completion. 

WORKLOAD: 

20. Workload Review of March 1993 a4l be used in this exercise. Computations 
will be adjusted for 2Lh1 if it was not induded in the March 1993 review. 

21. hlanpower is based upon FE'O1 authorizations. 

22. Surge requirements: 

- 88% wartime surge requirement factor 
- 1.8 wartime surge capability factor 
- '7% degradation factor for second shift operation 
- 8-hourl5-day standard work week/two shifts per day 
- 10-houd6-day surge work weeliltwo shifts per day 

For Official Use Only 
Infiastructdre Sensitive 
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. * \  

:- -1 23. Both ALCs possess capabilities in all basidcore processes reqqired for modern 
engine overhaul. However, each center possesses varying levels of technology 
within these processes. 

24. There will be no additional Interim Contractor Suppofi (ICS} workload 
generated by the move. 

25. Moving spedfic workload to a contraftor w i l  not be considered as an option. 

For Official Use Only 
Infrastructure Sensitive 
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ENGINE DEPOT 
STUDY 

MR ROBERT CONNER 
FOn OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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J 

AFMC 21 STUDY 

FALL HORIZONS 

- CC TASKING 

PPGM STUDY 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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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 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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WORKLOAD ESTIMATES 

- FY96 WORKLOAD (FY93 REVIEW) 
- FYOI MANAGEMENT UMD 

ENGINEERING ESTIMATES 

- SITE VISITS 
- PROCESS ASSESSMENT 

COST ESTIMATES 

- AFMC 21 COMPLIANT 

RISK ASSESSMENT 
FOn OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

INFnASTnUCTUnE SENSITIVE 
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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 FYOI 

NO NEW CONTRACTOR REPAIR GENERATED BY THE 
MOVE 

FOn OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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' Z 

RISK ASSZSSMENT- 

PROBABILITY 

LITTLE 

NOT LIKELY 

LIKELY 

VERY LIKELY 

IMPACT 
SIGNIFICANT 

LOW 
- 

LOW 

LOW 

MODERATE 

SEVERE 

I HlGH 

MODERATE 1 1  
HIGH / 7 G K G - l  
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RISK ASSESSMENT 

CATEGORY . - 

WARTIME SUPPORT 

PEACETIME SURGE 

SKILL BASE EROSION 

VULNERABILITY 

COMPETITIVENESS 

PROBABILITY - - 

NOT LIKELY 

VERY LIKELY 
VERY LIKELY 

NOT LIKELY' 

LIKELY 

FOn OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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OC-ALC SA-ALC TOTAL 

ENGINES 1276 1261 2537 

MODULES 

EXCHANGEABLES 

TOTAL 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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< FOR OFFIC 'ISE ONLY 
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Ck./ -9 I,' 1 

FY96 WORKLOAD CHANGES 
FROM BASELINE 

WORKLOAD SOR +/- DPSH 

T56 ENGINE (NAVY) S A-ALC 180,000+ 

T56 GEARBOX (FROM CONTRACT) SA-ALC 1 14,000+ 

T-38 GEARBOX S A-A LC 25,000+ 

PATRIOT ENGINE & AGPU SA-ALC 22,000+ 

TOTAL 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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TOTAL TOTAL 
ENGINE INVENTORY ENGINE INVENTORY 

F101-102 457 TF30-109 31 1 

TOTAL 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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ENGINE 

-- w " 

FOn OFFICI E ONLY 
1.F. AS,,  ",$. . . .'. 

M A N A ~ E ~  ENGINES -"' Y $  

TOTAL TOTAL 
INVENTORY ENGINE INVENTORY 

1,579 J85-17 48 

1,085 J85-21 n 

TOTAL 
FOn OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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CONSOLIDATE D,EPOT 'R.EPAlR' 

FOn OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
INFnASTnlJCT URE SENSITIVE 



OC-ALC SA-ALC - TOTAL 
IhfDUSTRIAL SPACE (SF) 1.4M 2.1 M 3.5M 

OFFICE SPACE (SF) 0.1 M 0.1 M 0.2M 

EQUIPMENT $223.1 M $1 69.2M $392.3M 

- 
MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL* 

DIRECT 

TOTAL PERSONNEL* 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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MANPOWER DETAIL 
. CONSOLIDATE ENGINE MANAGEMENT 

OC-ALC SA-ALC 
AUTH AUTH 

MANAGEMENT (O&M/COD) 

- SYSTEM PROGRAM MANAGMENT 

- CONTRACTING 

- COMPETITION ADVOCATE 

TOTAL 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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kk-, 

- OC-ALC M ER DETAIL J' 

CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR 
AUTH AUTH AUTH - 

OVERHEAD DIRECT TOTAL 

. PRODUCTION (DMBA) 

- ENGINES PRODUCTION 

(LPP & LPM) 

- COMMODITIES PRODUCTION 

(LIP & LIC) 

- SOFTWARE SUPPORT (LAS) 

- OTHER DMBA SUPPORT 

(CI, EM, FM, LG & TI) 

TOTAL 

* DOES NOT INCLUDE 2 OVERHEAD & 58 DIRECT LABOR FOR OPERATION OF PLATING, HEAT 
TREAT & CLEANING FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

INFRASrnUCTUnE SENSITIVE 



FOn OFFlC - 'ISE ONLY e INFRASTnU (' FENSITIVE . ? _ \ 

" ' -  SA-ALC MANPOWER DETAl L - 
CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR 

AUTH AUTH AUTH 
OVERHEAD DIRECT TOTAL 

PRODUCTION (DMBA) 

- ENGINES PRODUCTION 

(LPP) 

- COMMODITIES PRODUCTION 
(LDT) 

- SOFTWARE SUPPORT (TIS) 

- OTHER DMBA SUPPORT 

(EM, FM, LG & TI) 

TOTAL 

' FOll OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
INFllASTnUCTUnE SENSITIVE 





FUEL TEST 

* REF(JRBISHMENT TO EX/ST/NG spACE 
* CELL ~E /WPBISHMENT Q W N T ~ T ~  NEEDED 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
I N F R A S T n U c r u n s  ,---- 



MODIFY ENGINE TEST CELLS, 83703 - SCOPE: 2 TEST CELLS 
- COST: $5.03OM 

ADDIALTER FUEL TEST FACILITY, B3902 - SCOPE: 16,042SF 

CONSTRUCTION FUELIAIR DRIVEN FACILITY 
- SCOPE: 5,200 SF 

COST: $1.3921\11 

MODIFY GTE TEST FACILITY, 8214 
I SCOPE: 12,920 SF 

- - COST $0.648M 

TOTAL COST: $8.674M 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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FOR O F F I ~ , 9 J S E  ONLY I * 

TEST CELL COST BREAKOUT ($000) 
CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT 

PROCURE 2 EA 2LM TF39 ADAPTERS $1,500 

PROCURE 1 EA O/H TF39 ADAPTERS 750 

MODIFY 2 EA F110  ADAPTERS TO Fl00 

PROCURE 1 EA F100 ADAPTERS 700 

MODIFY 2 EA TEST CELLS (B3703) FOR 2,000 
T56 ENGINE DYNAMOMETER 

TOTAL 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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SA-ALC MILCO~REQUIREMENT 
BEARING BAY 

REQUIREMENT: CLEAN ROOM 
(1 000 PARTICLES/SQ IN) 

SIZE: 5,200 SF 

COST/SF: $264 

TOTAL COST: $1,372,800 

SITE: RENOVATION OF BLDG 324 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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R E Q U I R E l ~ ~ ~  UPGRADE 2 UNUSED j79 CE, 1 S 
TO UNIVERSAL CELLS 

TOTAL COST: $6 000 000 5 Y 







- , - 

.-I\SE ONLY 

INFnASTnU 'SENSITIVE 
'On ""'Y; i; 4' 

t&& 
SA-ALC MILCON REQUIREMENT' 

REFURBISHMENT 

REQUIREMENT: 12,262 SF 

TOTAL COST $61 3,100 

SITE: BLDG 347 

POn OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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ASSUNIPTIONqS 
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 COSTDATA 
USED FOR CURRENT PLATING RENOVATION 

4DEQUATE INDUSTRIAL EQUIPMENT WILL BE 
~ V A I  LABLE 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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 COSTS - ) f 
CONSOLIDATION AT THIRD ALC 

TYPE. ($MI 

ENGINE SHOPS 109.0 

HEAT TREAT ' 12.0 

CLEANING/PLATING 

TEST CELL 
ACCESSORIES 

PLANT SERVICES 

WASTE WATER TREATMENT 15.0 

MANAGEMENT (ADMIN) 13.0 

TOTAL 474.0 



EQUIPMENT TRANSPORTATION 
. CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT 

TO OC-ALC TO SA-ALC TO THIRD 

EQUIPMENT* 

INVENTORY 

TOTAL 

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

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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INFRASTRUCT ' jNSITlVE aUIPMENT TRAN&ORTATION 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 5 

-- MILEAGE DISTANCE BASED ON ACTUAL 
FROM EACH ALC 

INVENTORY: DLA/LG ESTIMATE TO MOVE 

PERSONNEL EQUIPMENT: - - 

PERSONNEL QUANTITY x WEIGHT x COST 

VEHICLE: VEHICLE QUANTIN x MILES x COST- 1 

NOTE: TRANSPORTATION SPREADSHEET IS USED AT ALL ALCs 
FOR OFI~ICIAL USE ON1 Y - ----.  
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VACATE SHOP FLOOR 
CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT 

REMOVE UTILITIES BACKTO 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 
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SHOP FLOOR VACATE 
CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT 

LIGHT INDUSTRIAL $5.00/SF 

MEDIUM INDUSTRIAL $7.50/SF 

HEAW INDUSTRIAL 

UNIQUE PROCESSES ENGR ESTIMATES 

COST DATA DERIVED FROM PLANT MANAGEMENT PROJECT HI STORY AND ENGINEERING 
EST1 MATES 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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a?.& INFRASTRU , 
*'.: ...- . CL., d* 

4 

OC-ALC SHOP FLOOR VACATE 
CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT 

_____. 

LPP 

LIP 

TIP 

COST 

4,653,312 

TOTAL 1,284,188 7,726,383 



FOn OFFICIA,L- USE ONLY 
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SHOP FLOOR VACATE 

TOTAL 

LPP 574,860 $4,289,413 - 

DLA 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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LP AREA 

FOR OFF :%USE ONLY 
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SA-ALC SHOP FLOOR VACATE 

8360 - FPIICLEAN AREA 

8360 - EQT AREAS 
B360 - STACKER 

B324 - FPI 

8324 - EQT AREA 
8324 - F l O O  AUG ASSYJDSSY 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

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

AREA SF COSTISF TOTAL 

. TIM - 8303 
TIP 

SUBTOTAL 

DLA 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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COSTS - ONE-TIME 
OC-ALC SHOP REARRANGEM 

FUNCTION BLDG SF 

ENGINES BACKSHOPS 3,001 7,122 - 

CRY0 SPIN 3,105 6,674 

GTE 

ENG ACCY 

MANAGEMENT 

2LM 

BLADES 

OVERHAUL 

FUEL TEST 

FUEL TEST 

FUEL OVHL 

MACHIWELD . 

RUBBER 

EEC 

ENT 

TOTAL 370,274 $6.566 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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COSTS -"ONE-TIME 
OC-ALC MANAGEMENT REARRANGEMENT 

ACTION COST 

MOVEMENT OF 599 

PERSONNEL @ $336 EACH 

SHIPMENT OF 172 CUBICLES $27K 

FROM SA @ $154EACH . . 

TOTAL COST 

FOn OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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SA-ALC SHOP REARRANGEMENT 
' CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & 'MANAG-EMENT .- 

RATIONALE TOTAL: 

TIM 

MANAGEMENT 

TOTAL 

ESTIMATED INSTALLATION 

5,280 SF x $20/SF 

403 PEs x $120/STATION 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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SA-ALC SHOP REARRANGEMENT 
($20/SF) 

LP AREA SF TOTAL 

B360 134,333 $2,686,660 

TOTAL 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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INFnASYn SENSITIVE 
I' 

COSTS ONE-TIME 
i' 

SAmALC SHOP REARRANGEMENT- 

METHODOLOGY TOTAL 

LDTILDS ESTIMATED INSTALLATION $1,939,539 

TIM 

TOTAL 

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

WORKLOAD: FUEL ACCESSORIES OVERHAUL 

REQUIREMENT: REFURBISH 6,269 SF 

TOTAL COST $313,450 

SITE: BLDG 329 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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ASSUNfpTIONS: MAJOR ENGINES $2M EACH 
GTEs AND SfMALL ENGINES $.250M EACH 

OC-ALC ENGINES 
'2 TMS @ $2M = $ 2 4 ~  

TMs @ $ 2 . 2 ~  = $ 2 . 2 ~  
(ADD 10% FOR PECUL~A * TMS @ $.250~ = $ . 5 ~  
TOTAL $26.7~ 

R GEARBOX) 

SA-ALC ENGINES 
- 7 TMS*@ $2M = $14M 
- 25 TMS @ $.250M = $6.2511/1 

TOTAL 920.3M (ROUND TO 1 DECIMAL) 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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(4,h 
9',&.. . I COST - 

QUALIFICATION ISSUE ' . ' ' 

TRANSFER OF WORKLOAD TO OC-ALC REQUIRES 
CERTIFICATION 

PEOPLE PERFORMING WORK WlLL TRANSFER 

MANAGEMENT ENGINEERS WlLL TRANSFER 

OC-ALC PROCESS ENGINEERS OF ALL DISCIPLINES 
HAVE EXTENSIVE EXPERIENCE WITH JET ENGINE 
REPAIR (GEIPRATT WHITNEYIALLISON) 

PROCESS CERTIFICATION SHOULD NOT BE 
REQUIRED 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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OVERTIME DURING TRANSITION 
- 10% OF DIRECT LABORREAR 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: $19.05/HR 

PRODUCTION OVERHEAD IS 10/ ' 0  OF- DIRECT 
OVERTIME HOURS 
- SCHEDULERS, PLANNERS, ETC. 
- ASSUMED GS-914 OVERTIME RATES 

- OC-ALC: $21.98 
- SA-ALC: $21.98 



- -- 

tv$ COST 2 -h ' 'i kt&..;. .:,. 

-TLME -/ i1 . 

TRANSITION OVERTIME COST 
TO OC-ALC 

HOURS COST HOURS COST 
TO SA-ALC 

YEAR 0;o ($MI 0.0 ($MI 

1 356.8 6.80 21 4.0 4-82 

DIRECT TOTAL 

PROD OVHD 

TOTAL 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT 

CATEGORY PROBABILITY IMPACT RISK 

WARTIME SUPPORT NOT LIKELY SEVERE HIGH 

PEACETIME SURGE 

SKILL BASE EROSION 

VULNERABI LlTY 

COMPETITIVENESS 

OVERALL RISK 

VERY LIKELY 

VERY LIKELY 

NOT LIKELY 

LIKELY 

* SEVERE IMPACT FOR THIRD ALC 

SIGNIFICANT * 

SEVERE 

SEVERE 

SEVERE 

HlGH 

VERY HlGH 

HlGH 

HIGH 

VERY HlGH 
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CONSOLIDATE MANAGEME-&- 
DESCRIPTION 

OC-ALC SA-ALC TOTAL 

OFFICE SPACE (SF) 0.1 M 0.1 M 0.2M 

PERSONNEL 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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CONSOLIDATE 
($ 

ENGINE MANAGEMENT 
MILLION) 

TOTAL 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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CATEGORY 

PEACETIME SURGE 

SKILL BASE EROSION 

VULNERAB'LITy 









CONSOUDATE COST PAYBACK - 
C- 

, RISK ' - 
DEPOT REPAIR & 9.3-$1 -1 8 101 + YEARS VERY HIGH 

- 

101 + YEARS 

Fon OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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1-VT SCREEN THREE - XOVE)(im TABLE (COBIU ~ 4 . 0 4 )  - Page 3 
' Data A s  Of 08:52 01/13/1994, Report created 15:28 02/17/1994 

Transfers from Tinker AFB, OX to Kelly A F B t  TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 ---- L- - -  ---- ---- 
Officers: 2 4 10 10 
Enlisted: 10 ' 20 50 60 
Civilians: 140 280 701 840 
Students : 0 0 0 .  0 

Missn E q p t  (tons) : 0 0 0 0 

suppt Eqpt ( tons )  : 0 0 0 0 

nil ~ i g h t  vehic: 0 0 0 0 
neavyllpec Vehic: 0 0 0 0 

Transfers from Kelly AFB, T* to Tinker i Y B t  OK 

1996 1997 1998 1999 ---- - - c -  ---- ---- 
officers : 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted: 0 0 0 0 

Civilians: 0 0 0 0 

Students : 0 0 0 0 

Hisan E q p t  ( tons ) :  0 0 0 0 

Suppt E q p t  ( tons):  0 0 0 0 

Mil Light Vehic: 0 0 0 0 

Heaq/Spec Vehlc: 0 0 0 0 

(See final page for  Explanaron Notes) 
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Clvlllan L u l  C l v r  5 6 1 1 2  1110 3 I7 
1 9 0  36 I ,Ll1 . b  1 

Bnuco li,lOO 22 ,400  36 ,000  67,400 56 ,000  1L,lOO 111,100 224.0 
A W  h 1 . W  $123,000 $450,016 11 ,113 ,040  $1,354,066 $1,12S,040 1215 ,008  14,504,170 ( 4 , 5 0 4 , 9  





T.lrr the tcrtrl rilitry [otflear and ZaLIs td )  fax b o a  berrrib. aed 
for the fnginm w r k l o l d  d a e .  D i v i d e  f n g i ~  Pvracevl to-& B u d d e  
 OW. 'Pbia fraction 1s t5.n r m l r i p l i d  a g d n a t  mu1 -8% -aa 
p u ~ o n n d  to d u i v a  mg1n.r' l a i r  rh&-. Uloca-a 'r h a i r  of 

' .ra+io of o ~ f i c . r ,  walfrcsd m d  ciri1l.n for Cmss q s n  uvq. 

2a.k. thr z d . - o i &  (QcZ.~&, h 2 i s f r d  LDd C ~ V U ~ J  Lot knzh & w i d .  md 
far rhe X n g h  v e r U d  done. D i d d m  Lngirm -1 tp.1 & B a a d d r  
t e * a X .  TBia Iraedm I8 thLZI 8 u I a p l l d  a~ainst t0-,11 PQ 
prwnnal to d a i n  magbe8' i& #ham. Nl-+. u LW b s l r  0: 
ratio of officer, m l i a t #  rad e i r i l l u  Zor PCI eacagoq. 



EQUIPMENT T W S F E R  O W C  

EQUIPMENT 

,. . .  WEAPON SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 
9 *,-+. APPROPRLATED FUND j OVER SK 

. UNDERSK 
I 
1 TOTAL 

EXCESS EQUIPMENT 
WEAPON SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPMEKT 
APPROPRlATED FUND 
NON APPROPRLATED FUND 
OTHER 

PERCENT 
0.00% SO 
0.00% , so 
0.00% $0 
0.00% $0 ------------ --------- 

so TOTAL 

REPURCHASE VS MOvE 
WEAPON SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 
APPROPRLATED FUND 
NON APPROPRIATED FUND 
OTHER 

COST TO REtOCATE EQUIPMENT 
REWNING EQUIPMEM VALUE 
P.C,H (WESTING HOUSE) 
TRANS?URTATION (DST) 
REMOVE AND REINSTALL ( M U M A D E )  

TOTAL COST TO MOVE SlO.975,113 

COFTTO DISPOSE OF EQUIPMEHT (DRMO) 4 EQLHPMEKTVALUE . $0 
DISPOSAL COST REMOYE AND TRANSPORT so 

TO J EQUlPMm W S T  
RELOCATE 310,975,113 
DISPOSE $0 
BUY $ a .  - 
(A) TOTAL S10,975.1 13 

INVENTORIES 0033, GOf2 GS02A 
STOCKFUND 54,OOO.000 
OTHER $0 

b0 
so 

---- so 

TOTAL $4,000,004 

I AMOUNT TO MOVE 100.00% W , o o o , ~  

COST TO RELOCATE . 2.00% ~,~ 
D M  ESTIMATE TO R a m =  3 2 4 , 5 6 0 , ~ .  . . . 

(8) TOTAL . S24,W0,4206 . . I 

I - 
/ MATERIALDAMAGE 

EQUIPMENT $21 Q,XTL268 
FAYOLING 

(TVA)71MES HANDLUT.0001 8 $116,602 

.-- ++& $ INVENTORY ~,000.OOO 
WDUNG 

( ( N A  1 m O R Y ) ' T I M E S  w&ED'.0001) 4 $1,600 

. . . 



PERSONNEL EQUIPMENT 
. . 

-- -- NUMBER O F  PEOPLE 
CIVILIAN 

? I - > \  

1,682 
MILITARY 238 

1.9M 

NUMBER OF POUNDS PER PERSON 710 ------ ------ 
1.363.200 

LBS IN C W  
COST PER C W  

OFFICE EQUIPMENT COST 

TRANSPORTATION 
NUMBER OF TRUCKS 
NUMBER OF MlLES 

TOTAL MILES 
'COST PER MILE 

TOTCU. COST f 30,011. 

VEHICLE MOVEMENT 

MILITARY LIGHT' VEHICLE 
AVG NUMBER OF MILES 
COST PER MILE 

MlLlTARY SPECW VEHICLE 
AVG NUMBER OF MILES 
COST PER MILE 

TOTAL COST - 355,022 
=-- ===z-*========-Y-% ----- ---- 
TOTAL TWNSPORTATION COST OCALC 

EQUIPMENT REL&TION 
EQUIPMENT DISPOSAL 
PURCHASE VS MOVE 
INVENTORY 
MATERIAL DAMAGE 
EQUIPMENT PERSONNEL 
VEHICLE 
TOTAL 



, 
COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COB- v4.04) . 

Data As Of 08:52 01/13/1994, Report Created 10:17 02/22/1994 

Group : AFMC 
: USAF Service 

Option Package : TWO VS ONE ENG DEPOT 

Starting Year : 1996 
Break Even Year: 2096+ (Year 101+) 
ROI Year : 2102+ (loo+ Years) 

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

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 19 9 8 1999 2000 2001 ----- ----- ----- ----- 0 ----- ----- 

Misn 0 0 0 0 0 
Pers -99 -412 -1,120 -2,274 -3,436 -4,161 
Ovhd 14,564 11,028 8,586 6,481 4,621 2,835 
Cons 2,249 2,346 2,805 2,346 468 0 

Movg 4,232 8,466 21,164 25,399 21,164 4,232 
Othr 6,221 12,434 31,092 37,255 31,092 6,221 

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

FORCE STRUCTURE REDUCTIONS 
Officers 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 
Civilian 0 0 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Officers 0 0 

1 Enlisted 1 - 
Civilian 5 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENT - 
Officers 2 
Enlisted 10 
Students 0 
TOT MIL 12 
Civilian 140 
TOTAL 152 

TOTAL ----- 

Summary : -------- 
The Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center (OC-ALC) is the Red 
Team in this scenario. Its 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 OFRCW USE ONLY 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

,---, ,' ,. 
.' ) 

COB= REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBWL ~ 4  .O4) - P a g e  2  
~ a t a  A s  Of 08 '52  01 /13 /1994 .  R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  10'18 0 2 / 2 2 / 1 9 9 4  

costs ($K) C o n s t a n t  D o l l a r s  
1996  1997 1998 1999 2000 2 0 0 1  ~ e y o n d  ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -_---- 

Misn . . o  0  0  0  0 
0  0  

p e r s  2  1 6 3  168 282  386 407 
407 

o v h d  14 .564  1 1 t 0 2 8  8.586 6 .481  41621  2 .835  
-745  

Cons  2.249 2.346 2 , 8 0 5  2 .346 468 
0  0  

M o v g  4.249 8.499 21 ,248  25.498 21 ,248  4 ,249  
0  

I 
O t h r  6 .221  12.434 31.092 37.255 31.092 6 , 2 2 1  

0  

I 
* TOT 27 ,305  34 ,371  63.899 7 1 , 8 6 1  57.817 1 3 , 7 1 3  

-338 
I 

S a v i n g s  

Misn 
p e r s  
o v h d  
cons 
Movg 
o t h r  

TOT 

($K) C o n s t a n t  
1996  1997 

. _ - - -  ----- 
D o l l a r s  

1998  ----- 
0  

f G R  OFFlClAL USE ONLY 

2 0 0 1  Beyond 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~4.04) . 
Data As Of 08:52 01/13/1994 Report Created 10:17 02/22/1994 

(All values in Dollars) 

MilCon w/o Avoidances 
Moving 
Eliminated Militan PCS 
Administrative/Support 
Mothball/Shutdown 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retireme 
Civilian New Hires 
Civilian PPS 

+ Land Purchases 
+ Enviromental Mitigation 
+ One-Time Unique Costs 
+ HAP / RSE 
+ Unemployment 
+ Info Management Account 0 

= Total One-Time Costs 266,792,418 

Milcon Cost Avoidances 
+ procurement Cost Avoidances - 

'+ Land Sales 
= Total One-Time Savings 0 

- ._ Total One-Time Costs 266,792,418 
- Total One-Time Savings 0 

= Total Net One-Time C o s t s  266,792,418 

FOR OFFICM USE ONLY 



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

MilCon w/o Avoidances 
+ Moving 
+ ~liminated Militam PCS 
+ ~dministrative/~upp~rt 
+ ~othball/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 _________________--------- 
= Total One-Time Costs 

Milcon cost Avoidances 
+ 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 



BASE ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~4.04) - 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/o Avoidances 
+ Moving 
+ Eliminated Militam PCS 
+ ~dministrative/~upport 

- - - -  - 

+ Civilian RIF 
+ Civilian Early Retirement 
+ Civilian New Hires 
+ Civilian PPS 
+ Land Purchases 
+ Environmental Mitigation 
+ One-Time Unique Costs 
+ HAP / RSE 
+ Unemployment 
+ Info Management Account 

- 
0 

___________________-_------------------------ 
= Total One-Time Costs 25,224,000 

Milcon Cost Avoidances 
+ Procurement Cost Avoidances 

. + Land Sales - _ _ _ _ _ _ ~ _ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ _ _ _ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ _ _ ~ ~ _ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  n 

= Total One-Time Savings u 

- ._ 
Total One-Time Costs 25,224,000 

- Total One-Time Savings 0 ___________________--_--------_-------------- 
= Total Net One-Time C o s t s  25,224,000 



INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO (COBRR ~4.04) 
Data As Of 08:52 01/13/1994, Report created l5:43 02/17/1994 

. 
Group : AFMC 
Service : USAF 
Option Package : TWO VS ONE ENG MGT 

Model Year One : FY 1996 . 

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/~hutdown: Yes 
I 

. Base Name . . -----_--- 
I 

Tinker AFB, OK 
I - Kelly AFB, TX. 

Strategy : --_---- -- 
Realignment 
Realignment 

I 
Summary : I 

I The Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center (OC-ALC) is the Red 
I Team in this scenario. Its engine management will be 

transferred to the San Antonio Air Logisitics Center (SA- 
AX). The OC-ALC will remain open however to handle other 
types of worklozd. This scenario will calculate the cost of 
realigning the engine management to the SA-ALC. 

(See final page for Explanatory Notes) 



TNP(PC SCREEN THREE - MOVEGm TABLE (COB- ~ 4 - 0 4 )  
Data AS of 08:52 01/13/19941 Report Created 0 7 ~ 5 2  

Trans fe r s  from Tinker AFB, OX to Kelly AFBI TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
O f f i c e r s  : 0 1 2 4 

Enl i s t ed :  1 1 4 3 

C i v i l i a n s  : 19 39 97 116 

Students  : 0 0 0 0 

Missn Eqpt ( t o n s ) :  0 0 0 ' 0 

Suppt Eqpt ( tons )  : 0 0 0 0 

M i l  L igh t  Vehic: 0 0 0 0 

Heavy/Spec Vehic: 0 0 0 0 

Trans fe r s  from Kelly AFBl ~g t o  Tinker AFBI OK 

1996 1997 1998 1999 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
Off ice r s :  0 0 0 0 

E n l i s t e d :  0 0 0 0 

C i v i l i a n s  : 0 0 0 0 

Students  : 0 0 0 0 

Missn Eqpt ( tons )  : 0 0 0 0 

Suppt Eqpt ( tons)  : 0 0 0 0 

~ i l  ~ i g h t  Vehic: 0 0 0 0 

Heavy/Spec Vehic: 0 0 0 0 

(see f i n a l  pzge f o r  E x p l a n a t o q  Notes) 

, - page 3 
02/~4/1994 



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, OK 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique($K): 32  6 4 157 181 157 32 -, 

1-Time Moving($K) : 0 1 1 1 1 0 . 
Env Mitig Req($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 ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(Positive indicates buys, negative indicates sales) 

Construc Sched(B): 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Sched(%): 0% 23% 12% 16% 224 27% 

constr Avoid (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
FamHousAvoid ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 

-.. Y, Procur Avoid ( $ R ) :  0 0 0 0 0 0 

Facility Shut Down (SqFt): 0 
I Percent of Tamily Housing ShutDown: 0.04 

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

1-Time Unique($K): 2 5 12 15 12 2 
1-Time Moving($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Mitig Req($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Act Misn Cost($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 ( $K) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(Positive indicates buys, negative indicates sales) 

Construc Sched(%): 23% 128 16% 22% 11% 16% 
Shutdown Sched(%): 04 0% 0% 0% 0% 09 

Constr Avoid ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
FamHousAvoid (QR): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Procur Avoid ($K): 0 0 0 0 ' 0  0 

Facility Shut Down (SqFt): 0 
I Percent of Family Housing ShutDown: 0.0% 

(See final page for Explanatory Notes) 



Tranmlers OLllcer 
Enllmted 
Clvl llan . 

Clvlllan Leal Clvm 
Ilour 
Clvlllan Leave 

ONE-TIHE UNIQUE @ OC 

, ONE-TIHE UNIQUE @ SA 

FY96 
5.008 

0 
0 
1 

0 
1 
19 

0 
I, GOO 

$32,144 

$32,144 

FY96 
5.008 
$217 
$217 

$2,410 

$2,410 

rr99 
30.001 

1 
1 

7 

4 
3 

116 

4 5 
9,000 

$100,010 

$100,010 

FY99 
30.001 

$1,306 
$1, JOG 

$14,500 

$14,500 

FYOO 
25.00% 

0 
0 
7 

FYOl Total 
5.0OQ 100.001 

0 1 
0 2 
1 26 

FYOl Total 
5.008 100.001 
$317 $4,349 
$217 14,349 



>c-~J.c a s  r e d  c e n t e r  
O f f i c e r  E n l i s t e d  C i v i l i a n  Tota l  

1. >arm P o p u l a t i o n  
I... ~ d j u ~ t e d  P o p u l a r i o n  ( f n g )  
1.b. E n g i n e s  Usn I3anPW.r 
l . b . ( l )  Cr@A 
l . b . ( 2 )  s t o c k  Fond 
l .b . (3)  OGM 
l .b . (4)  XDTCZ 
I . ~ .  3-0 02s s u p p o r t  
1.d. E n g i n e s  "Musf Move'' 
1.o. T e n a n t . p o p u l a r i ~ n  

3. Bceak Out  o f  D W A  
3.a. DWA D i r e c t  Labor  
j.?.. DKSA Overhead 

4. Uanpovet  AdjUstJlentS 
4.a. ? r e a d j u s t e d  UanpWer  
4 .br A d j u s t e d  Uasp0ve: 

6. Cornpure 30s T a i l  
$.a. Raw T a l l  C a l c u l a t i o n  
6.b. P o r t i o n  
S . b . ( l )  909 T a i l  

7. p e r s o n n e l  MOveQent 

8. p e r s o n n e l  f l i d o a r e d  



Take t h e  t o t a l  Yilita,'y (0::icer and E n l i s t e d )  f c r  both basu iCe  and 
f o r  r h e  Engine vorkload a l c r e .  DiviCe Eng1t.e ?ersc.-,zel rc-a l  >y Basevita 
r o t a l .  Zais Zzaczion i s  =>e.? = n l t i p l i e d  a g a i n r r  t o r e l  *'=st love" 
p e s o n n e l  t o  de r ive  engines '  :ai: shaze. N loco t .  cn -30 blis  o f  
r a t i o  of o f f i c e r ,  e n l i s r e d  and civflicn f c r  " sus t  mve* carqory. 

(9+3)/(152Ct6440)*610 = 1 1 
151  331 128 6 i 3  

0 
1 

iv: 128/610m1 = 0 

CalcuLating Bare l ine  BOS 

Take t o t a l  pe:sonnel (Of f i ce r ,  En l i s t ed  and C i v i l i a n )  far both b a s v i d e  and 
f o r  tk.r Engine wo:kload alone. DiviZe Engixie I e r s o z z e l  :$'a1 >y Basewlte 

' t o t a l .  This frac:ion is t3en ~ u l ' , i p l i e d  a g a i n s t  t o u l  ZCS 
p e r r o ~ e l  t o  Cerive enplzes '  Zaiz rtcze. A l l c c a t e  on :>a 5rs i s  o f  
r a t i o  o f  o f f i c e r ,  e n l l s t e d  ar.5 c:vil irr? ier 30s category. 

(9+3+391)/ (1524+6440+12526)R1i55 - 3 5 3s 
-.- 50 6C3 1,ZOZ 1 ,  iS5 

O f f :  50/1755*35 - 1 
Enl: 603/1755*?5 - 12 
Civ: 1102/1755*35 = 2 2 



EQUIPMENT TRANSFER OC-ALC - 
, EQUIPMENT 

WEAPON SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 
I APPROPRIATED FUND 
I . . ;;,- by OVER 5K 

* ") UNDER SK 

TOTAL 

WCESS EQUIPMENT 
WEAPON SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIFMENT 
APPROPRIATED FUND 
NON APPROPRIATED FUND 

TOTAL 

REPURCHASE VS MOVE 
WEAPON SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 
APPROPRIATED FUND 
NON APPROPRIATED FUND . . 

I OTHER 

TOTAL 

COST TO RELOCATE EQUIPMENT 
REMAINING EQUIPMENT VALUE 
PC,H (WESTING HOUSE) 
TiiANSPORTATlON (DST) 
REMOVE AND REINSTALL (SAALCIMACE) 

PERCENT 
0.00% ' so . 
0.00% so 
0.00% so 
0.00% SO ______-_-_------- -___-_----------- 

so 

TOTAL COST TO MOVE so 

COST TO DISPOSE OF EQUIPMENT (DRMO) 
EQUIPMENT VALUE so 

f '  : '. . fa DISPOSAL COST REMOVE AND TRANSPORT 2.00% SO 
. .' 

EQUlPMENT COST 
RELOCATE SO 
DISPOSE so 
BUY SO 

(A) TOTAL SO 
- 

INVENTORIES 0033. G072, (340214 
STOCK FUND SO 
OTHE3 so - 

so 
so 
SO ----------------- ----------------- 

TOTAL so 

AMOUNT TO MOVE 100.00% so 

COST TO RELOCATE 2.00% SO 
DIA ESTIMATE TO RELOCATE so 

(8) TOTAL SO 

MATERIAL DAMAGE 

I 

I 

EQUIPMENT SO 
HANDLING 

(NA)'TIMES HANOLED0.0001 8 SO 
'> 

INVENTORY $0 

HANDLING 
( ( N A  1NVEKTORY)'TIMES WOLE0*.0001) 4 SO 



PERSONNEL EQUIPMENT 
. 

NUMBER OF PEOPLE 
- CIVILIAN 

MILITARY 

NUMBER OF POUNDS PER PERSON 710 
I -------------- --------------- 

181,050 

LBS IN C W  
COST PER CWT 

OFFICE EQUIPMENT COST $597 

TRANSPORTATION 
NUMBER OF TRUCKS 5 
NUMBER OF MILES 481 ---_--------- --- _---- ------- 
TOTAL MILES 2.405 
, COST PE2 MILE 53,752 

TOTAL COST 54,349 

VEHICLE MOVEMENT 

MILITARY LIGHT VEHICLE 
AVG NUMBER OF MILES 
COST PER MILE 

I MILITAFIY SPEClAL VEHICLE 
AVG NUMBER OF MILES 
COST PER MILE 

TOTAL COST SO 
========= ==================== ================ =============== 
TOTAL TRANSPORTATION COST OC-ALC 

EQUIPMENT RELOCATION 
EQUIPMENT DISPOSAL 
PURCHASE VS MOVE 
INVENTORY 
MATERIAL DAMAGE 
EQUIPMENT PERSONNEL 
VEHICLE 
TOTAL 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SbWARY (COBRA v 4 . 0 4  ) 
Data As Of 0 8 : 5 2  0 1 / 1 3 / 1 9 9 4 ,  Report Created 1 5 : 4 3  0 2 / 1 7 / 1 9 9 4  

Group : AFXC 
Service : USAF 
Option Package : TWO VS ONE ENGXGT 

Starting Year : 1996 
Brezk Even Year: 2 0 9 6 i  (Year ?01+)  
ROI Year : 2 1 0 2 i  ( 1 0 0 i  Years) 

Option NPV in 2 0 1 5  ( S X )  : 43,996 
Total One-Time Cost ( $ X I  : 63,519 

I Net Costs ($K) constint Dollars 
1 9 9 6  1 9 9 7  1 9 9 8  1999,  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 1  Beyond ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ------ 

Xisn 0 0  0  0  0  0  0  
- 2 0  -97  -306  - 1 .  Pers -07 '  - 9 9 0  - - -  -1 ,157 -1 ,178  

Ovhd 14 ,466  10 ,862  8,185 6 ,138  0 0 0 3 ,334 0  - 1 1 5  
Cons 0 0  0  0  
Movg 3 0 6  665  1,702 2,063 1 ,702 3 0 6  0  

4 4 9  939 2,332 2 , 7 3 7  2 , 3 3 0  4 4 9  0  

L :-..I. 
1 5 , 2 0 1  12 ,363 1 9 4  10,297 7 ,607  2 ,933  -1 ,293 

1 5 9 6  1997 1999 1999 2 0 0 0  2 0 0 1  TOTAL ---_- __-__ --_-- _---- _ _ _ _ _  ----- 
BORCE STRU~.TURZ REDUCTIONS 
Officers 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0  
Civilian 0 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED - - 

Officers 
Enlisted 
Civilian 1 3 

FZ4SONNEL REALIGXXENTS 
Officers 0 1 - 
Enlisted 1 1 - 
Students 0 0  

- 
TOT MIL 1 2 
Civilizn 19  39 
TOTAL 2 0  4  1 

Summary : -------- 
The Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center (OC-ALC) is the Red 
Team in this scenario. Its engine management will 2e 

k transferred to the San Antonio X i =  lsgisitics Conter (SA- I 

"%& ALC) . The OC-ALC xi11 remain ooe? however to handle other 
types of worklozd. This scenario will calculate the cost of 
realigning the engine managenent to the SA-.UC. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT S W A R Y  (COBRA v4.04) - Page 2 
Data As Of 08:52 01/13/1994, Report Created 15:43 02/17/1994 

Costs (SK) Ccnstant Dollars 
1996 1997 . 1998' ----- ----- ----- 

Xisn 0 0 0 
Pers - 1 8 24 
Ovhd 14,466 10,862 8,185 . 
Cons 0 0 .  0 
Movg 308 668 .1,711 
Othr 449 939 2,332 

2000 2001 Seyond ----- ----- ------ 
0 0 0 

67 68 68 
4 , 5 6 5  3,334 -115 . . 

0 0 0 
1,711 308 0 
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 Eeyond ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ------ 

Xisn 0 0 0 0 0 
Pers 

0 0 
2 1 105 330 693 1,058 1,226 1,247 3 Cons Ovhd 0 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 

9 .'. '..- 0 0 0 
- .  * 1 

0 
Movg 

0 0 
. . - 3 8 10 8 

Othr 
1 

0 
0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOT 



.., --, 
- ) 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~4.04) 
Data As Of 08:52 01/13/1994, Report Created 15:43 02/17/1994 

(All values in Dollars) 

+ Noving 
i Eliminated Military ?CS 
t ~dninistrative/Supp~rt 
. - - -  - 
+ Civilian RIF 
+ Civilian Early Retirement 
i Civilian New Hires 
t Civilian PPS 
+ Land .Purchases 
+ Environmental Mitigation 
i One-Time Unique Costs . 

+ Unemploynent 
i Info Manegement Account 0 
___________________--------------------_---_- 
= Total One-Time Costs 63,519,267 

Milcon Cost Avoidances 
+ lrocureaent Cosc Avoidances - 

+ L a ~ d  Szlos ___________________----------------_----_---- 
= Total One-Time Savings 0 

Totsl One-Time Costs 63,519,267 
--Total One-Time Savings 0 
___________________-------------------------- 
= Total Net One-Time COSiS ' 63,519,267 
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1 

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

Offlcers 41 
Enllsted 162 
Chrlllans 5232 
Off Ellmlnatlons 2 
Enl Ellmlnatlons 6 
Clv Ellmlnatlons 67 
Mil Ught Vehlcles 205 
Heavy/Spoc Vehlcles 37 

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

1 Tlrno Unique 
Clvllian Leave 
Prototyping 
Shop Rearrango 
Clean-Up (OC-ALC) 
Quallflcatlon 
Transftlon Support 

1 Tlme Movlng 
Spreadsheet 
D L .  

TOTAL 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 200 1 
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 ,~92,640 $&704,000 



PROTOTYPING 
Ti 
LDT to OC-ALC 
LPP 10 OC-ALC 

SHOP REARRANGE 
Engines 
GTE 
Eng Accy 
Management 

QUALIFICATION 

CLEAN-UP 
TI 
LO 
LPP 
TIP 
DLA 

CONSTRUCTION 
LPP 
UP 
UP 

NEW MOD 
$2,996,000 $5,708,000 

$5,030,000 
$2,996,000 

$678,000 



1. Base Population 
1.a. Adjusted Population (En 
1. b. Engines Msn Manpower 
I.b.(l) DMBA 
1 .b.(2) Stock Fund 
l.b.(3) O&M 
l.b.(4) RDT&E 
1 .c. Base Ops Support - . 

1.d. Engines 'Must Move' 
1 .e. Tenmt ~opulation 

2. Adjusted Population (Total 

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

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

5. Hardline Manpower 

6. Compute BOS Tail 
6.a. Raw Tail Calculation 
6.b. Portion 
6.b.(l) BOS Tail 

7. Personnel Movement 

8. Personnel Eliminated 

Officer Enlisted Civilian Total 



?UIPMENT TRANSFEX GA-ALC TO OC-ALC 

kZAPON SYSTEH SUPPORT EQUIPMZNT 
MPROPRIATED FUND 
O n R  5K (Assume avg. procurement year = 1985) 
m E R  5K (30% factor) 
TOT= 

EXCESS EQUIPKENT 
K"=APON SYSTEH SUPPOXT EQUIPKZNT 
MPROPRIATED FUND 
KON AP1ROPRIATED T D i P  
OTHER 
TOTAL 

h-*ON SYSTEH SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 
UPROPRIATED FUND 
NON APPROPRIATED FUXP 
O T E R  
TOTAL 

E U I N I N G  E Q U I P E X  
P,C,H (WESTING HOUSE) 
TWSPORTATION (DST) 
%HOVE AND REINSTALL (SH-ALC/HADE) 

TOTAL COST TO HO\3 

'COST TO DISPOSZ OF EQiliPXENT (DXVO) 
EQUIPKENT VALUE 
DISPOSAL COST RZNO'vZ Lli3 TRANSPORT 

PERCENT 
0.00% 

30.00% $67,240,927 
0.00% 

RZLOCATE $11,206,821 
DISPOSZ 
SUY 

$1,344,819 
$0 

(A) TOTAL $12,551,640 

INVENTORIES D033, G072, G402A 
STOCK FUND 
OTI-iER Slr760,000 $0 

5 0 
$0 

TOTAL $1,760,000 $0 

AYOUNT TO HOVE 

COST TO RELOCATE 2.00% $11.616 

'L- 

' .- (B) TOTAL $11,616 

x<s-';J' 



EQUIPKENT 

INVENTORY 

I ( (TVA I W N T O R Y )  * T I E S  W L E D * .  0 0 0 1 )  4  $232 

:) TOTAL COST $179 ,541  / 

NUMBER OF PEOPLE 

CIVILIAN 
MILITARY 

W E R  OF POUNDS PER PERSON 

LBS I N  CWT 
COST PER CWT 

OFI ICE EQUIPmNT COST 

- R . ! E R  OF T R U a S  5 9 
-ER OF HILES  4 8 1  
TOTAL HILES 28,535 
COST PER MILE $44,514 

TOTAL COST 

H1LITk.Y LIGHT VEHICLE 
AVG m E R  OF WILES 
COST PER HILE  

I 

H I L I T M Y  SPECIAL C E I C E  3 7 
A7G h?r%Ea OF HILES  

4 8 1  
COST PER WILE $1 .32  

$23 ,492  

TOTAL COST C 

$52,345 

VEHICLE HOVEKENT 



-.<--, 
5 7TAL TRANSPORTATION COST SA-ALC TO OC-ALC 

I 

EQUIPKENT RELOCATION $11,206,821 
EQUIPKENT DISPOSAL $1, 344,819 
PrnCIiASE VS HOV2 $0 
INVENTORY $11,616 
MATERIAL DAHAGE $179, 541 
EQUIPmNT PERSONNEL $52,345 
VZHICLE $63,920 

TOTAL $12,859,062 

* 

. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~ 4 . 0 4 )  
Data A s  Of 1 4 : 2 1  0 1 / 2 0 / 1 9 9 4 , R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  1 2 : l l  0 2 / 1 7 / 1 9 9 4  

G r o u p  : SA-ALC t o  dc-ALC 
S e r v i c e  : .AF 
O p t i o n  P a c k a g e . :  eng ine  s tudy  

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1 9 9 6  
B r e a k  E v e n  Year: 2096+ ( Y e a r  101+)  
ROI Year : 2 1 0 2 t  ( l o o +  Y e a r s )  

O p t i o n  NPV i n  2 0 1 5  ($K) : 2 8 1 , 1 8 4  
T o t a l  One-Time C o s t  ($K) : , 3 8 4 , 6 8 1  

N e t  C o s t s  ($K) Constant  Dollars 
1 9 9 6  1 9 9 7  1 9 9 8  1 9 9 9  

Misn 
P e r s  
Ovhd 
C o n s  
Movg 
O t h r  

TOT 3 4 , 7 6 4  4 5 , 4 6 2  7 2 , 7 0 5  1 0 5 , 6 9 2  

1 9 9 6  1 9 9 7  1 9 9 8  ----- ----- ----- 
FORCE STRUCTURE REDUCTIONS 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  0 0  0  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f i c e r s  0  0  1 
E n l i s t e d  0  0 2 
C i v i l i a n  3 7 17 

PERSONNEL R2ALIGNMWTS 
O f f i c e r s  2 4  
E n l i s t e d  8 1 6  
S tuden t s  0 0  
TOT MIL 1 0  2 0  
C i v i l i a n  2 6 2  5 2 3  
TOTAL 2 7 2  5 4 3  

B e y o n d  ------ 
0 

- 3 , 5 4 5  
1 , 0 7 8  

0  
0  
0  

TOTAL ----- 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v 4 . 0 4 )  - P a g e  2 
D a t a . A s  O f  14 :21  01 /20 /1994 ,  R e p o r t '  Created 1 2 : l l  02 /17 /1994  

C o s t s  

Misn 
P e r s  
Ovhd 
Cons  
Movg 
O t h r  

($K) Constant  Dollars 
1996  1997  1998  ----- ----- ----- 

0  0  0  
-9 -27 -72 

1 6 ; 0 7 6  1 2 , 4 4 5 -  1 0 , 3 9 0  
2 , 5 5 5  958  1 , 2 7 8  
6 ,924  1 3 , 8 0 1  34 ,547  
9 , 2 9 8  1 8 , 6 0 0  46,512 

2'001 Beyond ----- ------ 
0  0  

-187 -187 
5 , 0 4 3  1 , 0 7 8  
1 , 2 7 8 '  0  
6 , 9 2 4  0  
9 , 2 9 8  0  

TOT 3 4 , 8 4 4  45 ,777  92,654 107 ,602  . 8 8 , 8 5 2  2 2 , 3 5 6  8 9 1  

S a v i n g s  ( $K) C o n s t a n t  
1 9 9 6  1997  ----- ----- 

Misn 0  0  
Pers 66 287 
Ovhd 0  0 
Cons  0  0  
Movg 1 4  28 
O t h r  0 0  

Dol la rs  
1998  1 9 9 9  2000  2 0 0 1  ----- ----- ----- ----- 

0  0 0 0  
877 1 , 8 2 3  2 , 7 5 2  3 , 2 9 2  

0  0  0  0  
19 ,000  0  0  0  

72 8 6  7 2  1 4  
0  0 0  0 

Beyond ------ 
0  

3 , 3 5 8  
0  
0  
0  
0  

TOT 8 0  316  19 ,949  1 , 9 0 9  2 , 8 2 4  3 , 3 0 6  3 , 3 5 8  



TOTAL.ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~4.04) 
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 
+ ~dministrative/~upport 51,978,062 
+ Mothball/Shutdown 0 
+ civilian RIF 61,874;023 
+ civilian Early Retirement 2,062,467 
+ 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 ............................................. 
= ~ o t a l  One-Time Costs 384,681,115 

Milcon Cost Avoidances 19,000,000 
+ Procurement Cost Avoidances 0 
+ Land Sales 0 ............................................. 
= Total One-Time Savings 19,000,000 

Total One-Time Costs 384,681,115 - Total one-Time Savings 19,000,000 --------------------------------------------- 
= Total Net One-Tine Costs 365,681,115 



BASE ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~4.04) 
Data As 'Of 14:21 01/20/1994, Report Created 12:11 02/17/1994 

. Base: Kelly AFB; TX 
(All values in Dollars) 

Milcon w/,o Avoidances 
+ Movina 
+ ~limiiated Military PCS 
+ ~dministrativel~upport 
+ Mothball/Shutdown 
+ civilian RIF 
+ civilian Early Retirement 
+ civilian New Hires 
+ civilian PPs - - -  
+ Land Purchases 
+ Environnental Mitigation 
+ One-Time Unique Costs 
+ H A P  / RSE 24,879,825 + unemployment 11,024,000 
+ Info Management Account 0 
---------- --------- -------- ---------- -------- 
= Total One-Time Costs 361,821,115 

Milcon Cost Avoidances 19,000,000 
+ Procurement Cost Avoidances 0 
'+ Land Sales 0 
_----------_P-------------------- ------------ 
= Total One-Time Savings 19,000,000 

Total One-Time costs 361,821,115 
- Total One-Time Savings 19,000,000 
------------- ----------- ---------- ----------- 
= Total Net One-Tine Costs 342,821,115 



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

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

MilCon w/o Avoidances 
+ Moving 
+ Eliminated Military PCS 
+ ~dministrative/Support 

. +  Mothball/Shutdown 
+ civilian RIF 
+ civilian Early Retirement 
+ Civilian New Hires 
+ civilian PPS 
+ Land Purchases 
+ ~nvironmentai Mitigation 
+ one-Time Unique Costs 
+ HAP / RSE 
+ Unemployment 
+ Info Management Account w ___-__-_-__-------_-------------------------- 
= Total one-Time Costs 22,860,000 

Milcon Cost Avoidances 
+ Procurement Cost Avoidances 
+ Land Sales u ___-__-__---_____---------------------------- 
= Total One-Time Savings 0 

Total One-Time Costs 22,860,000 - Total One-Tine Savings 0 _--__-_-------_---_-------------------------- 
= Total Net One-Tire Costs 22,860,000 



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

Offlcers ' ' 

Enllsted 
Clvlllans 
Off Ellmlnatlons 
Enl Ellmlnatlons 
Clv Ellmlnatlons 
MU Ught Vehlcles 
Heavy/Spoc Vehlcles 

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

1996 1997 ' 1008 1990 ,2000 , 2001 TOTAL 
Conllngoncy 5% 10% 25% 30% 25% . 5% 

1 Tlrne Unlque $1 17,439,768 $3,372,107 $6,040,594 $1 2,001,108 $30,202,069 $36,243,563 $30,202,%9 $6,040,594 $120-81 1,875 
SA-ALC 
OC-ALC 
Thlrd Center 

Ctvlllan Leave 
SA-ALC 
OC-ALC 

Prototyplng 
SA-ALC 
OC-ALC 

Cloan-Up 
SA-ALC 
OC-ALC 

Quallllcatlon 
Transltlon Support 



1 Time Movlng $1 12,486,940 
SA-ALC $67, t89.743 
OC-ALC $4~,~97.204 

Spreadsheet $25.71 0,058 
Du\ ~ $86,776,890 

1906 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
NEW MOD 23% 12% : 16% 22% 11% 16% 

Construclion $473,soO,OOO , $0 $108,928,000 $56,832,000 $75,776,000 $104,192,000 $52,096,000 $75,776,000 $473~~otooo 



SA-ALC to OC-ALC 
PROTOTYPING $20,250,000 

QUALIFICATION 

CLEAN-UP 

CONSTRUCTION 
Englne Shops 
Heat Treat 
Cleanlng/Platlng 
Test Cells 
Accessories 
Plant Sowlcos 
Waste Water Treatment 
Mgt/Admln Space 

NEW MOD 
~73,600,000 $0 
$1 08,600,000 
$12,000,000 
$so,Ooo,OOo 

$1 58,000,000 
$75,000,000 
$1 2,000,000 
$1 5.000,ooo 
$13,000,000 

OC-ALC to SA-ALC 
PROTOTYPING $26,700,000 

QUALIFICATION 

CLEAN-UP 



- S O N  SYSTEW SUPPORT EQUIPHENT 
UPROPRIATED FUND 
O G R  SK 
W E R  SK 
TOTAL 

k-*ON SYSTEX SUPPORT EQUIPKENT 
UPROPRIATED FUND 
NON APPROPRIATED FUXD 
O T ' i R  
TOTAL 

EAPON SYSTEM SUPPORT E Q U I P a N T  
UPROPRIATED FUND 
NON APPROPRIATED FUND 
OTIER 

TOTAL 

~ICOST TO RELOCATE EQUIPMNT 

PERCENT 
0.00% 
0.00% 

30.00% 
0.008 

. I IC-UINING EQUIPKENT V x a  
$224,136,424 P I  CI  (WESTING BOUSE) 3.509 
$7,844,775 W S P O R T A T I O N  (DST)  0.509 
$1, 120,682 = H o r n  AN72 REINSTALL ( S X - I I L C / m E )  1.08 

-. 

$2,241,364 
TOTAL COST TO H O E  

$llI2O6, 821 
COST TO D I S 1 0 S Z  OF E Q O i ? E N T  (DRXO) 

EQUIPHZNT V A L a  
$67,240,927 DISPOSAL COST & ,  ?=SPORT 
$1, 344,819 

TOTAL E Q U I P E N T  COST 

=LOCATE 
DZSPOSE $11, 206, 821 

B VY $1,344,819 
$0 

(A) TOTAL 
$12, 551,640 

INVENTORIES D033, G072, G402A 

STOCK FUND 
O T E R  $0 

$1, 760,000 
$0 
$ 0 

TOTAL * $0 
$1,760,000 

AYOUNT TO M o m  33.00% $580,800 

COST TO RELOCATE 2.00% 
$11,616 

(3) TOT= 
$11,616 i *. 

-42. ' 
<1/ 



- la-'.. 

TERIAL D L A C E  

NUKBER OF PEOPLE 
CInLIAN 3,139 
MILITARY 203 

3,342 

NUXBER OF POUNDS P Z R  PERSON 

LBS IN CWT 
COST PER CWT 
OFFICE EQUIPHZhT. COST 

W 3 E R  OF TRUCKS 5 9 
NUHBER OF MILES 1038 
TOTAL XILES 61,578 
COST PER MILE $96,062 

TOTAL COST 
$103,893 

VEHICLE MOVEMENT 

MILITARY LIGHT VEHICLE 
AVG NUMBER OF MILES 
COST PER MILE 

MILITARY SPECIU =HI- 37 
AVC NVH3ER OF HXLES 1038 
COST PER MILE $1.32 

$50,696 

TOTAL COST 
L $137,940 





-.l=QurPMEm T ~ S F E R  . - -.I . -. % OC-ALC TO THIRD CENTER 
1 

-4UIPKENT 
kTAPON SYSTEH SUPPORT EQUIP-NT 
APPROPRIATED FUND 
O m R  5K 
UNDER 59; 
TOTAL 

WZAPON SYSTEN SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 
APPROPRIATED FUND 
NON APPROPRIATED FUND 
OTHER 
TOTAL 

E A P O N  SYSTEH SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 
APPROPRIATED FUND 
NON APPROPRIATZD FUND 
OTEER 
TOTAL 

RZZiAINING EQUIPKENT VALOi: 
P,C,H (*STING HOUSZI 

. - - I  xaom ~m FEINSTALL (SH-ALCJXXDE) 
TOTAL COST TO H O m  

COST TO D I S P O S E  OF EQUIPKENT ( D m )  
EQUIPKENT VALUE 
DISPOSAL COST AND TiULNSPORT 

TOT= EQUIPWENT COST 
FtZLOCATE 

PERCENT 
0.00% 
0.00% 5 c 
30.00% 558,392,511 $0 
0.00% S 0 

$58,392,511 

DISPOSE $11,206,621 

BUY $11 167,850 

(A) TOTAL $0 
$12,374,671 

INVENTORIES D033, G072, ~ 4 0 2 ~  
STOCK FUND 
OTSZR s 0 

52,600,000 
5 0 
5 0 

TOTAL 
5 0 

S21600, 000 

MOUNT TO MOVE 33.001 $8s8,000 

COST TO RELOCATE 2 .00% $17,160 

( 8 )  TOTAL 
$17,160 



EQUIPMENT S194,641,70 

INVENTORY 

HANDLING 

$858, OOC 

( ( T V A  INVENTORY)*TImS BXNDLED+.0001) 4 $343 

(C) TOTAL COST $156,057 

PERSONNEL EQUIPmNT 

NUHBER OF PEOPLE 
CIV~LIAN 
MILITARY 

W . E R  Or" POUNDS PZX P E X O N  

LBS IN CWT 
COST PER CWT 

OFFICE EQUIPKENT COST 

NlM3ER OF TRUCKS 34 
h%WZR OF HILES 929 
TOTAL MILES 31,776 
COST PEB HILE $49,570 

1 

TOTAL COST 
$54,085 

VEHICLE MOVE.XENT 

HILITARY LIGHT VZBICLE 
AVC NUWER OF BILES 
COST PER WILE 

MILITARY SPECIAL VXEICLE 3 7 
AVG NUHBER OF MILES 929 
COST PER HILE e l  9 4  

3 r .  a4 

$45,372 

PAL COST 
$123,455 



. . -1-oTmi TRA~~SPORTATION COST '.'- \ OC-ALC TO THIRD CENTER 
J 

EQUIPMENT IIELOCATION 511,206,821 
EQUIPMENT DISPOSAL $1,167,850 
PCIFICHASE*VS HOVE 
INVENTORY $17,160 $0 
XATERIAL D-CE $156,057 
EQUIPKZNT PERSONNEL $54,085 
VZHICLE $123,455 

mu $12,725,428 



6 

v4*04) Data As Of 16:40 01/25/1994, ~eport Created 12:13 02/17/1994 

: BOTH TO ROBINS AFB 

Option Package : OPTION 1 

Starting Year : 1996 
Break Even Year: 2096+ (Year iOl+) . 
ROI Year : 2102+ (loo+ Years) 

Option NPV in 2015 ( $ R )  : 925,897 
Total One-Time Cost ($X) :1 , 116,226 
Net Costs (SK) Constant Dollars 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - ---- --- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

TOT 167,988 188,184 270,386 290,057 171,016 34,183 -2,226 

1996 1997 1998 1999 

----- ----- ----- ----- 2000 TOTAL 
----- ----- ----- 

FORCE STRUCTURE REDUCTIONS 
Officers 0 0 

0 
0 0 

0 
0 

0 
0 0 

Enlisted 
0 

0 0 0 0 
Civilian o 0 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Officers 0 0 2 1 2 0 5 
Enlisted 1 1 5 5 5 

7 15 
1 18 

Civilian 37 42 37 7 145 
PERSOFEL REALIGNMENTS 
Off lcers 4 7 18 20 18 

15 
4 71 

Enlisted 29 72 84 
0 

72 15 287 
Students 0 0 

19 36 0 
0 0 0 

TOT MIL 90 104 90 19 358 
Civilian 390 780 1,950 390 7,799 
TOTAL 409 816 2,040 2,443 2,040 



Data AS O f  16:40 01/25/1994, R 

----- ----- 
Ovhd 36.467 28,435 24.218 21,143 18.281 14,125 

TOT 168,185 188.933 291,519 294,282 1771278 411554 5.298 

Savings ($K) Constant Dol lars  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- 

I 



TOTAL ONE-TINE COST REPORT (COBRA V4.04) 
Data As,Of 16:40 01/25/1994, Report Created 12:13 02/17/1994 

(All values in. Dollars) 

Milcon w/o Avoidances 
+ Movina ~~a 

+ Eliminated Nilitary PCS 
+ ~dninistrative/~upport 
+ Eiothball/Shutdown 
+ civilian RIF 
+ Civilian Early Retirement 
+ Civilian New Hires 
+ Civilian PPS - - - 
+ Land Purchases 
+ Environmental Hitigation 
+ One-Time Unique Costs 
+ HAP / RSE 
+ unemployment 
+ Info Nanagement Account -------------- ------ ------------- 
= Total One-Time Costs 

Milcon Cost Avoidances 19,000,000 
+ Procurement Cost Avoidances 0 
+ Land Sales 0 ---------_____-_-_-------- --------- ---------- 
= Total One-Time Sevings 19,000,000 

Total One-Time Costs 999,999,999 - Total One-Time Savings 19,000,000 ------- ------------- ---------- --------------- 
= Total Net One-Time Costs 999,999,999 



BASE ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~4.04) 
Data A s  Of 16:40 01/25/1994, Report Created 12:13 02/17/1994 

Base: K E U Y  A F B ,  TX 
(All values in Dollars) 

HilCon w/o Avoidances 
+ Movina . 

+ ~liminated Military PCS' 
+ Administrative/Support 
+ Mothball/Shutdown 
+ civilian RIF - - 

+ Civilian Early ~etirement 
+ Civilian New Hires 
+ Civilian PPS 
+ Land Purchases 
+ Environmental Mitigation 
+ One-Time Unique Costs 
+ HAP / RSE 23,538;411 
+ ~nemployment 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 0 ------ ----------- --------- ------- ---------7- 
= Total One-Time Savings 19,000,000 

Total One-Time Costs 319,441,976 - Total one-Time Savings 19,000,000 --------- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
= Total Net One-Time Costs 300,441,977 



0 

T o t a l  One-Time C o s t s  - T o t a l  One-Time S a v i n g s  ---- ------ ----------- ------------- ------ ----- = T o t a l  N e t  O n e - T i ~ e  C o s t s  2 3 4 , 5 9 2 , 3 1 4  



0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

87,552,000 
0 
0 
0 

582,192,000 

Milcon Cost Avoidances 0 
+ Procurement Co 0 

0 --____________ 
= Tota l  One-Time Savings 0 

Tota l  0ne-Time c o s t s  582,192,000 - Tota l  0ne-Time savings  0 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ___________________------ - Tota l  Net One-Time Costs  
5828 Ig2, Oo0 
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hlemorandum for LR, Fnl-1, HQ AFRIC/LGP (Lt Col Pitcher) 22-Dec-93 

I Subject: Two Versus One (2 vs 1) Engine Depot Study 

1. The 2 r7s 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, costjbenefits, and risks. This study is the result of the initial assessment 
made by HQ AF'hICILGP that showed, based on workload capacity, either center could 
absorb the entire engine workload. hlr. Doneghy stressed the importance of the data 
certification requirement for all data generated as a result bf this study. This 
memorandum documents the progress made to date to complete the study. 

! 2. Team members: 

OFFICE DSN E-MAIL 

I OC-ALC: 
Mike Burch 
Larry Pullium 

. \  . ,  Mike Coonce 
<,-$ .-- Bob Bolinger 

Ken Brashers 
Gary Riche 

I 
I Maj Dwight Chase 

Roger Lozano 
Keith Dever 
Robert Roman 
Augie Marmolejo 
Capt Jeff Isom 
Reynoldo Espinosa 
Debbie Wilson 
Charlie DiPietro 
Linda Olivarez 
Boyce Marting 

I 
Renee Schroeder 
Beverly Russeau 

LPA 3Z-ffgz mburch@ocdisOl 
FRl 
LIP 
LPPE 336-241 1 bolinger@ocdisOl 
LPP 
LPP 

339, 7370 
3 3~ -3330 

LR 
LDTI 
LPPEB 
LPPEA 
W F  
m c  
mXPF 
FMPF 
TICR 
FlMPF 
FMXC 
FnlPF 
FMXC 



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-ALCICC and OC-ALCICC respectively, have been provided the options and 
assumptions for their re~iew. 

I 

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. 

. -- - . . -  
A .  . 

'"7 2. The SA-ALC and OC-*LC teams met by VTCN on 14 Dec to outline the study 
approach. I have 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 norkloads. 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 ~~orkloads for each center will be 
assembled. 

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 



Two vs One Engine Depot Study 3 Jan 9 
S U M M A R Y  

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 powel 
units, and engine start systems. 

12. The study options include: 

( a. Status Quo (provides the baseline to evaluate other options). 

I b. 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. 

I e. Maintain two engine depots but consolidate management responsibility at one center. 
a 

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

1 a. FY96 consolidation start with workload transfers complete in FYOI. 

b. Projected workload will be based on Mar 93 comps and adjusted for two-level maintenance 
if not included in the computation. C n)- TSL '3) 

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

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

Manager 
1 Tab 
Two vs One Engine Depot Study 
Options/Assumptions 

: CORM 
s r r r r  1768 ~ F ~ E V I O U S  EDITION WILL ms  USE^ 
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SCOPE: 

Two rs. One Engine Depot Study Options/Assumptions 

1. The scope of the project ~ $ 1 1  center on all current organic engine related narkloads 
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. 
c. 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 responsibiIity 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. 

i 
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 

i 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 competitions, DAIISA, and Fh1S workload will not be a factor in the study. 

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

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

11. Data must be certifiable per AF'hfC 21 Study. 

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

13. A modified form of the depot activation planning process. uill 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 hour15 days standard uork weeW2 shifts per day 
- 10 hour16 day surge work u7eek/2 shifts per day 

24. Both ALCs possess capabilities in all basiclcore 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 more. 

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

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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\ STAFF SUMMARY SHEET 

TO ACTION SIGNATURC (Sumamp), GRADE AND DATE 1 TO 

COORD 'lL? L 3 ~4 1 - -  .. 7 

M '- COORD . 

3 CD COORD - 8  

4 CC COORD - 9  

5 10 

SURNAME OF A C T I O N  OFFICER A N D  G R A D E  S Y M B O L  PHONE TYPIST'S SUSPENSE O A T €  
INITIALS 

Major Dwight Chase SA-ALC/LR 50441 dq 
SUBJECT D A T E  

Two vs One Engine Depot Study 3 Jan 94 
S U M M A R Y  

I 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. 

12. The study options include: 

( a. Status Quo (provides the baseline to evaluate other options). 

b. Consolidate all engine workload at one ALC. 

Consolidate all engine workload at a third ALC. 

d. 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: I 

1 a. FY96 consolidation stan with workload transfers complete in FYOI. 

I b. Projected workload will be based on Mar 93 comps and adjusted for two-level maintenance 
if not included in the computation. C h)- TSL ' 5 )  I 
I c. Future workload changes because of competitions, etc will no t  be included in the cost 
analysis. I 

14. Approve the study options and assumptions by signing Block 4 above. 
1 

1 Tab 
-4 

Two vs One Engine Depot Study 
Options/Assumptions 

$ 
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I r STAFF SUMMARY SHEET 

Two vs One Engine Depot Study 3 Jan 94 
S U M M A R Y  

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: 

I a. Status Quo (provides the baseline to evaluate other options). 

b. Consolidate all engine workload at one ALC. 

. Consolidate all engine workload at a third ALC. 

d. Maintain two engine depots but consolidate some component repair where cost effective. 

1 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: 

I a. FY96 consolidation start with workload transfers complete in FY01. 

RECOMMENDATION I - 

I 

14. Approve.the study options and-assumptions by signing Block 4 abave. 

b. Projected workload will be based on Mar 93 comps and adjusted for two-level maintenance 
if not included in the computation. ( a TSC ?> 

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

- - 1 Tab 

Two vs One Engine Depbt Study 
'-i Options/Assumptions 
i - 

- 
C C O R M  

SLP 1 4  1768 PRLVIOUI EOIT~ON " e r r  
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21-Jan-94 
Rev 5 

SCOPE: 

1. The scope of the project d l1  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. 
c. 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 u7here 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, LYLD, 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, futures, 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) wi l  be determined by the 
need for that equipment based upon available capability as assessed by the gaining 
center. 

8. Future competitions, DMISA, and FhlS workload will not be a factor in the study. 

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

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

11. Data must be certifiable per m I C  21 Study. 

It. This transfer study uill be independent 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. 

, 
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 N 01 completion. 
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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 hlar 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& days standard work weeW2 shifts per day 
- 10 hour16 day surge work u7eeW2 shifts per day 

24. Both ALCs possess capabilities in all basickore processes required for modern engine 
overhaul.   ow ever, each center possesses varying levels of technology within these 
processes. 

25. There nil1 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. 
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1 .  THE FOLLOWIATG IS REQUIRED AS FOLLOW-ON TO THE 
HQ AnICLGP ISSbE PAPER "ENGmJE DEPOT W T E N A A T C E  CENTERS" 
DATED 4 NOV 93 AND AS DIRZCTED AT THE T&E HORilONS 93  16-1 7 NOV 
AT EGLIN &By FL. THE RESULTS OF THE REFERESCED LGP ISSUE PAPER 
ARE COMPLETED AS THEY APPLY TO WORKLOAD AND AVAILABLE 
M m O m S .  H O \ % m k  DETAILED ANALYSIS NOW NEEDS TO BE APPLIED 
TO SUCH BED DO\\%! FACTORS AS FACILITIES, E Q W m N T ,  PECUIXR 
CAPABILITIES, RELATED COSTS AND BEAXFITAUSK *NALYSIS. 

2. THE STUDY WILL BE A JOINT EFFORT BETWEEN HQ AFAlCLGP, 
OC-ALC, SA-MC IL\D THE PROPULSION PGM. AN INTEGRATED PRODUCT 
TEAM ImL BE ESTABLISHED AS REFERENCED BELOW TO PERFORAI THE 
STUDY USING THE CHARTER ABOVE. 

REPRESENTA7II.Z 
. SA-ALCLR : PROPULSION PGAI ( C W )  W n j  4 f- a Se CQGJ 

. . LPP 

. . /LPR 

.. LDT 

. . LDP 

- ESTABLISH BASIC CHARTER & IPT - 
- ESTABLISH IPD MEMBERS - 
- 1 ST VTC MEEThTG/DSCUSS - 

CHARTEK APPROACH & ACTION 
- I ST DRAFT REPORT - 

. - FINAL REPORT TO HQ AFMCLG - 

2 DEC 92 
3 DEC 93 
6-10 DEC 93 
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4 NOV 93 

ISSUE PAPER 

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 maintenznce 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 t h e  total future engine depot 
maintenance requirement. The study looked at FY87 ihrough FY98 engine workload c) and capability figures submitted by the  two centers involved (see Table 1 ). The 
highest annual workloads accomplished at each center durinc 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 5,091 K DPSH for SA-ALC. - 
While it is possible that additional capability could be achieved, these figures 
represent the largest demonstrated-capability. Stzndard planning factors were 
applied in the analysis summarized in Tables 2 & 3 which portray t h e  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-hrl6-day surge work week. 

3. FINDINGS: Study findings indl6ate: 

a. It would be unreasonable to consider consolidating engine workloads at either 
center if t he  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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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 shifts. 

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

I 
a. Limitations associated with Option I of the infrastructure study restricted this 

analysis to consider only the projected Air Force and interservice engine workloads 
currentlv conducted at these depots. Additional engine !vorkloads 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. 

I 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 oihenvise 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, virlually 
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 sopport for unpiedicted 
futuie 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 fully implements the Two Levels of Maintenance (2LM) initiative and centralizes 
its jet engine intermediate mainteq4nce(JEIM) capability from the operational units. 
These two depots are currently planned to provide the majority of primary and 
secondary 2LM JElM 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 4 

of many potential options still to be considered during the current infrastructure 4 

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 

3 . 
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 I benefit 
issues as part of future infrastructure study options. 

1 Atch 
Tables 1 - 3 
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TABLE 1 
TOTAL ENGINE WORKLOAD AND CAPABILITY (DPSH 000) 

ENGINE WORKLOAD 4.974 3,875 4.183 3,658 3,020 2.703 2.019 2.471 2.289 2.147 2.056 2.083 
PEAKCAPABILIW-] 4,974 4,974 4,974 4.974 4,974 4.974 4,974 4,974 4,974 4,974 4,974 
% OF CAPABILITY 100% 78% 84% 74% 61% .56% 4 1% 50% 46% 43% 4 1 % 42% 

SA-ALC 
ENGINE WORKLOAD 3,848 4,835 1 4,848 4,237. 3,984 3.653 3,904 4.304 4,455 4.286 4.1 12 

PEAKCAPABILIW 5,091 5.0911-97 5,091 5,091 5,091 5,091 5,091 5,091 5,091 5,091 5,091 
X OF CAPABlLlN 76% 95% 100% 95% 83% 78% 72% 77% 85% 08% 84% 8 1 % 

TOTAL 
ENGINEWORKLOAD 8,822 8,710 9,274 8,506 7,257 6,767 5,672 6,375 6,593 6,602 6.342 6.195 

PEAK CAPABILITY 10,065 10,065 10,065 10,065 10.065 10,065 10,065 10.065 10,065 10,065 10.065 10,065 
% OF CAPABILITY 88% 07% 92% 85% 72% 67% 56% 63% Ma/, 66% 63% 62% 

-as 

TABLE 2 
SCENARIO: ALL ENGINES TO OC (DPSH 000) 

ENGINE WORKLOAD 8,822 8.710 9,274 8,506 7,257 6,767 5,672 6,375 6.593 6.602 6,342 6.195 
; PEAK CAPABILITY 4,974 4,974 4,974 4,974 4,974 4,974 4,974 4,974 4,974 4.974 4.974 4.974 

%OFCAPABILITY 177% 175% 186% 171% 146% 136% 114% 128% 133% 133% 128% 125% 
. 2SHlfTCAPABlLlN 9,600 9,600 9,600 9,600 9,600 9,600 9,600 9,600.. 9,600 9,600 9.600 9.600 

2 SHIFT % OF CAPABlLlN 92% 91% 97% 89% 76% 7 O"/! 59% 66% 69% 69% 66% 65% 
WAR TlME WORKLOAD 16,585 16.375 17.435 15,991 13,643 12,722 10,663 1 1.985 12.395 12.4 12 1 1,923 1 1.647 
WAR TIME CAPABlLlN 15,360 15.360 15,360 15,360 15,360 15.360 15,360 -1 5.360 15,360 15.360 15,360 15.360 

WAR % OF CAPABlLlW 108% 107% 114% ' 104% 89% 83% 69% 78% 81°/o 8 1 % 78% 76% 

TABLE 3 
ISCENARIO: ALL ENGINES TO SA (DPSH 000) I 

I ENGINE WORKLOAD 8.822 8.710 9.274 8,506 7,257 6,767 5,672 6,375 6,593 6,602 6,342 
PEAK CAPABILITY 5,091 5.091 5,091 5,091 5.091 5.091 5,091 5,091 5,091 5.091 5,091 6v195~ 5,091 I 

2 SHIFT % OF CAPADlLlN 90% 89% 94"/, 87% 74% 69"A 58% 65% 67% 67% 65% 
WAR TlME WORKLOAD 16.585 16,375 17,435 15,99 1 13.643 12.722 10,663 1 1,905 12,395 12.4 12 1 1,923 1 1,647 ' 

WAR  ME CAPABILIN 15,721 15,721 15,721 15,721 15,721 15.721 15.721 15,721 15.721 15,721 15.721 15.721 
WAR % OF CAPABILITY 105% 104% 1 1 1 %  102% 87% 8 1 % 68% 76% 79% 79% 76% 74% 

i 
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DISCC'SSION ITE.11 
ON 

ESGL'SX DEPOT COXSOLIDATION ( 4 
1. BJSCUSSJON O F  TOPIC: A study was conducted to determine the cost and benefit 
of consolidating engine depot maintenance that is currently accomplished a t  SA-ALC and 
OC-ALC. 

2. RELEVAYT FACTS: Depot maintenance on engines and related components is 
conducted at two -4LCs. .is 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 alternatires for consolidating component repair. 
The FY 96 projected 1vorJdoad and the FY 01 b3ID n-as used to estimate the manpower 
inrolred in the move. Four major cost categories were definatized: Jlilitary 
Construction OIILCOh2, 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 \\.as performed against each scenario and the COBRA model 
was run  using .Air Force standards. Facility and equipment data were gathered from 

-7 .-. 
,i- 2.1 

United States Air Force Real Property Inyentory Change Report, (AR)7115, and the 

. . 9 a 1 7  Depot maintenance Equipment List, and site surveys performed a t  both S.4-ALC 
&& 
L-.:~ and OC-ALC for the purpose of data ralidation and process assessmerlt. Engineering 

estimates were developed and were determined to  be ralid assessments. For the purposes 
of this study, the "third" .4LC was identified as WR-ALC and the assumption n7as made 
that none of the engine processes and facilities a re  available but that  adequate industrial 
equipment is availabIe at that site. 

a. This study validated that both S.4-.4LC and OC-clLC 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 o r  management only exceeds 101 years. The costs of consolidation were 
computed as: 

TO SX-ALC TO oc-AK 
Depot Maintenance & 

T E n m L A W  
$266.831 $365.733 $1,139.831* 

Management 

Management OnIy $63.931 $ 7 6 . S I  

*The third ALC costs a re  estimates. Due to  time constraints and sensitir-ity, no 
'. - A  . . site  isit its were made to \;R-ALC. 

For Otficial Use On!y 
Infrastructure Sensitive 

I ' C - .  - 



For C!Ccial Use Only 
Ir.!ras:ructute lensil ive 

c. hlILCON costs required for consolidation of engine depot maintenance at either 
SA-ALC ($10.21f) or OC-.4LC (SS.7.1Q are relatively insignificant. The 3lILCON at the 
third .4LC was estimated zt $474.0.11. 

d. Equipment transfer consisted primarily of peculiar equipment rrith only a minirnal 
amount required to espand existing capabilities in order to accommodate the \vorkload 
increase. The estimated equipmerlt transfer cost to  consolidate the \vorkIoad at  SA-ALC 
was $35.S33, a t  OC-.4LC was $54.631, and at  WR-ALC was $112.5)1. 

e. Manporver was the largest cost d r i ~ e r  in any scenario. Standard COBRA model 
assumptions (transfers versus retirementslseparations) were used to compute severance 
pay, new hire costs, morement of household goods, and relocation costs. The resulting 
cost estimate to consolidate workload a t  SX-XLC \\.as $161.531, a t  OC-.ILC was 
$238.611, and a t  TIVR-ALC as $315.431. 

f. One time costs were calculated for consolidation of u.orkIoad a t  SA-ALC as $59.331, 
for OC-.&LC as $63.813, and to \VR-.KLC as $107.931. 

g. Risk \{.as assessed on the basis of f i ~ e  categories and probability of occurrence: 
wartime support, peacetime surge, skill base erosion, ~ulnerability, and cornpetitireness. 
The overall risk associated with consolidation of depot repair and management is very 
high with the major factor being skill base erosion. 

( , . - $  - .- 
&? *.- 4. COSCT,USIOS: This study clearly indicates the consolidation of depot repair and 

management, or even management only, is not cost effectire. Further study will be 
necessary to determine whether there is reasonabIe payback associated with the 
consolidation of component repair. 

5. RECOmIEh%ATIOT: Retain engine depot repair capability and management a t  
SA-ALC and O C - U C .  

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

.- - .... .. .- . .- ; , - -  .-. , &: i l  - . _. , SA-ALC Senior Re~ienaer 2..  - , . - . - . - ..- ----.J-..-.. , . . ,  . . . . I  7 - 

OC-ALC Senior Re~iewer 
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DEPARTIAENT OF THE AIR fORCE 
HEADQ'JARTERS OGDEN AIR LoGIsncs CENTER (AFMC) 

HILL AIR FORCE BASE, UTAH 

haEh.IORANDUhi FOR SA-ALC/IaR 
ATTENTION: hlaj Chase 

FROM: 0 0 - A L G W  
7981 Georgia Street 
Hill AFB, UT 84056-5824 

SUBJECT: AFMC 21 St-~dy Discussion Item, Engine Dcyot Consolidation - 

1. The Ogden ALC AFhlC 21 team hzs rebiewed the subject paper and does not concur with it 
PS written. It is likely thet our concerns, detailed in the subscqucnt paragraphs, were considered 
during the analysis proccss and may be zvu'lzblc in the subject feasibility paper, discussion briefing 
charts, or bn'efing notes tast were not pro\idod for ou r  review. Jt is important to provide the 
relevant points in he diswssion peper to eliminate possible questions frorn ihc rcaders mind. 

a. The discussion item paper does not identify the delta differencc bcnveen the equipment 
and facilities required et each of the respecthtc ccrrtcrs. - 

; .' --I (1) While pertigraph 3c does indicate the MILCON costs t o  be insignificant, it is not 
t>: , .: 
t&.& 

clear what modifications arc required io move the workload, i.e. is it necessary t o  build an 
T;' 

.v addition on to a building, mod@ existing facilities, change process lines, or add cepebility. 

(2) What 1t .a  the purpose in selecting IVR-ALC for the third possible site? Would it 
have not been beneficial to have selected a center thzt has excess industrial facility and eaghe test 
cell capability to minimize the MILCON rcquired? 

b. The commonalty between engines has increased through the yean with thc engines used 
in the new weapon systems, B-2, B- I, P- 16, F- 1 5, bcing very common. Due to the commonalty 
between the engines it would appear the rcpzir prousscs, equipment (other than fixtures), and 
tools could be shared rather t h ~ 7  trans%&. It is not dear in tile discussion paper that the 
commonalty between the systems wit8 used to reduce the equipment transfer cost. Paragraph 3d 
indicates that only a mirirnal amount of thc peculiar equipment was rcquired to be transferred to 
cacl~ of tlw centers to bring the resycctivc cngine processes on line. lowever, it does not stclte 
tha t  only quipmen[ required to provide fill: capability will be transferred pad h a t  that equipment 
was identified based on the a~.ailability of existing in-place equipment d the green center. Nor 
docs it state what would be done uilh the othef engine equipment, i.e. disposal, trensfer to a 
second source ofrepair dcpot. 



- - c. Thc discussion peper does not discuss the impact of two le11el engine maintenance on rhc 
depot requirements nor does it indicete the impact ules considered during the analysis. This 
impact is likely to be realized in thc c3?mplcted repair requirements of the nmlcr weapon system 
engines, R-1, R-2, F-16, F-15, ss rl~cse engines 2re modular in nature and the modulsr 
components can be replecd at the two level repair site. Recommend the  imprlct of two level 
maintenance be discussed m d  tllc pofc111i?.l itnpact on the size of depot level engine fxcility 
requirement as a result of z.8~ two level mfiinrcnence he provided in the discussion i tan or 
feasibility paper. 

d. With the r e d u d  ~vorklo~d, \yes considcratiot~ given to ihe possible benefits to  be 
derived by establishing one engine repair depot for the ncwcr engines end contracting out the 
older engines or some other like scenario. This cffolt should rcduce the consolidation w s t  and 
provide private industry with workload for which they so desire. 

e. 155th the commondty between the engines, I S I Y ~  is thc conccrn so great over loss of 
skills. \J.?th like type work 2t each center, it would seem thet t!!e bzse of experienced personnel 
with basic engine skills bare n~ould be evaileble at either ~ R S C .  

f. Discussion item pzpeis rre ro provide a synopsis ofthe results of the 1.clcvant points 
obtained through completing a fe-sibiliry study. The guidance provided by tho M33C 21 Study 
group to us in the development of our discussion papers was that the discussion itcms did not 
include my rnorc tharl thc bottom linc COIL. Detailed wsts  are to be documented in thc peper snd 
those cost were to reflect only the costs related to equipment @urchesc o r  transfer), hmCON 
(new or add alter), a d  red eslele. The total of those three costs arc what is provided in the 

- -'\ 
i . .: 1 discussion paper fiilure to follow the san-le pidclincs of previously written papers will necessitate 

the ra+rritc of each paper to ensue ezch pzper is vicwcd in perspective and the costs providcd 
k:?> 
4.$ include the same elements. The other finencid costs will be reflected in the COBRA model end 

bc included in the cost reports extrzcted fiorn the model. 

2. POC is Philip Paskctt, 00-ALWh-IPC, DSN 458-1 127. 

~4 Business Enhancement Division 
Financial Management Direct orate 







1 129th Rescue Group 

el29 RG consist of 800 personnel 
-- 200 Pull 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 alo11g the northeastern zone of the 

flight line occupying facilities predominantly used by 940 ARW. 











162 CCG 1 149 CCSq 

*162nd / 149th consist of 230 personnel 

-- 40 Full Time 

.Mission: 
-- 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, operational and 

antenna farm activities. 




	1.pdf
	1-2.pdf

