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DISCUSSION ITEIL'I. 
ON 

ENGINE DEPOT CONSOLIDATION 

1. DISCUSSION O F  TOPIC: A study was conducted to'determine the cost and benefit 
of consolidating engine depot maintenance that  is now performed a t  SA-ALC and OC- 
ALC. 

2. RELEVANT FACTS: Depot maintenance on engmes and related components is 
conducted a t  two ALCs. As the force structure is reduced, both of these depots have 
excess capacity. 7 3 ~ s  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 a t  a third A Z C ,  an option to relocate the 
management function only at  one ALC and to identxfy and evaluate alternatives for 
consolidating component repair. The FY96 projected workload and the F Y O l  Unit 
Manning Document was used to estimate the manpower involved in  the.move. Four 
major cost categories were defirutized: hlihtary Construction (hlILCON), equipment 
transfer, manpower and one-time costs such as red center shop floor vacate, green center 
shop rearrangement, minor construction, prototyping, process quahfication, transition 
support, and a 20% contingency factor for hidden costs. In addition, a risk assessment 
was performed against each scena-rio. The Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBR-4) 
model was run using Prlr Force standards. Facdity and  equipment data were gathered Bra, from United States -4F Real  Property Inventory Change Report, (.4R)7115, and the GO17 
Depot Maintenance Equipment List. Site sumeys performed a t  both SA-ALC aad OC- 
XLC for the purpose of data validation and process assessment. Engineering estimates 
were developed and Kere determined to  be vabd assessments. For the purposes of the 
study, the " t h u d  ALC was identitied as \.P?i--%C and the assumption was made that  
none of the engine processes and fachbes  are available, but tha t  adequate industrial 
equipment is a v d a b l e  a t  tha t  site. 

a. The study v a h d a ~ e d  that both S-4-ALC and OC-.4LC possess capab~lit ies in all of the 
core processes required for modern e n , ~ e  overhaul. 

b. The payback for aU sc2nalios rda t2J  to 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 hlaintenance S: hlanager~lent  S2GG.8iM $365.7M $1,139.8&1* 

Management Only S 63.551 $ 76.531 

* Third ALC costs are estimates. Due to time constraints and sensitivity, no site 
visits were made to \'ITR-ALC. 
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c.  MILCON costs required for consohdation of e n a n e  depot maintenance at either SA- 
ALC ($10.2hl) or OC--4LC (S8.7M) are  relatively i n s i N c a n t .  The  MILCON cost a t  a 
third ALC was  estimated to be $374.0>1. 

d. Equipment transfer consisted primarily of peculiar equipment with only a minimal 
amount  required to expand existing capabilities in order to accommodate the  workload 
increase. The  estimated total equipment transfer cost to consolidate the  workload a t  
SA-ALC was $35.831, a t  OC-ALC was $54.631 and a t  a JVR-ALC was $1 12.5h.Z. 

e. Manpower was  the largest cost driver of any scenario. Standard C013K4 model 
assumptions (transfers versus retirements/separations) were used to  compute severance 
pay, new hire costs, movement of household goods and relocation costs. The resulting 
cost est imate to consolidate a t  SA--4LC was $161.5M, a t  OC-ALC was $238.6M and at 
\?-,.cVIC as $445.4\1. 

f. One-time costs were calculated for consolidation of workload at SA-ALC as S59.3M, at 
OC--4LC as $63.831 and a t  W-,4LC as $107.9M. 

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

u 4.  CQNCLUSI0.X: This study clearly inchcates the consolidation of depot repair  and 
m a n a ~ e m e n t ,  or even management o d y ,  is not cost effectivz. Further s tudy pldl be 
necessary to determine whether there is reasonable payback associated with the  
consoLidation of component repair. 

5. RECO&lhIEKD-4TIOS: Retain en,*e depot repair  c a p a b h t y  and management a t  
SA-,CC and OC-.XC. 

6. CERTTFICATIOS: I certify t ha t  this d o r m a t i o n  is correct and accurate t o  the best 
of my knowledge and  belief. 

STUDS GROUP CHAIRED 
ORIGINATOR (OPR) BY SA-ALCILR* D-4TE 

OC-ALC REVIEJJ'ER hITCHAEL BI.JRCH&PAhI* DATE 2'2 Feb 94 

SA--4LC REVIEkVER ROBERT C-4STOREN*WMPF* D.4TE 17 Feb 93 

. * See signatures on original FeasibiLty Study.  
r -  s ,  -.* 
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FEASIBILITY STUDY 
O N  

ENGINE DEPOT CONSOLIDATION 

I.  ISSUE: Conduct a study to determine feaslbihty and estimate costs of 
consolidating th;: AF'bfC en,gine depot maintenance workloads now performed a t  
S,4-,9LC and OC-.4LC a t  a single en,gine depot. The study was  e q a n d e d  to three 
separate scenarios: consolidation of depot maintenance and management a t  
SA-ALC, OC-ALC or a t h u d  ALC; consolidation of management only at S,4.,4LC or 

OC-ALC, and consolidation of en,gi.ne component workloads. 

2. STUDY METHODOLOGY: The study was based on a SA-ALC and OC-ALC 
. coordinated set  of assumptions (Atch 1). Four major cost categories were 

deh i t i zed :  Military Construction CiLIILCON), equipment transfer, manpower and 
one-time costs (detad is provided in briefbg c h m  at Atch 2). In addition, a risk 
assessment was performed against each scenario and the COBRA model was run 
(products at Atch 3) using Air Force (+V) standards. Facility and equipment data  
were gathered h o r n  United States A F  Real Property Inventory Change Report, 
(AR)7115, a n d  the GO17 Depot blaintenance Equipment List, as well as, site 
surveys performed at  both SA-.&LC and OC-&C for the purpose of data vaLdation 
and process assessment. Engineering estimates were developed and  were 

kgmad determined to be vaLd assessments Only current -91 data  was available from 
the Defense Logm-ics Agency OL.4) and was u thzed  as provided by tha t  source. 
For  the purposes of the study, the "third" -%LC was identified a s  llTL-XLC and the 
assumption was made tha t  none of the engine processes and facilities a re  available, 
b u t  tha t  adequate industrial equipment is avadable at tha t  site. If the third center 
were determined to be elsewhere, costs would be W e r e n t  due to the different 
regional factors and movement &stances. The SA-ALC workload hours de\late 
from the HQ 1LFlIC h lxch  1993 workload review baseline because those numbers 
could no t  be validated. The hours used were those that could be supported based 
upon the same workload reblew. 

3. FINDISGS: 

a. The study ~ .a l ida ted  that  both S.q-.<C and OC-ALC possess cnpabihties in all 
of the core processes required for modem engine overhaul, but  that each center 
possesses varymg levels of technologies within these processes. 

b. The payback for all scenarios related to consolidation of depot maintenance 
and management  or management only exceeds 10 1 years. The costs of 
consolidation were conlputed as  (see Atch 2 ,  charts J and P): 

For Official Use Only 
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TO S.4-ALC TO OC-ALC TO THIRD ALC 

Depot Maintenance & hianagement S266.SIbZ $365.7M $1,139.6M* 

* Third ALC costs are estimates. Due to time constraints a n d  sensitibity, n o  
si te  visits were made to FVR-ALC. 

c. MILCON costs required for consolidation of engine depot maintenance a t  
either S,4-,4LC (S10.211f) or O C - - X C  (S8.7kl) are relatively ins igd5can t .  For both 
MLCs, the  primary cost'driver is the requirement to renovate existing test  cells to 
accommodate the other center's workload. The hIILCON cost a t  a th i rd  ALC was 
estimated to be S-l'i4-Oh1, includmg a f a d t y  for engine management  personnel (see 

- Atch 2, charts J-1 through 5-9). 

d. Equipment transfer consisted primarily of peculiar equipment with only a 
minimal amount  required to expand existing capabihties in order to accommodate 
the workload increase. Transfer of Depot Maintenance Supply Center (DbISC) and 
DLA warehouse inventories are included in this  category. Depot maintenance 
equipment and DklSC inventory transportation were computed us ing replacement 
cost and &stance, bu t  the  cost to  move the warehouse inventory was  computed by 
D M  based upon estimated trucliloadj and &stance. The  estimated total 
equipment transfer cost to consolidate ths  workload at SA-ALC was $33.8M, at  
OC-ALC was $54.6M and at a WR-.%C was S112.5M (see -4tch 2. charts J-10 and 
J- 11). 

e. Manpower was the largest cost dmver of any scenario. The  s tandard  COBRA 
model assumption that 60 percent (9; )  of the workforce would move mith the 
workload was  used to compute severance pay,  new h i re  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 est imate to consolidate a t  
SA-ALC was $161.5M, a t  OC--4LC was $:!38.6M and a t  FVX-ALC a s  3445.4PIi. The 
total cost of manpower impacts were insensitive to adjustments made in the  
percent age of people transferring versus s?p arating or retiring. The  COBRA model 
was run using both 40% and  80% transfers. The total manpower costs dtd not 
s i g d i c a n t l y  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 current l '  used in AFhfC 2 1 exercises. Adchtional 
scenarios were set a t  10, 15 and 20 percent of personnel eliminations for non-Depot 
Maintenance Business A r e a  direct labor. The cost of eLiminating personnel is  
almost equal to the cost of moving them. Payback is stdl exceeds 10 1 years 
(Atch 4). 
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f. One-time costs included "red" center shop floor vacate costs and "green" center 
shop rearrangement ( includng admimstrative rearrangement for consolidation of 
management), minor construction, prototyping and  process quaJJiication 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  mcreased production prior to the workload transfer to 
min imize impacts on customer support. These costs totaled $59.3M moving to SA- 
i l L C ,  $63.8M to OC-ALC, and $107.9hI to t he  thud ALC. Costs associated with 
consolidation of management at  SA4--3iLC was $.1M and,  at OC-ALC, was  $.2M. For 
the  t h u d  ALC option, "green" center facilities-related costs were addressed by 
MILCON, bu t  all remaining cost elements applied (see Atch 2 ,  charts J- 12 through 
5-30). 

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

h. Potential candidates for component consolidation were ident&ed, bu t  were 
not studied i4-depth. Fur the r  study nlll 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  c a p a b h t y  to surge depot repair  will be limited after consolidation. 
The gaining center will operate during peacetime on a full 5-day, 2-shift basis. The 
wartime requirement will be a 7-day, 3-shift operation with no slack available for 
unplanned requirements. 

(2) A single depot repair actikity increases t h e  vulnerability of the AF to 
na tu ra l  cbsasters or acts of war. By consolidating Two Level engmes, t h e  At? will 
have a single point maintenance capability. A n y  act of God or war t ha t  disrupts t he  
depot operations --ill quickly ground the force. There will not be timely fall back 
capabibty avadable. Contract repair is possible, but  would require at  l eas t  s i x  
months  lead-time based on the experience of the fire at Tinker AFB in 1985. 

(3) U: the en,we d e ~ o t s  a re  consolidated, AFhIC will be unable to  compete for 
engine workload and the  losing depot ~ 4 . l  not  be competitive for any workload. 

4 This workload represents 38% of the work a t  OC-ALC and 41% of the work a t  
: :<,> 
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SA-.&C. The gaining depot m i l l  be consunled by the requirement to  transfer work, 
hire and training 40% of the workforce, and produce quaJity engines on time. There 
%ill be no c a p a b i h t ~  to bid and perform on additional new engine work. 

(4) At the losing A L C ,  the impact on the local community will be s i g d i c a n t  
(annual impact of approximately $510hI to San Antonio and  $260M to Oklahoma 
City) . 

b. Consolidate Management only 

(1) Collocation of depot repair and materiel maoagement functions is a long 
held management principle in A.FTvIC. Collocation provides the opportunity for 
integration of engineering a+d maintenance with requirements and contracting. 
This integrated team pre-dated the Lnteg-rated Weapon System Management 
philosophy, but corresponds exactly to the c u r r e n t d e h t i o n  of an integrated 
product team. By moving management, we will lose the integration and its 
benefits. 

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

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

6 .  CERTIFIC_4TIOS: I cerkfy tha t  this information is correct and accurate t o  the 
besfi of my h ~ l e d g e  and belief. 

4 Atch 
1. Assumptions 
2. B r i e h g  Charts 
3. COBRA Model Runs 
4. Sensitivity Analysis 

ORIGINATOR (OPR) DATE 

OC-ALC RE\"IEbVE DATE - 2- 22 - PC/ 

-... &- ' SA-ALC REVIEIiB 
/ DATE ( 7<=- ~4 
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OC-ALC PRIMARY TEAM MEMBERS Z 
NAME GRADE/RANK OFFICE 

MIKE BURCH GM-14 LPAM 

LARRY PULLIAM 

WAYNE COGBURN 

JOHN McKEE 

GENE LEITERMAN 

MIKE BLASDEL 

HERBEFITBARRINGER GM-13 

GRIZELDA LOY-KRAFT GS-12 

GREG HUGHES 

STEVE BOUSE 

DAVID GOSS 

ELAINE PATTERSON GS-I I 

FMPBW 

FMPSC 

FMPSC 

LPPES 

LPPES 

LPPNP 

LPPNP 

TIPEE 
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1- - SA-ALC PRIMARY TEAM MEMBERS 
NAME GRADEIRANK OFFICE 

BOB CASTORENA 

DEBORAH WILSON GS-13 

KARTIK SAHA 

RICHARD PEARSON 

BEVERLY RUSSEAU 

JEFF ISOM 

ROGER LOZANO 

ROBERT ROMAN 

KEITH DEVER 

JERRY T U R N E R  

CHARLES DePlETRO 

DIANE SOWELL 

CAPT 

FMPF 

FMPF 

FMPF 

FMPF 

FMXC 

FMXC 

LDTi 

LPPEA 

LPPEB 

TIMCE 

DDST 
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ENGINE DEPOT CONSOLIDATION ' , 

ASSUMPTIONS 

SCOPE; 

1. The scope of t h s  project wzU center on all current organic engine related 
workloads includmg: turbofan and turboprop jet engines, gas turbine engines, and 
associated engine commo&ties and accessories (including engine core, blades, 
vanes, fuel controls, etc.). 

2.  All management functions, to include system program management, resource 
management, procurement and general management will relocate or be eliminated - dependmg upon the gaining center's capacity. Related functions in LD51, TI, EM, 
DP, SC,  LG, DL4, etc., d also relocate. 

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

4. A complete (100%) transfer of engine and related w o r ~ o a d s  between centers will 
occur. 

5 .  A complete (100%) transfer of peculiar tooling, £i--xtures, and other non-capital 
equipment which dxectly supports engine and related workloads between centers 
wdl occur. hluld-purpose equipment required for other workloads d remain at 
the original depot. 

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

7 .  Future competitions, Depot hlaintenance In te r sen ice  Support Agreed?$.ps 
@&DSAs), and Foreign blihtary Sales (nlS) workload will not be a factor in the 
study. 

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

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

10. Data must  be certdiable per h Force Materiel Command (AFMC) 21  Study. 

11. This transfer s tudy \\-ill be independent  of all other esercises. 
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12.' A mocbfied f o r b  of the depot activation planning process udl be used to 
perform the assessment. 

13. Environmental clean-up costs d not be included. These costs will be incurred 
regardless of t h e  reahgnment decision. 

COST: 

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

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

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

17. Existing Military Construction (NILCON) projects will be funded and 
accomplished on schedule. 

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

SCHEDULE: 

19. The time schedule for transfer: EY96 s tar t  to FYO]. completion. 

20. Workload Retiew of March 1993 m i l l  be used in this exercise. Computations 
will be adjusted f o r  2IA1 if i t  was not included in the March 1993 review. 

2 1. hlanpower is based upon F Y O  1 authorizations. 

22. Surge requirements: 

- 88% wartime surge requirement factor 
- 1.8 wartime surge capability factor 
- 7% degradation factor for second sh_zft operation 
- 8-hourf5-day standard work weeldtwo shifts per day 
- 10-hour/6-day surge work weeutwo shifts per day 
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23. Both ALCs possess c a p a b h n e s  la all basidcote processes required for modem 
engine overhaul. However, each center possesses varying levels of technology 
wi th in  these processes. 

21. There will be n o  additional Interim Contractor Support (ICS) workload 
generated by the move. 

25. Moving specific workload to a contractor ~1.11 not be considered as an option. 
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BACKGROUND 

* AFMC 21 STUDY 

FALL HORIZONS 

- CC TASKING 

PPGM STUDY 
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OVERVIEW * 

CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT 

- AT SA-ALC OR OC-ALC OR THIRD ALC 

CONSOLIDATE MANAGEMENT ONLY 

- AT SA-ALC OR OC-ALC 

CONSOLIDATE COMPONENT REPAIR 
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METHODOLOGY 

WORKLOAD ESTIMATES 

- FY96 WORKLOAD (FY93 REVIEW) 
- FYOI MANAGEMENT U M D  

ENGINEERING ESTIMATES 

- SITE VISITS 
- PROCESS ASSESSMENT 

COST ESTIMATES 

- AFMC 21 COMPLIANT 

RISK ASSESSMENT 
FOn OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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ASSUMPTIONS 
(CONT) 

COSTS EXPRESSED IN FY94 DOLLARS 

EXISTING ENGINE-RELATED MILCON PROJECTS 
CONSIDERED 

FUTURE COMPETITIONS/DMISAs NOT CONSIDERED 

NO SECOND SOURCES OF REPAIR 

COST TO VACATE FACILITY INCLUDED 
(EXCEPT ENVIRONMENTAL) 

STUDY IS INDEPENDENT OF AFMC 21 OPTIONS 

DATA MUST BE CERTIFIABLE PER AFMC 21 
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RISK ASSESSMENT 

PROBABILITY 

LITTLE 

NOT LIKELY 

LI KELY 

V E R Y  LIKELY 

1 M PACT 

SIGNIFICANT S E V E R E  
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LOW 

LOW 

LOW 

MODERATE 

MODERATE 

HIGH 

HIGH 

HIGH 

VERY HIGH 



RISK ASSESSMENT 

CATEGORY PROBABILITY 

WARTIME SUPPORT 

PEACETIME SURGE 

NOT LIKELY 

VERY LIKELY 

SKILL BASE EROSION VERY LIKELY 

VULNERABILITY NOT LIKELY 

COMPETITIVENESS LIKELY 
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'2 
1- - 
I 
r 
L 
I 

k- 
'&I 
'La 
' r i  (FY96 = DPSH x 1000) 

SA-ALC TOTAL 
1.1 
17 I OC-ALC 

E N G I N E S  

MODULES 

EXCHANGEABLES 

GTEs 

TOTAL 
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(DPSH x 1000) 

FOR O F F I C ~  ' ~ ~ E ~ ~ , ~ y E  
I N F R A S T R U C  

FY96 JET ENGI~E WORKLOAD 
OH 2LM OH 2LM 
QTY QTY DPSH DPSH 

OC-ALC 

TF30 

TF33 

F1OI 

F108 

F110 

F118 

SUBTOTAL 

S A-A LC 

F1o0 

7.56 

TF39 

SUBTOTAL 

TOTAL 534 2405 562 1835 
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FY96 WORKLOAD CHANGES 
FROM BASELINE 

WORKLOAD SOR 

'I' 
1- - 
I 

+/- DPSH 
-1 

T56 ENGINE (NAVY) 

T56 GEARBOX (FROM CONTRACT) 

SA-ALC 180,000+ I-il 

I 
I 
I 

S A-A LC 114,000+ ,-I 

,-I 

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

PATRIOT ENGINE & AGPU 

TOTAL 

SA-ALC 

FOR OFFlClAL USE ONLY 
INFRASTFLUCTUI3E SENSITIVE 





FOR OFFlCl E ONLY 
EN SlTlVE 

SA-ALC MANAGED ENGINES 
I 

TOTAL TOTAL 
ENGINE INVENTORY ENGINE INVENTORY 

TOTAL 
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CO-NSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT F 
DESCRIPTION 

1x1 

OC-ALC SA-ALC TOTAL l_l_l 

INDUSTRIAL SPACE (SF) 1.4M 2.1 M 3.5M 

OFFICE SPACE (SF) 

EQUIPMENT 

MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL* 

DIRECT 

OVERHEAD 

MANAGEMENT PERSONNEL* 

OTHER SUPPORT 

TOTAL PERSONNEL* 

* FYOl UMD FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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MANPOWER SUMMARY 
OC-ALC 

AUTH 
SA-ALC 

AUTH 

MANAGEMENT (O&M/COD) 

PRODUCTION (DMBA) 

CLSS (O&M) 

STAFF & SUPPORT (O&M/COD) 

BOS (ABG) 

MEDICAL/GDIP/>0000(R 

DLA MANPOWER 

TOTAL 

'I' 
I_ - - 
I 
r 
L 
I 

FOn OFFlClAL USE ONLY 
INF IIASTRUCTUIIE SENSITIVE 



FOR OFF1 ' I S E  ONLY 
INFf IASTRU SEN StTIVE 

MANPOWER DETAIL 
r 
'il CONSOLIDATE ENGINE MANAGEMENT 

OC-ALC SA-ALC 
AUTH AUTH 

MANAGEMENT (O&M/COD) 

- SYSTEM PROGRAM MANAGMENT 

- CONTRACTING 

- COMPETITION ADVOCATE 

- CEMS 

TOTAL 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
1NFllASTnUCTURE SENSITIVE 





CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR 
AUTH AUTH AUTH 

OVERHEAD DIRECT TOTAL 

PRODUCTION (DMBA) 

- ENGINES PRODUCTION 

(LPW 

- COMMODITIES PRODUCTION 

(LDT) 

- SOFTWARE SUPPORT (TIS) 

- OTHER DMBA SUPPORT 

(EM, FM, LG & TI) 

TOTAL 

FOR OFFIClAL USE ONLY 
INFRASTnUCTlJI1E SENSITIVE 



FOR OFFlClA SE ONLY 
INFn A S T n U C T r  ENSITIVE 

I 

CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT ? 
($ MILLION) 

OC-ALC SA-ALC THIRDALC $: 

EQUIPMENT TRANSFER 

MANPOWER 

ONE-TIME 

TOTAL 

PAY BACK (YEARS) 

FOn OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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FOR OFFlC "5E ONLY 
iNFnAsmu< EyslrlvE 

MILCON REQUIREMENTS 
CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT 5 :: 

TO OC-ALC TO SA-ALC 
SCOPE COST SCOPE COST l-i-l 

FACILITY (KSF) ($M) (KSF) ($M) i I 

I I 

1-1 

BEARING BAY * -1.4 I-, 

LARGE TEST CELL 

GTE TEST 

FUEL TEST 

AIR/FUEL PNEUMATIC 

FUEL ACCESSORIES O/H 

CRUISE MlSSlLE TEST 

TOTAL 
* REFURBISHMENT TO EXISTING SPACE 

** TEST CELL REFURBISHMENT QUANTlTY NEEDED 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

INFRASTRUCTUnE SENSIT IVE  



FOn OFFIClA O N L Y  
INF l lASTRUCT & NSlTlVE 

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

ADDIALTER FUEL TEST FACILITY, B3902 
- SCOPE: 16,042SF 
- COST: $1.604M 

CONSTRUCTION FUEL/AIR DRIVEN FACILITY 
- SCOPE: 5,200 SF 
- COST: $1.392M 

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

TOTAL COST: $8.674M 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

I N F n A S T n l J C T U l l E  SENSITIVE 





 on OFFI USE O N L Y  
tNFnASTnU SENSITIVE 

SA-ALC MILCON REQUIREMENT 
BEARING BAY 

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

SIZE: 5,200 SF 

COSTISF: $264 

TOTAL COST: $1,372,800 

SITE: RENOVATION OF BLDG 324 

FOR OFFlClAL USE ONLY 
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- - 

SA-ALC MILCON REQUIREMENT 
JET ENGINE TEST CELLS 

COST: 
1 _ i 1  

REQUIREMENT: UPGRADE 2 UNUSED J79 CELLS i: r 
I ,  

TO UNIVERSAL CELLS - 
I I - 
I I 

TOTAL COST $6,000,000 

COST AVOIDANCE: 

REQUIREMENT UPGRADE2 PROP CELLS TO 
UNIVERSAL CELLS 

TOTAL COST $14,000,000 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

I N F R A S T n U C T U R E  SENSITIVE 





\'- 

SA-ALC MILCON REQUIREMENT 
TEST CELL UPGRADE 

WORKLOAD: SMALL CRUISE MISSILE ENGINES 

REQUIREMENT: 4 CELLS 

COST/CELL: $250,000 

TOTAL COST: $1,000,000 

SITE: 600 AREA 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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FOR OFF1 ' J S E  ONLY 
INFnASTnU SENSITIVE 

SA-ALC MILCON REQUIREMENT 
REFURBISHMENT 

WORKLOAD: FUEL ACCESSORIES OVERHAUL I I-l 

REQUIREMENT 12,262 SF 

COST/SF: $50 

TOTAL COST: $61 3,100 

SITE: BLDG 347 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
INFflASTZlUCTUnE S E N S I T I V E  



FOR OFF1 llSE ONLY 
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ASSUMPTIONS 
CONSOLIDATION AT THIRD ALC 

WR-ALC USED AS GAINING CENTER 

NO BUILDINGS/FACILITIES AVAILABLE 

MCP CONSTRUCTION REQUIRED 

COST FOR CONSTRUCTION ARE CIVIL 
ENGINEERING ESTIMATES 

CLEANINGJPLATING COST BASED ON COST DATA ,, + I=l 

USED FOR CURRENT PLATING RENOVATION D 
1 -1 
' r l  

'q 
'U 
! 2 
1-1.1 

ADEQUATE INDUSTRIAL EQUIPMENT WILL BE 
1 x 1  n 

/'AVAI LABLE 
1-1.1 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
.I e 
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MILCO COSTS 
CONSOLIDATION AT THIRD ALC 

TYPE 

ENGINE SHOPS 

HEAT TREAT 

CLEANING/PLATING 

TEST CELL 

ACCESSORIES 

PLANT SERVICES 

WASTE WATER TREATMENT 

MANAGEMENT (ADMIN) 

TOTAL 



EQUIPMENT TRANSPORTATION 
CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT 

TO OC-ALC TO SA-ALC TO THIRD 

- 

EQUIPMENT* 
, I 

12.9 11.2 25.7 

I N V E N T O R Y  

TOTAL 

* INCLUDES CAPITAL EQUIPMENT & TOOLiNG/FIXTURES 
COMPUTED BASED UPON COBRA APPLIED FACTORS/ASSUMPT[ONS 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
I N F n A S T R U C T U n E  SEPtSlTlVE 



I 
+- CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT i 

EQUIPMENT 5% OF REPLACEMENT VALUE 

- FOR THIRD ALC 
-- 5% APPLIED TO 70% OF TOTAL OC-ALC 

AND SA-ALC REPLACEMENT VALUE 
-- MILEAGE DISTANCE BASED ON ACTUAL 

FROM EACH ALC 

INVENTORY DLA/LG ESTIMATE TO MOVE 

PERSONNEL EQUIPMENT: 
PERSONNEL QUANTITY x WEIGHT x COST 

VEHICLE: VEHICLE QUANTITY x MILES x COST- 

NOTE: TRANSPORTATlON SPREADSHEET IS USED AT ALL ALCs 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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F O n  OFF1 1 USE ONLY 
INFRAsTA# s E N s l T l v E  

ONE-TIME 
'g  
'U CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT 
t- 
b- 

TO OC-ALC TO SA-ALC TO THl RD b- 

1 3 - 1  

($MI ($MI ALC ($MI 

RED CENTER 

SHOP FLOOR VACATE 

GREEN CENTER 

SHOP REARRANGEMENT 

MI NOR CONSTRUCTION 

PROTOTYPI NG 

PROCESS QUALIFICATION 

SUBTOTAL 

CONTINGENCY * 

TRANSLTlON SUPPORT 

TOTAL 63.8 59.3 

* 20% OF SHOP REARRANGEMENT, VACATE & MINOR CONSTRUCTION 
** ADDRESSED BY MILCON 

F O R  OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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INFRASTRU SENSITLVE 

VACATE SHOP FLOOR 
CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT t- +- I- I 

REMOVE UTILITIES BACK TO SOURCE 

PRESERVE AND SKID ALL SHOP EQUIPMENT 

NO MAJOR REARRANGEMENT FOR USABLE SPACE 

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

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
INFTlASTnUCTUIlE SENSITIVE 



SHOP FLOOR VACATE 
( _ I 1  

CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT t 

LIGHT INDUSTRIAL 

MEDIUM INDUSTRIAL 

* HEAVY INDUSTRIAL 

UNIQUE PROCESSES ENGR ESTIMATES 

COST DATA DERIVED FROM PLANT MANAGEMENT PROJECT HISTORY AND ENGINEERING 
EST1 MATES 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
INFRASTRUCTURE SENSITIVE 



FOn O F F I Z  ' S ~ E ~ ~ , ~ v E  
INFRASTRU 

ONE-TI COSTS 
OC-ALC SHOP FLO.OR VACATE 

' il 
1.1 

CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT ; 

COST 

LPP 

LIP 

TIP 
DLA 

TOTAL 

F O R  OFFlClAC USE ONLY 
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FOH OFFICIAL USE ONLY . . 
I N F R A S T ~ ~  - SENSITIVE 

SA-ALC ONE-TIME COSTS 
SHOP FLOOR VACATE 

LPP 

TOTAL 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
INFnASTnUCTUnE SENSIT IVE 



SA-ALC SHOP FLOOR VACATE 
+- 

LP AREA SF COST/SF TOTAL 

8360 - FPI/CLEAN AREA 

6360 - EQT AREAS 

8360 - STACKER 

B324 - FPI 

B324 - EQT AREA 

8324 - f100  AUG ASSY/DSSY 

TOTAL 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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INFRASTn I SENSITIVE 

SA-ALC ONE-TIME COSTS 
SHOP FLOOR VACATE 

LD AREA TOTAL 

TOTAL 31 9,737 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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F O R O F F  ' USEOHLY C fi INFRASTR SENSITIVE 
2.l .a'-- 

SA-ALC ONE-TIME COSTS 
SHOP FLOOR VACATE 

AREA TOTAL 

TIM - 6303 
TIP 

SUBTOTAL 

DLA 

FOn OFFlClAL USE ONLY 
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FOR OFF ' USE ONLY 
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COSTS -"ONE-TIME 
OCIALC SHOP REARRANGEMENT - 

FUNCTION 

ENGl NES 

GTE 

ENG ACCY 

MANAGEMENT 

BACKSHOPS 

C R Y 0  SPIN 

2LM 

BLADES 

OVERHAUL 

FUEL TEST 

FUEL TEST 

FUEL OVHL 

MACH/WELD . 

RUBBER 

EEC 

TOTAL 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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FOR O F r  . U S s E E ~ ~ l ~ v E  
INFflASTFl 

r 

OC-ALC MANAGEMENT REARRANGEMENT $ I rl 

ACTION COST 

MOVEMENT OF 599 

PERSONNEL @ $336 EACH 

SHIPMENT OF 172 CUBICLES 

FROM SA @ $1 54 EACH 

TOTAL COST 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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FOR O F K  U S ~ E ~ ~ , l + Y E  
IN FnASTR 

SA-ALC SHOP REARRANGEMENT 
1 1 1  

CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT ; 

RATIONALE TOTAL 

TIM 

MANAGEMENT 

TOTAL 

ESTIMATED INSTALLATION 

403 PEs x $1 20/STATION 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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FOR OFF * lSE  ONLY 
IN FCIASTR SENSITIVE 

SA-ALC SHOP REARRANGEMENT 

METHODOLOGY TOTAL 

ESTIMATED INSTALLATION 

TIM 

TOTAL 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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INFnASTn SENSITIVE 

COSTS = ONE-TIME 
SA-ALC MANAGEMENT REARRANGEMENTi 

PEs FACTOR TOTAL 

FOn OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
INFnASTnUCTURE SENSlTlVE 



COSTS = ONE-T13ME 
SA-ALC MINOR CONSTRUCTION 

WORKLOAD: FUEL ACCESSORIES OVERHAUL I, 

REQUIREMENT: REFURBISH 6,269 SF 

TOTAL COST: $313,450 

SITE: BLDG 329 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
INFllASTllUCTUnE SENSITIVE 



COSTS = ONE-TIME 
PROTOTYPING 

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

I U-I 
In 
I 
I* r 
I I 

- 

OC-ALC ENGINES 
I I - 
I I 

- 12TMS @$2M = $24M 
1 - 1 TMS @ $2.2M = $2.2M 

(ADD 10% FOR PECULIAR GEARBOX) 
- 2 TMS @ $.250M = $.5M 

TOTAL $26.7M 

SA-ALC ENGINES 

- 25 TMS @ $.250M = $6.25M 
TOTAL $20.3M (ROUND TO 1 DECIMAL) 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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F O t l  OFFlCl IJSE ONLY 
INFRASTRUC& i E N S l T I Y E  

QUALIFICATION ISSUE 

TRANSFER OF WORKLOAD TO OC-ALC REQUIRES 
CERTIFICATION 

PEOPLE PERFORMING WORK WILL TRANSFER 

MANAGEMENT ENGINEERS WILL TRANSFER 

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

PROCESS CERTIFICATION SHOULD NOT BE 
REQUIRED 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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COSTS bNE-TI-ME 
TRANSITION SUPPORT 

OVERTIME DURING TRANSITION 
- 10% OF DIRECT LABORIYEAR REMAINING 

AT RED CENTER 
Id-I 
I 
I 
I - USED MAR 93 WKLD RVW FOR FY96 AS BASELINE [r, 
1-1 - 
I I 

- ASSUMED WG-10/4 OVERTIME RATES 
-- OC-ALC: $22.55/HR 
-- SA-ALC: $19.05/HR 

PRODUCTION OVERHEAD IS 10% OF DIRECT 
OVERTIME HOURS 
- SCHEDULERS, PLANNERS, ETC. 
- ASSUMED GS-9/4 OVERTIME RATES 

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

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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CONSOLIDATION OF DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT 

ABILITY TO SURGE 

- PEACETIME EMERGENCIES 
- WARTIME SUPPORT 

TWO LEVEL MAINTENANCE 

- VULNERABILITY 

IMPACTTO LOSING ALC 

- DEPOT RATES 
- COMPETITIVENESS 

COMMUNITY IMPACTS 

FOn OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
INFnASTI?UCTUlIE SENSITIVE 



FOR OFF1 'ISE ONLY 
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RISKS 
+- 
I in CONSOLIDATE DEPOT REPAIR & MANAGEMENT :+ 

CATEGORY PROBABILITY 1 M PACT R I S K  

WARTIME SUPPORT NOT LIKELY SEVERE HIGH 
1-1-1 

Is 
I 

PEACETIME SURGE VERY LIKELY SIGNIFICANT * HIGH I* 
L 
- 
I I 

SKILL BASE EROSION VERY LIKELY SEVERE VERY HIGH 
t-I 

VULNERABILITY NOT LIKELY SEVERE HIGH 

COMPETITIVENESS LIKELY SEVERE HIGH 

OVERALL R l  SK VERY HIGH 

* SEVERE IMPACT FOR THIRD ALC 

F O n  OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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INFRASTnU SENSITIVE 

CONSOLIDATE ENGINE MANAGEMENT 
DESCRIPTION 

OC-ALC SA-ALC TOTAL 

OFFICE SPACE (SF) 

PERSONNEL 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
I NFflASTnUCT\JnE SEN SlTlVE 



FOR OFF1 ' JSE ONLY 

CONSOLIDATE ENGINE MANAGEMENT 
($ MILLION) 

I>? 

OC-ALC SA-ALC r i: 

MANPOWER 

OFFICE SPACE REARRANGEMENT 

TOTAL 

PAYBACK (YEARS) 

FOft OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
INFniISTnUCTU n E SEtJSfTlVE 



FOR OFFlClA fCF. ONLY Y IN FnASTRUCl' NSITLVE 

CONSIDERATIONS 
CONSOLIDATE ENGINE MANAGEMENT 

INTEGRATION OF MANAGEMENT WITH DEPOT 
REPAIR 

- IWSM TENET 
IPT 

COMMUNICATION 

- ENGINEERING SUPPORT 
- TDY COST 

Fon OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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RISKS 
CONSOLIDATE ENGINE MANAGEMENT 

CATEGORY PROBABILITY I M PACT RISK 

WARTIME SUPPORT 

PEACETIME SURGE 

SKILL BASE EROSION 

VU LN ERABI LlTY 

COMPETITIVENESS 

OVERALL R I S K  

NOT LlKELY 

VERY LIKELY 

VERY LIKELY 

NOT LIKELY 

LIKELY 

SlGNIFICANT 

SIGN1 FICANT 

SiGNIFfCANT 

SIGNIFICANT 

LITTLE 

MODERATE 

HIGH 

HIGH 

LOW 

LOW 

FOR OFFICIAL U S E  ONLY 
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CONSOLIDATE 

COMPONENT REPAIR 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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FOR O F F I C I W  - -  ONLY 

' *  REFOCUS TEAM TO IDENTIFY POTENTIAL 
CANDIDATES 

ASSESS COMMAND-WIDE OPPORTUNITIES FOR 
COST REDUCTIONS 

MINIMIZE REDUNDANCIES 

ACCENTUATE TECHNOLOGY STRENGTHS 

STRENGTHENS MISSION SUPPORT 

MINIMIZE COMMAND INVESTMENTS 

ECD: 15 MAR 94 
FOn OFFlClAL U S E  ONLY 

INFRASTnUCTURE SENSlTIVE 



CONSOLIDATE COMPONENT REPAIR 
DESCRIPTION 

POTENTIAL CANDIDATES POTENTIAL SOURCE 
1-13 
1- 

TYPE II BLADE REPAIR OC-ALC 
I 
I' r 
I I 

4 - 1  

1-1 

BEARING REPAIR OC-ALC 

PNEUMATIC ACCESSORIES OC-ALC 

FUEL ACCESSORIES SA-ALC 

SMALL ENGINESIGTEs SA-ALC 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
INFftASTnUCTURE SENSITIVE 



CONSOLIDATE COST PAY BACK R I S K  

DEPOT REPAIR & $.a-$1 .I B 101 + YEARS VERY HIGH 

MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT ONLY 101 + YEARS HlGH 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
l N  FnASTRUCTUnE SENSITIVE 





INPUT SCREm THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE (COBRA v 4 . 0 4 )  - Page 3 
Data As Of 0 8 : 5 2  01/13/1994, Repor t  Created 15:28 02/17/1994 

Transfers f r ~ h  Tinker AFB, OK to Kelly AFB, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 ---- -"-" ---" ---- 
Officers: 2 4 10 3 0  
Enlisted: 10 20 5 0  60 
Civilians: 140 280 701 8 4 0  
Students : 0 0 0 0 
Miaen Eqpt ( t o n s ) :  0 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( t o n s ) :  0 0 0 0 
~ i l  Light Vehic: 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Spec V e h i c :  0 0 0 0 

Transfers from Kelly AFB, TX to T i n k e r  AFB, OK 

Officers : 
Enllsted: 
Civilians: 
Studenta  : 
Misen Eqpt (tons) : 
Suppt Eqpt ( t o n s ) :  
Mil Light Vehic: 
Heavy/Spec Vehic: 

( S e e  final page f o r  Explanatory Notes) 



INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYHAHIC BASE INFO (COBRA v4.04) - Page 6 
Data A s  Of 0 8 : 5 2  0 1 / 1 3 / 1 9 9 4 ,  Report Created 15:28 02117'/1994 

Name: Tinker AFB, OK 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

1-Time Unique($X): 2,819 5,637 14,093 16,916 14,093 2,819 
1-Time Hoving($K): 1,794 3 , 5 8 9  8 , 9 7 2  10,766 8,972 1,794 
Env Mltig Req(tX): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
A c t  Misn Cost($X): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Rec Cost($K); 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Proper ty  (Acres): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Property (SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(Positive i n d i c a t e s  h y s ,  n e g a t i v e  indicates sales) 

Construc  S c h e d ( % )  : 0% 0% 0 %  08 0 2  0 %  
Shutdown Sched(P): 09 23% 121 16% 2 2 9  2 7 %  

conatr Avoid (SR): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
FarnHousAvoid ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
P r o c u r  A v o i d  ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 
Percent of Family Housing ShutDown: 0.0% 

Name: Kelly M B ,  TX 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ---- ---- ---- ---- -d"- ---a 

1-Time Unique(SK): 375 749 1,873 2,248 1,873 375 
1-Time Moving($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Env M i t i g  Req($X): 0 , O  0 0 0 0 
A c t  Misn Cost($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Rec Cost(fK): 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Property ( A c r e s ] :  0 0 0 0 0 0 
Property ($X): 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(Positive indicates buys, negative indicates sales) 

C o n s t r u c  Sched(%)  : 23% 12% 16% 2 2 %  11% 16% 
Shutdown Sched(%): 0% 0% O R  0% 0% 0% 

C o n s t r  Avoid  (SIC):  0 0 0 0 0 0 
FarnHousAvoid ( $ X ) :  0 0 0 D 0 0 
Procur Avoid ($R): 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Facility S h u t  Dovn (SqFt): 0 
- .  

< , " i d  
P e r c e n t  of Family Housing ShutDown: 0.0% 

,L> 

(See final page for Explanatory Notes) 



1. B a n e  l a p u l a ~ i o n  
1.4. AdjomtOd P o p d ~ r i m  (-1 
l.b. mgiMI nmn -7 
l-B-[L) m 
l . b . ( l )  s m k  Fnd 
l-b.(J) mn 
1-b.(4) m u  
1.c. bas0 Op* l a e r t  
1.d. Xnqiamm W r  *mu 
1.m. Teornt Population 
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EQUIPMENT TRANSFER O C A L C  

EQUIPMENT 
WEAPON SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPMENT SO 
APPROPRIATED FUND S 0 
OVER 5K S 161.098.031 
UNDER 5K $58,404,237 ---------- ------------- 
TOTAL $21 8.502.288 

U C E S S  EQUIPMEKT PERCENT 
W W O N  SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 0 00% SO 
APPROPRMTED FUND 0.00% 3 0 
NON APPROPRLATED FUND 0.00% SO 
OTHER O.OO=% 50 ----- ------- ------------- 
TOTAL so 

EPURCHASE VS MOVE 
WEAPON SYSTEM SUPPORT EaUlPMENT 
APPROPRLATEO N N O  
NON APPROPRIATED FUND 
OTHER 

COST TO RELOCATE EQUlPMEM 
REMAlNlNG EQUIPMEm VALUE 5219,502,268 
P.C.H (WESTING HOUSE) 3.50% S 7.632.679 
TRANsPORTAYlON (DST) 0.50% 31,097,511 
REMOVE AND REINSTALL ( M U M A D E )  1.0% S2,185,023 

TOTAL COST 10 MOVE $10,975,113 

COer TO DISPOSE OF EQUIPMENT (DRMO) 
EQLHPMENT VALUE W 

w D I S P Q W  COST REMOVE nND W S P O R T  200% $0 

TO I E Q U I P M N  COST 
RELOCATE Sf0,975,113 
DISPOSE X, 
BUY EO - 
(A) TOT& S10,975,113 

INVENTORIES 0033, GO- G4Q2A 
STOCK F U N 0  S4,MK),OOo 
OTHER SO 

SO 
50 
M - 

TOTAL 54,cJ30,000 

AVOCINT TO MOVE 100.009C $4,WO.000 

COST TO RELOCATE 2.00% fBO,- 
DLA ESTIMATE TO R U O C A E  $24,560,405 . 

(B) TOTAL 424,840,408 

MATERIAL DAMAGE 

EQUIPMENT $21 9,502.268 
W D L I N G  

(WA)'TIMES HANDLEIT.0001 8 $176,602 

((TVA 1NVENlORY)TMES WMEDg.OOO1) 4 $1,800 



PERSONNEL EQUIPMEKT 

NUMBER OF PEOPLE 
CNlLlAN 
MlLlTARY 

NUMBER OF POUNDS PER PERSON 71 0 
---*--- ------ 

LBS IN C W  
COST PER C W  

OFFICE EQUIPMENT COST 

T~~ANSPORTATION 
NUMBER OF lRUCKS 
NUMBER OF MILES 

TOTAL MILES 
'COST PER MILE 

TOTAL COST Sm,011. 

VEHICLE MOVEMENT 

MILITARY LiC3i-f VEHICLE 
AVG NUMBER OF MILES 
COST PER MILE 

MILITARY SPEClAL VEHICLE 
AVG NUMBER OF MILES 
W S T  PER MILE 

TOTAL COST 555,022 
- -= IP----=-=~~===--C--- - - -JZcl-- -  ---- 
TOTAL TRANSPORTATION COST OGALC 

EQUlPMENT R E L W n O N  
EQUIPMEKT DISPOSAL 
PURCHA6E VS MOVE 
JNVEKTORY 
MATERLAL DAMAGE 
EQUIPMENT PERSONNEL 
VEHICLE 
TOTAL 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v4.04) 
Data A s  Of 00:52 01/13/1994, Report Created 10:17 02/22Y1994 

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

Starting Year  : 1996 
Break Even Year: 2096+ (Year 101+) 
ROI Year  : 2102+ (100+ Years) 

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

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Beyond ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ------ 

Misn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pers -99 -412 -1,120 -2,274 -3,436 -4,161 -4,292 
Ovhd 14,564 11,028 8,586 6,481 4,621 2,835 - 7 4 5  
Cons 2,249 2 , 3 4 6  2 , 8 0 5  2,346 468 0 0 
Movg 4,232 8,466 21,164 25,399 21,164 4,232 0 
Othr 6,221 12,434 31,092 37,255 31,092 6,221 0 

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

FORCE STRUCTURE REDUCTIONS 
Officers 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 
Civiltan 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Officers 0 0 1 1 
Enlisted 1 1 3 3 
Civilian 5 10 24 27 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
Officers 2 4 10 10 
Enlisted 10 20 50 60 
Students 0 0 0 0 
TOT MIL 12 24 60 70 
Civilian 14 0 280 7 0 1 840 
TOTAL 1 5 2  304  7 6 1 910 

TOTAL 
----... 

Summary : 
--- ----- 
The Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center (OC-ALC) is the Red 
Team in this scenario. Its engine repair capability w i l l  be 
transferred t o  the San Antonio Air Logisitics Center (SA-  

. - f  
ALC). The OC-ALC will remain open however to h a n d l e  o t h e r  

%..A) types of workload. This scenario will calculate the c a s t  of 
realigning the engine workload to the SA-ALC. 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v4.04) - Page 2 
Data A s  Of 08:52 01/13/1994, Report Created 10:18 02/22/1994 

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Beyond ----- ----- ----- ----- -+- - -  ----- ----A- 

Mi sin 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pers 2 1 63 168 282 386 407 407 
Ovhd 14,564 11,028 8,586 6,481 4,621 2,835 -745 
Cons 2,249 2,346 2,805 2,346 468 0 0 
Movg 4,249 8,499 21,248 25,490 21,248 4,249 0 
Othr 6,221 12,434 31,092 37,255 31,092 6,221 0 

TOT 27,305 34,371 63,899 71,861 57,817 13,713 -338 

Savings ($K) C o n s t a n t  Dollars 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Beyond 

----A ----- -----  ----- ----- ----- ------ 
Misn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
P e r s  120 476 1,288 2,555 3,822 4,569 4,700 
Ovhd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Cons 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Movg 17 34 85 99 85 17 0 
Othr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOT 137 S O 9  1,373 2,654 3,907 4,586 4,700 

IGZ  OFRCUll USE ONLY 



FOR OFRCW USE ONLY 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 4 . 0 4 )  
Data AS Of 08:52 01/13/1994, Report Created 10:17 02/22/1994 

(All values in Dollars) 

Milcon w / o  Avoidances 10,215,000 
+ Moving 84,657,091 
+ Eliminated Military PCS 90,252 
+ Administrative/Support 47,516,130 
+ Mothball/Shutdown . O  
+ Civilian RIF 32,068,580 
+ Civilian Early Retirement 1,077,253 
+ Civilian New Hires 7,516,000 
+ Civilian PPS 0 
+ Land Purchases 0 
+ Environmental Mitigation 0 
+ One-Time Unique Costs 63,870,000 
+ HAP / RSE 13,755,311 
4- Unemployment 6,026,800 
+ Info Management Account 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - _ _ - - - _ 4 - - - - - - - - -  

= Total One-Time Costs 266,792,418 

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

- Total One-Time Savings 0 

Total One-Time Costs 266,792,418 
- Total One-Time Savings 0 
_---_______________-_-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -_-- - -_-  
= Total Net One-Time Costs 266,792,418 

FOR ofHCUll USE OLY 



BASE ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 4 . 0 4 )  
Data AS Of 0 8 : 5 2  01/13/1994, Report Created 10:17 02/22/1994 

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

MilCon w / o  Avoidances 0 
+ Moving 84,657,091 
i- Eliminated Military PCS 90,252 
+ Administrative/Support 47,516,130 
+ Mothball/Shutdown 0 
+ Civilian RIF 32,068,580 
4 Civilian Early Retirement 1,077,253 
+ Civilian New Hires 0 
+ Civilian PPS 0 
+ Land Purchases 0 
+ Environmental Mitigation 0 
+ One-Time Unique Cos ts  56,377,000 
+ HAP / RSE 13,755,311 
+ Unemployment 6,026,800 
+ Info Management Account  0 
___I_--___IC--^I---__---------------------------  

= Total One-Time Costs 241,568,418 

Milcon Cost Avoidances 0 
+ Procurement Cost Avoidances 0 
+ Land Sales 0 
__-----____-----__I~------------------------- 

= Total One-Time Savings 0 

Total One-Tlme Costs 241,568,418 
- Total One-Time Savings 0 
_ _ _ - - - - _ - _ - - _ ^ - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - & - - - - - - - - - - -  

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



BASE ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 2 
Data A s  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 10,215,000 
+ Moving 0 
+ Eliminated Military PCS 0 
+ ~dministrative/Support 0 
+ Mothball/Shutdown 0 
i- Civilian RIF 0 
+ Civilian Early Retirement 0 
+ Civilian New Hires 7,516,000 
+ Civilian PPS 0 
i- Land Purchases 0 
+ Environmental Mitigation 0 
+ One-Time Unique Costs 7,493,000 
+ HAP / RSE 0 
+ Unemployment 0 
+ Info Management Account 0 

= Total One-Time Costs 25,224,000 

Milcon Cost Avoidances 0 
+ Procurement Cost Avoidances 0 
+ Land Sales 0 
l______l--______-__---d------a_-------------- 

= Total One-Time Savings 0 

Total One-Time Costs 25,224,000 
- Total One-Time Savings 0 
-_l--___________l__-----------A_----------~-- 

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

-FOR OFRCIRL BE ONLY 



INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENE- SCENARIO (COBRA ~ 4 . 0 4 )  
Data As Of  0 8 : 5 2  01/13/1994, Report Created 15:43 02/17/1994 

G r o u p  : AFMC 
Service : USA€  
Option Package : TWO VS ONE ENG MGT 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Y e s  

Base Name --------- 
Tinker AFB, OK 
Kelly AFB, TX 

St ra t egy :  ------ ---  
Real ignment  
Realignment 

Summary : 
The Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center (OC-ALC)  is rhe Red 
Team i n  t h i s  s c e n a r i o .  I t s  eng ine  management will be 
transferred to the San Antonio Air Logisitics Center ( S A -  
ALC). The OC-ALC will remain open however t o  h a n d l e  o t h e r  
types of workload. This scena r io  w i l l  calculate the cost of 
realigning the e n g i n e  management to t h e  SA-ALC.  

(See final page for Explanatory Notes) 



I N P U T  SCREEN THREE - MOVEKENT TABLE (COBRA v 4 . 0 4 )  - Page 3 
Data A s  Of 0 8 ~ 5 2  01/13/1994, Report Created 07 :52  02/04/1994 

T r a n s f e r s  from Tinker AFB, OK to Kelly A F B ,  TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 ---- --...- - ---  ---- 
Officers : 0 1 2 4 
Enlisted: 1 1 4 3 
Civilians: 19 39 9 7 116 
Students : 0 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 

J Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 
Mil Light Vehic: 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Spec V e h i c :  0 0 0 0 

T r a n s f e r s  from Kelly A F B ,  TX to Tinker A F B ,  OK 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2 0 0 0  2 0 0 1  
---- ---- ---- -4--  ---- ---- 

Officers : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
S t u d e n t s  : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Suppt  Eqpt ( t o n s ) :  0 0 0 0 0 0 
MIL Light Vehic: 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Spec Vehic: 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(See f i n a l  page f o r  E x p l a n a t o r y  Notes) 



2 113 a33 !qq :at=, 
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INPUT SCREEN F I V E  - DYNAMIC BASE INFO (COBRA v 4 . 0 4 )  - Page 6 
Data A s  Of 0 8 : 5 2  01/L3/1994, Repor t  Created 15:43 0 2 / 1 7 / 1 9 9 4  

N a m e :  Tinker A F B ,  OK 
1996 1 9 9 7  1 9 9 8  1 9 9 9  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 1  

1-Time Unique($K): 32 64 157 1 8 1  157 32 .. 

1-Time Moving($K): 0 1 1 1 1 0  
E n v  Mitig Req($K): 0 0 0 0  0 0 .  
A c t  Misn ~ost($K): 0  0 0 0 0 0  
Misc Rec Cost($K): 0 0  0 0 0 0 

Property ( A c r e s ) :  0 0 0 0 0 0 
P r o p e r t y  ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(Positive indicates buys, negative indicates sales) 

Construc S c h e d ( % ) :  04 0% 0 % 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown S c h e d ( % ) :  0% 23% 1 2 %  1 6 %  2 2 %  2 7 %  

Constr Avoid ($K): 0 0 0  0 0 0 

FamHousAvoid (SK): 0  0  0 0 0 0 
P r o c u r  Avoid ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Facility S h u t  Down (SqFt): 0 
Percent of Family Housing ShutDown: 0.04 

Name: Kelly A F B ,  TX 
1996 1 9 9 7  1 9 9 8  1 9 9 9  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 1  

1-Time Unique($K): 2 5 12 15 12 2 
I-Time voving($K) : 0  0  0 0  0 0 
Env M i t i g  Req($K): 0 0 0  0 0 0 
A c t  M i s n  Cost($R) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mlsc R e c  Cost ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Property ( A c r e s ) :  0  0 0 0  0 0 
. Property ($K) : 0 0 0 0 0 0 

(Positive indicates buys,  nega t ive  indicates sales) 

Construc S c h e d ( % ) :  23% 12% 1 6 %  2 2 %  11% 1 6 %  
Shutdown S c h e d ( % ) :  05 0 %  0 %  0 %  0 4  0 5  

C o n s t r  Avoid (SK): 0 0 0  0 0 0  
FamHousAvoid ( S K )  : 0 0  0 0 0  0 
P r o c u r  Avoid ( $ R )  : 0 0 0 0 ' 0  0 

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

(See final page for Explanatory Notes) 
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>C-?LC ea r e d  c s n c o r  
OCficer Enliatod C:vi l lan 

1. B a a 0  P o p u l a t l o n  
1 . a .  Adjumrad PopulatlOn (sng)  ?O 16 4 1 3  
1.3. Engines Ran r(anpowQr 9 3 391 
l . b . ( I J  DlCIA 0 0 0 
l.b.12) Stock Fnnd 9 3 391 

l.b.[3) Q K ~  0 0 0 
l.>.(b) X D T L Z  0 0 0 
1.c. a a s e  OF. support I 12 2 2 
1 . d .  bnqlnsa o'Xust Hov*" 0 1 o 
;.a. Tenanr P a p u l r t l o n  0 0 0 

2 .  Adjuntad P o p u l a t i o n  (Total] 1 , 5 2 4  6 . 4 4 0  12,526 20,490 

3 .  Szeak Our of DKBA 
3 .a .  Dm& D i r w C t  Labor 
3.b. DKFIA W e r h o a d  

5 .  B a r d l i n e  Hanpavor 8 4 368  380 

6 .  CoiUpUto B09 T a i l  
6 . a .  3 ~ w  Tai: C a l c u l a t i o n  1 0 2 9  30 

6 . 5 .  Portlon 2 . 0 6 1  34.29: 6 2 . 8 6 t  100.01\ 
6.b.(1) 903 Tail I 10 19 30 



Taka tba t a t a l  PAfitary ( O r f i c w r  and E n l i s t ~ d )  for bor3 b r ~ u i d a  aPd 
for tha Q n g i n w  uarkloaa aloco. D i v i d e  E ~ ~ l r , s  Zsrsonzel t a u 1  by 3 a s e w i C e  
t o t a l .  Thi3 f z a c t i o n  ia i t e n  culripliwd a q a i n o c  to tc l  "zuat nova" 
paroohnel to d e r i v e  o n g i n e s '  :air share. AllocaC. on L'J~ h a l t  af 
r a t i o  oC o L L l c a r ,  cn l i s t cd  and c i v i l ? a n  f a r  "mu>t move" caccgory. 

n l :  3 3 1 / 6 1 O V 1  - 
i v :  1 2 8 / 6 1 0 ' 1  - 

Taka thw tatal ?cr$annml (OCCicrr, E n l i s t e d  and Civilian) i9r bath basevide and 
f o r  ~ h z  Engine w a r k l o ~ a  a l o n o .  Divid* Zaqinz  Perso&-,el 2s-31 by B a s e v i c e  
t o t a l ,  Thia f r o c t i ~ n  '3 thsn ~ u l t i p l l e d  a ~ a i x s t  tot41 acS 
par>onnsl to Cerivc e n g i n c ~ '  ?a ir  at.sre. Al locaca  an t 3 c  >a613 Of 
ratio of  a f f i c e r ,  enl1r;cd azd civi1:an fcr 30s cats;ory. 

( 9 * 3 + 3 9 1 ) / ( 1 $ 2 4 * 6 ~ 4 0 * 1 2 5 2 6 ] b 1 7 5 5  - 3  5 ? 5 
' .  50 603 1 , : 0 2  1 , 7 5 5  

O f Z :  5 0 / 1 7 5 5 * 3 1  - 1 
Enl: 5 0 3 / 1 7 5 5 . ? 5  - 12 
Civ: 1 1 0 2 / 1 7 5 S a 3 5  - 2 7 



EoUIPMENT 
WEAPON SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 
APPROPRIATED FUND 

I OVER 5K 
UNDER SK 

TOTAL 

U C E S S  EQUIPMENT PERCENT 
WEAPON SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIFMENT 0.00% SO 
APPROPRIATED FUND O.OOO/a SO 
NON APPROPRIATED FUND 0.00% SO 
OTHER 0.00% SO 

===========1====5 

TOTAL S 0 

REPURCHASE VS MOVE 
WEAPON SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 
APPROPRIATED FUND 
NON APPROPRIATED FUNO 
OTHER 

TOTAL 

COST TO RELOCATE EQUIPMENT 
REMAINING EOUlPMENT VALUE 
P,C,H (WESTING HOUSE) 
TWNSPORTAT ION (DST) 
REMOVE AND REINSTALL (SA-ALCIMADE) 

TOTAL COST TO MOVE $0 

COST 70 DISPOSE OF EQUIPMENT (DRMO) 
EQUIPMENT VALUE 
DISPOSAL COST REMOVE AND TRANSPORT 

h&! EQUIPMENT COST 
RELOCATE 
OISPOSE 
BUY 

(A) TOTAL SO - 
lNVENTCRl5S 0033, G072. G402A 

STOCK FUN0 SO 
OTHEX SO 

SO 
so 
50 ----------------- ----------------- 

TOTAL SO 

AMOUNT TO MOVE 1 OO.OODh S 0 

COST f 0 RELOCATE 2.00% S 0 
OLA ESTIMATE TO RELOCATE SO 

(8) TOTAL SO 

MATERIAL DAMAGE 

EQUIPMENT 
HANDLING 

iTVA)'TIMES HANDLED'.0001 8 

INVENTORY SO 
--;j 

'A > -  
u HANOLING 

( ( N A  INVENTORYJ'TIMES HANOLE0*.0001) 4 SO 



T I L I I  1-1 J-1'3'37 1 3 :  1-1 *:,H-HLI~ 111: 
1 I ' 3  3 :  F'. 1 E: 

PERSONNEL EQUIPMENT 

NUMBER OF PEOPLE 
. CIVILIAN 232 . 

MILITARY 23 

255 

NUMBER OF POUNDS PER PERSON 710 -------------- -------------- 
181.050 

LES IN CWT 
COST PER C W  

OFFICE EQUIPMENT COST 

TRANSPORTATION 
NGMBER OF TRUCKS 
N U M B E R  OF M I L E S  

TOTAL MILES 
- COST PE2 MlLE 

TOTAL COST %4,349 

VEHICLE MOVEMENT 

MILITARY LIGHT VEHICLE 
AVG NUMBER OF MILES 
COST PER MILE 

hlltlTARY SPECIAL VEFICLE ;;~~~~tvl~~F MILES 

TOTAL COST SO 
-__-__-_I _------__-_____---__ ---____-----_-__ --------------- _____--__ __-d---_L----__----_ -----_----_----- -------------- 
TOTAL TF$.NSPORTATION COST OC-ALC 

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



COBRa R E A L I G m E N T  S L W A R Y  (COBRA v4.04) 
Data AS O f  0 8 : 5 2  01/13/1994, Report Created 1 5 : 4 3  02/17/1994 

Group  : AFXC 
Service : USAT 
Option Package : TWO VS OWZ ENG ;-!GT 

Starting Year : 1996 
Break Even Year: 2096' (Year 101-) 
301 Year : 2 1 0 2 "  (100i Years) 

Option NPV in 2015 (SK) : 43,396 
Total One-Time C o s t  ( $ K )  : 63,519 

N e t  Costs ( S K )  Constant Doll'rs 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Beyond -_ -_ -  - -_--  _ -_ - -  ----- 0 -_--- - - I - - - ... - - - - 

Misn 0 0 0 0 0 0 
? e x s  -20 -97 -306 - 6 4 1  - 9 9 0  -1,157 -1,178 

c c -  

Ovhd 1 4 , 4 6 6  10,862 8,185 6,138 0 :,JOJ 0 3 , 3 3 4  - 115 
Cons 0 0 0 0 0 
Yovg 306 665 1,702 2,063 1,702 306 0 
O t h r  4 4 9 939 2,332 2,737 2,330 4 4 9  0 

15,201 12,369 3 1  10,297 7,607 2 , 9 3 3  - 1 , 2 9 3  

i 4 9 6  1 9 9 7  1??3 1994 2 0 0 0  2 0 0 1  TOT-= _ _ _ _ _  .+ -_ - -  - 4 - 4 -  ----- -_-_-  -_--- 
FORCE STRUCTURE REDUCTIONS 

Officers 0 - 0 A 

Civilian 0 U 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Officers 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 

7 

Officers 0 - c n l i s t d  1 1 
Students 0 0 
TOT 3IL I 2 
Civilian i 9 39 
TOTAL TO ? 1 

Summary: _ - _ - _ _ _ _  
The Oklzhoma City Air Logistics Center (QC-ALC) is the Red 
Team in this scenario. I t s  engine management "ill be 

: transferred to :he j a n  Antonio Ai; 'sgisitics center ( S A -  
.") ALC). T h e  O t - h L C  w i l l  rem+in ope" however to h a n d l e  other ,v,-,\4 , \s 

types  of "orkL02d. This scenaiio will calculate the cost oi 
realigning the engine management to the SA-&C. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT S W R Y  ( C O B M  ~ 4 . 0 4 )  - Page 2 
Data A s  O f  0 8 : 5 2  01 /13 /1 .994 ,  Report Created 1 5 : 4 3  0 2 / 1 7 / 1 9 9 4  

C o s t s  ($K) Ccnstant Dollars 
1996 1997 . 1998  - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - -  

M i s n  0 0 0 
?ers I 8 2 4 
Ovhd 1 4 , 4 6 6  1 0 , 8 6 2  8 , 1 a 5  
Cons 0 0 0 
Movg 3 0 8  6 6 8  1,711 
O t h r  4 4 9 9 3 9  2 , 3 3 2  

- TOT 15,224 12,477 12,252 i1,000 8 , 6 7 4  4,160 -46 

Savings ($K) C o n s t a n t  Dollars ' 

1 9 9 6  1 9 9 7  1 9 9 0  1 9 9 9  2 0 0 0  
- - - - -  ----- ----- F A - - m  -----. 

Misn 0 0 0 0 0 
P e r s  2 1 105  330 693 1,058 
Ovhd 0 0 0 0 0 
cons  o o o 0  0 
Movg 1 3 8 1 0  8 
Othr 0 0 0 0 0 

TOT 2 2 108 238 ' 7 0 3  1 , 0 6 6  1 , 2 2 7  1 , 2 4 7  



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 4 . 0 4 )  
Data A s  Of 0 8 : 5 2  01/13/1994, Report Created 15:43 02/17/1994 

(-411 values in Dollars) 

MilCon w/o Avoidanc2s 
+ Noviag 
+ Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PC5 
+ ~ d n i n i s t r a t i v e / S u p p o r t  
i Xothball/Shutdown 
+ Civilian RIF 
+ C i v i l i a n  Ea r ly  Retirement 
+ Civilian New Hires 
- Civilian PPS 
+ Land Purchases 
+ Environmental Mitigation 
-i- One-Time Unique C o s t s  ' 

i- HAP / F!SE 
+ Unemployment 
4 Info Hanagement Account  ____-______-_- - - - -_ - - - - - - - - -  
= Total One-Time C o s t s  

Milcon Cost Avoidances 0 
+ Procnrernent  C o s t  A v o i b a l c e s  0 
A Lznd S z l e s  0 

= Total One-Time Savings 0 

Total One-Time COSTS 63,519,267 
- T o t a l  One-Tine S a - ~ i n g s  0 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - _ - -  

= Tot21 N e t  One-Time C o s t s  63,519,267 



9 A S E  ONE-TIYE COST REPORT ( C O E l M  v4.04) 
Data As Of 0 8 : 5 2  01/13/1991, 3epo r t  Created 15:43 02/17/1994 

a z s e :  Tinker A F 3 ,  CK 
(Ail v a l u e s  in Dollars) 

~ i i ~ o n  w / o  Avoidances 
+ F!oving - 
+ c l i r n i n a t e d  X i l i t a r y  2 C S  
- $.cxinistr~;ive/Srp~cr~ 
- ?othball/Sh-tdown 
+ Civilizn RIF 
- Civilian Early ~etiranent 
+ C i v i l i a n  NEW Xiros 
t Civilian F'PS 
t Lzzd ? u r c k 2 ~ e s  
- : Environment21 X i t i g z t i o n  
t One-Tine Unique Coscs  
-+ F?.? / R S E  
- Unemployment 

Inlo Xanagenent Account 
_ _ 1 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - 1 _ _ - - _ 4 _ _ - - - - - - -  

= Tor21 One-Time Costs 

X i l c o n  - Cost .Avoidances 
- = r z c x r z z E . t  C z s t  .Avgib2ncos 
+ L a n a  Sa l e s  U 

_ _ _ - _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ^ _ _ - - - - - _ - - - - -  - _ -_ -__ - -___ -  
= Total One-Tine S a v i g ~ s  0 

T o r a l  One-Time C o s t s  5 2 , 4 5 1 , 2 5 7  
- Total One-Time Savincs 0 
_ C _ _ _ - - _ - _ _ - - _ _ - - _ _ - _ - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - -  

= Toczl N e t  Ope-Time C o s t s  6 2 , 4 5 1 , 2 6 7  



3ASE O Y E - T I Y E  COST RETORT (COBRA ~ 4 . 0 4 )  - Page 2 
Data As Of 0 3 : 5 2  0 1 / 1 3 / 1 9 9 4 ,  3 e g o r t  Created 1 5 : 4 3  0 2 / 1 7 / 1 9 9 4  

3asa :  Xelly A F 3 ,  TX 
( A l l  values in 3ollars) 

M i l c o n  w/o Avoidances 

- A~~inistrztive/Suppor' u 
Nothball/Shuccown 0  

- C i ~ l l i a n  3IF 0  
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  R e t i r m e n t  0  

- Civilian New Xiros 1 , 0 2 0 , 0 0 0  - Civilizn PPS 0 
A Lznd Parchases  0 
t E n v i r o n m e n t a l  xitigation 0  
- One-Time Unique Costs 4 8 , 0 0 0  

HA' / X S Z  0  
+ Unemployment 0 
A I n f o  wan age men^ A c c o u n ~  0 
_______-__ -___-____- - - -_ - - - - - - - - - - -_ - - - - - - - - -  
= T o ~ a l  One-Tine Cos=s 1 , 0 6 8 , 0 0 0  

Filc~n Cost Avoidznces 
' 3--r . . - -o  - , - -,, ,, - 7 e n t  C 3 s  t ?.vcid~~ces 

T o c a l  One-,Time C o s t s  l , 0 6 8 , 0 0 0  
- Tor21 One-Tine S a v i n g s  0  
__--_I___________-_-------------------------- 

= Tacal Net On~-?ime C o s t s  1 , 0 6 8 , 0 0 0  



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

Ofilcers 
Enllsted 
Ctvllans 
OH Ellmlnatfms 
Erd ElImlrratlons 
Clv Elimlnatlons 
MI1 Ught Vehlcles 
Heavy/Spec Vehldes 

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

Conllngimcy 5% 

1 Time Unlquc $m.am, 107 $3,140.03 1 $3,~01, 157 
CJvfllan Leave 68,232,954 $41 1,648 
Praotyplng $20,250,000 $1,012,500 
Shop Rearrange $6,566,000 $1,313,200 $393,960 
Clean-Up (OC-ALC) $9,134,153 $1,026,831 $548,049 
Qua1 tflcatfon $2.500,000 $125,000 
TransRlon Support $22,200,000 $1,110,000 

1 Tlme Movlng $54,584,341 
Spreadsheet $1 2,859,062 
DLA $41,725,279 

TOTAL 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
NEW MOD 23% 12% 16% 22% 11% 16% 
$2,996,000 $5,708,000 $2,001,920 $1,044,480 $1,392,640 $1,1)14,8BO $957,440 $1,392,640 M,704,000 



PROTOTY PING 
TI 
LDT to OGALC 
LPP to OC-ALC 

SHOP REARRANGE 
Englnes 
GTE 
Eng Accy 
Management 

C W-UP 
TI 
CD 
LPP 
TIP 
DLA 

CONSTRUCTION 
tPP 
UP 
UP 

NEW MOD 
$2,9%,000 $5,708,000 

$5,030,000 
$2,936.000 

$678,000 



Officer Enlisted Civilian Total 
1. Base Population 
1 .a. Adjusted Population (En 
1 .b. Engines Msn Manpower 
l.b.(A) DMBA 
I .  b. (2) Stock Fund 
l.b.(3) OgM 
1 .b.(4) RDT8E 
1 .c. Base Ops Support 
1 .d. Engines 'Must Move' 
1 .e. Tenant Population 

2. Adjusted Population (Total 948 4,082 16,940 

3. Break Out of DMBA 
3.a. DMBA Direct Labor 1 32 2,577 
3.b. DMBA Overhead 7 0 1,017 

4. Manpower Adjustments 
4.a. Preadjusted Manpower 37 124 1,929 
4.b. Adjusted Manpower 35 117 1,813 

5. Hardline Manpower 38 1 53 4,839 

6. Compute BOS Tail 
6.a. Raw Tail Calculation 4 15 387 
6.b. Portion 0.85% 2.25% 96.90% 
6.b.(l) BOS Tail 3 9 393 

7. Personnel Movement 4 1 162 5,232 

8. Personnel Eliminated 2 6 67 



< 1 
?UIPMENT TRANSFER SA-ALC TO OC-ALC 

EQUIPMENT 
LTXPON SYSTEM SUPPORT EQOIP.?ENT 
AlPROPRIATED FUND 
OVER 5K (Aaeume avg. procurement 
UNDER 5K (30% f a c t o r )  

Il TOTAL 

EXCESS EQUIPKENT 
FTZON SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUXPHENT 
APPROPRIATED FUND 
:;ON APPROPRIATED FUND 
OTHER 

TOTAL 

REPWJZHASE VS H O E  
W O N  SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPl-ENT 
APPROPRIATED FWNLI 
NON APPROPRIATED FUND ~ o T E R  

TOTAL 

COST TO RELOCATE E Q U I P X E N T  
P.2-XAINING EQUIPHSNT VALm 
P , C , H  (WESTING HOUSE) 
T W S P O R T A T I O N  (DST) 
PznovE AND REINSTALL (SH-ALCJMRDE) 

TOTAL COST TO MOLZ 

5 0 
year 1985) 5 2 2 4 , 1 3 6 , 4 2 4  

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

COST TO DISPOSE OF ZQUIPMZNT (DXHO) 
EQUIPKENT VALUE 
DISPOSAL. COST REMOVE AN2 TRANSPORT 

PERCENT 
0.00% s 0 

0.009 5 0 
30.00% $67,240,927 
0.00% s 0 

5 6 7 , 2 4 0 , 9 2 7  

TOTAL EQUIPPCENT COST 

E L O C A T E  $ 1 1 , 2 9 6 ,  8 2 1  
D I S P O S E  $ 1 , 3 4 4 , 8 1 9  
BUY s 0 

( A )  TOTAL $ 1 2 , 5 5 1 , 6 4 0  
- - - - - -. . . . 

INVENTORIES D 0 3 3 ,  C072, G 4 0 2 A  
STOCK FUND 
OTHZR 

TOTAL 

LYOUNT TO HOVE 

COST TO RELOCATE 

- . -- 

(9) TOTAL. 511.616 1 
\ 2.. 7 u u  

!, 



' T E R I A L  D m G E  11 

II EQUIPKENT 

NUHBER O F  PEOPLE 
C I V f  LIAN 
MILITARY 

hVMEER OF POUNDS PER PERSON 

LBS IN CWT 
COST PER CWT 
O??ICE EQUITMZNT COST 

HANDLING 
8 (TVA) *TIHES HANDLEDC. 0001 S179,309 

INVENTORY $58O,EOO 
HANDLING 

((TVA I N V E N T O R Y ) * T I E S  ~ X K D L E D * . ~ ~ ~ ~ )  4 $232 

( C )  T O T a  COST $ 1 7 9 , 5 4 1  

PERSONNEL EQUIPMENT 

3,139 
203 

3,342 

710 
2,372,962 

23,730 
50.33 

57,831 

SPORTATION 

h W 3 2 R  O F  TRUmS 5 9 
NUUBER OF HILES 4  8 1 - 
TOTAT, HILES 28,535 
COST PER HILE $ 4 4 , 5 1 4  

" 

TOTAL COST 5 5 2 , 3 4 5  

VEHICLE XOVEWENT 

MILITARY LIGHT VEHICLE 
AVC NUMBER OF MILES 
COST PER HILE 

HILITARY S P E C I A L  V Z H I C L -  
k v G  N W E R  OF HILES 
COST PER MILE 

TOTAL COST $63,920 



'TAL, TRANSPORTATION COST GA-ALC TO OC-ALC 

EQUIPXENT RELOCATION $11,206,821 
EQUIPKENT DISPOSAL 51,344,819 
PURCHASE VS HOVE s 0 
INVENTORY 511,616 
XATERIAL D W G E  $179,541 
EQDIPKENT PERSONNEL 5 5 2 . 3 4 5  
VZHICLE $63,920 

TOTAL S12,859,062 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v4.04) 
Data A s  Of 14:21 01/20/1994, Report Created 12:ll 02/17/1994 

Group : SA-ALC to 6C-ALC 
Service : AF 
option Package : engine study 

Starting Year : 1996 
Break Even Year: 2 0 9 6 i -  (Year 101+) 
ROI Year : 2102+ (loo+ Years) 

option W V  in 2015 ($K) : 281,184 
Total one-~ime Cost ($K) : 384,681 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Beyond ----- ----- -,..--- ---a- ----- ----- ------ 

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

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

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

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

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Officers 0 0 1 0 3. 
Enlisted 0 0 2 2 2 
Civilian 3 7 17 20 17 

PERSONNEL FGXLIGNMENTS 
Officers 2 4 10 13 10 
Enlisted 8 16 4 1 4 8 4 1 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT MIL 10 20 5 1 61 51 
civilian 262 523 1,308 1,569 1,308 
TOTAL 272 543 1,359 1,630 1,359 

TOTAL 
----- 



COBRA R ~ I G ~  SUMMARY (COBRA v 4 . 0 4 )  - Page 2 
Data A s  Of 1 4 : 2 1  0 1 / 2 0 / 1 9 9 4 ,  Report'Created 1 2 : 1 1  0 2 / 1 7 / 1 9 9 4  

Costs (SK) Constant Dollars 
1 9 9 6  1 9 9 7  1 9 9 8  1 9 9 9  2000 2 0 0 1  Beyond 

----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ------ 
Misn 0  0 0 0 0 0  0 
Pers -9 -27 -72 -132 -178 -187 -187 
Ovhd 16,076 12,445 10,390 8,704 7,092 5 ,043 ,  1 ,078 
Cons 2 , 5 5 5  9 5 8  1 , 2 7 8  1,757 878 1,278 0 
Movg 6,924 1 3 , 8 0 1  34 ,547 41,474 34,547 6,924 0 
Othr 9,298 18,600 46,512 55,799 46,512 9,298 0 

TOT 3 4 , 8 4 4  45 ,777  92 ,654  107 ,602  88,852 2 2 , 3 5 6  891 

Savings ($K) 
1996 ----- 

Misn 0 
Pers 66 
Ovhd 0 
Cons 0 
Movg 14 
Othr 0 

Constant 
1997 ----.. 

0 
287 

0 
0  

28 
0  

Dollars 
1998  1999  2 0 0 0  2 0 0 1  Beyond ----- ----- ----- ------ 

0 0 0 0 

1 ,823 2,752 3 , 2 9 2  3 , 3 5 8  
0 0  0 0 
0 0  0 0 

8 6  7 2  14 0 
0 0  0 0  

TOT 8 0  316  19 ,949 1 , 9 0 9  2 ,824  3 ,306 3,358 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 4 . 0 4 )  
, Data A s  Of 14:21 01/20/1994, Report Created 12:ll 02/17/1994 

(All values' in Dollars) 

MilCon w / o   voidances 8,704,000 
+ Moving 137,930,251 
-t Eliminated Military PCS 49,486 
+ Administrative/Support 51,978,062 
+ ~othball/Shutdovn 0 
+ civilian R I F  61,874,023 
+ Civilian Early Retirement 2,062,467 
+ Civilian New Hires 14,156,000 
+ Civilian PPS 0 
-k Land Purchases 0 
+ Environmental Mitigation 0 
+ One-Time Unique Costs 72,023,000 
3- HAP / RSE 24,879,825 
+ Unemployment 11,024,000 
+ Info Management Account 0 --------------------------------------------- 
= ~ o t a l  One-Time Costs 384,681,115 

~ i l c o n  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-Time C o s t s  365,681,115 



BASE ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 4 . 0 4 )  
Data A s  Of 14:21 01/20/1994, R e p o r t  Created 12:ll 02/17/1994 

Base: Kelly APB, TX 
(A11 values in Dollars) 

MilCon w/,o Avoidances 0 
+ Moving 137,930,251 
+ Eliminated Military PCS 49,486 
+ ~dministrative/~upport 51,978,062 
+ ~othball/shutdown 0 
+ civilian R I P  61,874,023 
+ civilian Early Retirement 2,062,467 
+ civilian New Hires 0 
+ Civilian PPS 0 
+ Land Purchases 0 
+ Environmental Mitigation 0 
+ one-Time Unique Costs 72,023,000 
+ HAP / RSE 24,879,825 
+ Unemployment 11,024,000 
+ Info Management Account 0 __------------------------------------------- - Total One-Time Costs 361,821,115 

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

Total One-Time Costs 361,821,115 
- Total One-Time Savings 19,000,000 
__~- -___- - - - - - - -__- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -&- - - - - - - - - -  

= Total Net One-Tine Costs 342,821,115 



BASE ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 4 . 0 4 )  - Page 2 
Data As Of 14:21 01/20/1994, Report Created 12:31 02/17/1994 

B a s e :  Tinker AFB, OK 
(All values in Dollars) 

~ i l C o n  w/o Avoidances 8,704,000 
+ ~ o v i n g  0 
+ Eliminated Military PCS 0 
+ ~dministrative/support 0 
+ nothball/Shutdown 0 
+ Civilian RIF 0 
+ Civilian Early Retirement 0 
+ civilian New Hires 14,156,000 
+ Civilian PPS 0 
+ Land Purchases 0 
+ Environmental Mitigation 0 
+ One-Time Unique Costs 0 
+ HAP / RSE 0 
+ Unemployment 0 
+ Info Management Account 0 ............................................. 
= Total One-Time Costs 22,860,000 

Milcon Cost Avoidances 0 
+ Procurement Cost Avoidances 0 
+ Land Sales 0 
__---__----------------------------------*--- 

= Total One-Time Savings 0 

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



1 nrne Movlng $1 12,486,948 
SA-ALC $67,189,743 

OCALC s45,~97.204 

Spraadshoet $25,710,058 
DLA $06,776,090 

Construction 
NEW MOD 23% 12% 16% 22% 11 % 16% 

$473,G00,000 $0 $108,928,000 $56,832,000 $75,776,000 $104,192,000 $52,096,000 $i'5,776,Oo'J $473.~0,000 

8 il 
('J 
'.'l 





G 
9UIPMENT TRANSFER SA-ALC TO THIRD CENTER 

,QU I P a N T  
K U O N  SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPKENT 5 0  
A3PROPRIATED FUND s 0 

OVZR 5K 5 2 2 4 , 1 3 6 , 4 2 4  
UNDER 5K S 6 7 , 2 4 0 , 9 2 7  

- 
TOTAL 5 2 9 1 , 3 7 7 , 3 5 1  

EXCESS EQUIPKENT PERCENT 
E A P O N  SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 0 . 0 0 %  s 0 
Ai'PROPRIATED FUND 0 . 0 0 %  $ 0  
NON APPROPRIATED FUKD 3 0 . 0 0 %  5 6 7 , 2 4 0 , 9 2 7  
OTHER 0 . 0 0 %  S 0  
TOTAL $ 6 7 , 2 4 0 , 9 2 7  

R E P q C H A S E  VS HO- 
E A P O H  SYSTEM SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 0 . 0 0 9  $0  
APPROPRIATED FUND 0.00% 5 0 

HON APPROPRIATED FUND 0 . 0 0 %  5 0  
OTHER 0 . 0 0 %  s 0  

TOTAL 5 0 

COST TO RELOCATE E Q U I P E N T  
X ? f . A I N I N G  EQUIPNENT VXLm $ 2 2 4 , 1 3 6 , 4 2 4  
P , C , H  (WESTING HOUSE) 3 . 5 0 %  5 7 , 8 4 4 , 7 7 5  
TT(ANSP0RTATION (DST)  0 . 5 0 %  5 1 , 1 2 0 , 6 8 2  
XXOVE AND REINSTALL (SH-ALCIHADE) 1.0% 5 2 , 2 4 1 , 3 6 4  

TOTAL COST TO H O E  S 1 1 , 2 0 6 , 8 2 1  

COST TO DIS30SZ 07 EQJZ?.SNT (DRYO) 
EQUIPNENT VALWE $ 6 7 , 2 4 0 , 9 2 7  
DISPOSAL COST E N O E  AND TRANSPORT 5 1 , 3 4 4 , 8 1 9  

TOTAL EQUXPHZNT COST 
PZLOCATE 5 1 1 , 2 0 6 , 8 2 1  
DISPOSE $ 1 , 3 4 4 , 8 1 9  
B bl, S 0 

( A )  TOTAL $ 1 2 , 5 5 1 , 6 4 0  

INVENTORIES D033, G 0 7 2 ,  G402A 
STOCK FUNiY S 0  
O T E R  5 1 , 7 6 0 , 0 0 0  

S 0 

TOTAL 

LYOUNT TO MOVE 33.00% 

COST TO RELOCATE 2.00% 

( 3 )  TOTAL 



TERIAL DL'AGE: ll 
EQUI PKENT 

(TVA)*TIKES HANDLED*.0001 

INVENTORY 

( ( P A  INVENTORY)*TIXES FlA.NDLED*.OOOI) 

HANDLING 
8 

HANDLING 

(C) TOTAL COST $179,541 

I P E R S O W L  EQUIPMENT 

v SPORTATION 

KWMBER OF PEOPLE 
CIVlLIAN 3,139 
MILITARY 203 

3,342 

NUMBER OF POUNDS PER PERSON 7 10 

2,372,962 

LBS IN CWT 
COST PER CWT 

O F F I C E  EQUIPKENT COST 

hWMl3ER OF TRUCKS 
MMBER OF HILES 
TOTAL MILES 
COST PER MILE 

TOTAL COST $103,893 

n VEHICLE MOVSMENT 

MILITARY LIGHT VEHICLE 
AVG NUKBER OF MILES 
COST PER MILE 

MILITARY SPECIAL VEHICLE 
AVG NUMSZR OF MILES 
COST PER MILE 

- 
TOTAL COST S137,940 . - - 



- . .  ,. . . 

.'I '7TA.L TRANSPORTATION COST 
r 

8A-ALC TO THIRD CENTER 

I EQUIPUENT RELOCATION $11,206,821 
EQUIPMENT DISPOSAL 51,344,619 

I PURCHASE VS MOVE s 0 
INVENTORY $11,616 
KATERIAI; DAHAGE 5179,541 
EQUIPMENT PERSONNEL $103,893 
V Z H I C L E  5137,940 

TOTAL $12,984,630 



..IrxuIPMENT TRANSFER oc-ALc To THIRD CENTER 

kTAPON SYSTEH SUPPOXT EQUIP-NT 
APPROPRIATED F W  
OVER SK 
UNDER 5K 

TOTAL 

EXCESS EQUIPMENT 
 LAPO ON SYSTEH SUPPORT E Q U I P m N T  
APPROPRIATED F W D  
NON APPROPRIATED FVKD 
OTXER 

TOTAL 

REPUXCHASE VS MOVE: 
E X D O N  SYSTEH SUPPOaT EQUIPMENT 
APPROPRIATED FUND 
NON APPROPRIATED FUKD 
OTHER 
TOTAL 

PERCENT 
0 . 0 0 %  5 0 
0.00% s 0 

30 - 0 0 %  5 5 8 , 3 9 2 , 5 1 1  
0.00% $ 0  

S 5 8 , 3 9 2 , 5 1 1  

REHAINING EQUIPMENT VALUE 
P,C,H (WESTING HOUSE) 
TXANSPORTATION fDSTI 
REHOVE w a  REINSTAL;. ( SM-UC/IWDE) 

TOTAL COST TO HOVE: 

COST TO DISPOSE OF EPUIP.L(ENT (DRXO) 
EQUIPKENT VALUE 
DISPOSAL COST = H O E  AND TRANSPORT 

TOTAL EQUIPENT COST 
RELOCATE 
DISPOSE 

$11,206,821 

C 
BUY 

S 1 1 1 6 7 , t i 5 0  
$0 

( A )  TOTAL 5 1 2 , 3 7 4 , 6 7 1  

INVENTORIES D 0 3 3 ,  C 0 7 2 ,  G 4 0 2 A  
STOCK FUND 

OTXER 5 0 5 2 , 6 0 0 , 0 0 0  

$ 0  
S 0 

II TOTAL 

A.hlOWNT TO HOVE 

COST TO RELOCATE 

I r (8) TOTAL $17,160 

- 
7 . .  

.r, 
4 7  

- J 



; TERIAL DAMAGE 

EQU I PXENT 

(TVX)*TIHES HANDLED*.0001 

INVENTORY 

( C )  TOTAL COST S156,057 

KtTM3ER OF PEOPLE 
CIVILIAN 
HILITARY 

NUICBER O F  POUNDS PZX PERSON 

LBS IN CWT 
COST PER CWT 

OFFICE EQUIPHENT COST 

SPORTATION 
NUKBER OF TRUCKS 
h W Z R  OF HILES 
TOTAL MILES 
COST PEX MILE 

TOTAL COST $ 5 4 , 0 8 5  

MILITARY LIGHT =HI- 
AVG NUMBER OF JILES 
COST PER H I L E  

MILITARY SPECIAL VZHICLE 
AVC NUHBER OF HILES 
COST PER MILE 



, I-o,, TRPINSPORTATXOH COST 
. . 

OC-ALC TO THIRD CENTER 
' ,  

EQUIPMENT RELOCATION 
EQUIPMENT D I S P O S U  
PURCHASE ' VS HOVE 
INVENTORY $17,160 
HXTERIAL DAHhCE 5156,057 
EQUIPKENT PERSONNEL $54,085 
=HICLE $123,455 

TOTAL $12,725,428 



C o E W  REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v 4 . 0 4 )  
Data A s  Of 16:40 01/25/1994, Report Created .12:13 02/17/1994 

Group : BOTH TO ROBINS AFB ' 

Service : AF 
option Package : OPTION 1 

Starting Year : 1996 
Break Even Year: 2096+ (Year 101+) 
ROI Year : 2102+ (100-t Years) 

Option NPV in 2015 (SK) : 925,897 
Total One-Time Cost ( $ K )  :1,136,226 

+ Net Costs (SK) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 1998 19 9 9 2000 ----- ----.. --..-- ----- ----- 

Misn 0 0 0 0 0 
Pers -169 -686 -1,979 -4,028 -6,067 
Ovhd 36,467 28,435 24,218 21,143 18,281 
Cons 104,356 108,664 111,130 108,664 21,786 
Movg 12,823 22,759 64,481 77,347 64,481 
Othr 14,511 29,012 72,536 86,930 72,536 

Beyond 
----.".- 

0 
-7,456 
5,230 

0 
0 
0 

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

1996 1997 1998 ----- ----- ---__ 
FORCE STRUCTURE REDUCTIONS 

Officers 0 0 o 
Enlisted 0 0 0 
Civilian 0 0 0 

POSXTIONS ELIMINATED 
Officers 0 0 2 
Enlisted 1 1 5 
civilian 7 15 37 

PERSOWEL REALIGNMENTS 
Officers 4 7 18 
Enlisted 15 29 72 
Students 0 0 0 
TOT MIL 19 3 6 90 
Civilian 390 780 1,950 
TOTAL 409 816 2,040 

TOTAL 



COBRA REALIGNHENT SU?dMARY (COBRA v4.04) - Page 2 
Data A s  Of 16:40 01/25/1994, Report Created 1 2 ~ 1 3  02/17/1994 

Costs (SK) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 1998 -...--- ----- ----- 

Misn 0 0 0 
Pers 1 11 28 
Ovhd 36,467 28,435 24,218 
Cons 104,356 108,664 130,130 
Movg 12,850 22,810 64,608 
Othr 14,511 29,012 72,536 

Beyond ------ 
0 
68 

5,230 
0 
0 
0 

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

savings ( $ K )  Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Z O O 1  Beyond ----- ----- ----- ----- ----* ----- ---...-- 

Misn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pers 170 698 2,006 4,079 6,135 7,344 7 , 5 2 5  
ovhd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Cons 0 0 19,000 0 0 - 0 0 
Movg 27 51 127 147 127 27 0 
Othr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOT 197 748 21,133 4,226 6 2 6  7,371 7,525 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 4 . 0 4 )  
Data As Of 16:40 01/25/19~4, Report Created 12:13 02/17/1994 

(All values in Dollars) 

~ i l C o n  w/o Avoidances 473,600,000 
+ Moving 254,714,638 
+ Eliminated Military PCS 139,738 
+ ~dninistrative/~upport 117,736,493 
+ Mothball/shutdown 0 
+ civilian R I F  92,752,663 
+ c i v i l i a n  Ea r ly  Retirement 3,097,593 
-t civilian New Hires 21,040,000 
+ civilian PPS 0 
+ Land Purchases 0 
-t Environmental Mitigation 0 
+ One-Time Unique Costs 117,442,000 
+ HAP / RSE 39,177,565 
+ Unemployment 16,525,600 
+ Info Management Account 0 
------------I-------------------------------- 

= Total One-Time Costs 999,999,999 

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

Total One-Time Costs 999,999,999 - Total one-Time Savings 19,000,000 
---C-------------CI---__--_----------&------------ 

= Total Net One-Time Costs 999,999,999 



BASE ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 4 . 0 4 )  
Data A s  Of 16:40 01/25/1994, Report Created 12:13 02/17/1994 

Base: KELLY W B ,  TX 
(All values in Dollars) 

Nilcon w / o  Avoidances 
+ Moving 
+ ~liminated Military PC$ 
+ ~dministrative/Support 
+ Mothball/Shutdown 
+ civilian RIF 
+ Civilian E a r l y  Retirement 
+ Civilian New Hires 
+ civilian PPS 
+ Land Purchases 
+ E n v i r o m e n t a l  Mitigation 
+ One-Time Unique Costs 
+ HAP / RSE 
+ Unemployment 
+ Info Management Account 
= Total o n e - ~ i m e  Costs 319,441,976 

Milcon Cost Avoidances 19,000,000 
+ Procurement Cost Avoidances 0 
+ Land Sales 0 
---_----------_------------------*----------- 

= Total one-~ime Savings 19,000,000 

Total One-Time Costs 319,441,976 
- Total One- ~ i m e  Savings 19,000,000 
----I*-_------------------------------------- 

= Total Net One-~ime Costs 300,441,977 



BASE ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 2 
Data As Of  16:40 0 1 / 2 5 / 1 9 9 4 ,  Repor t  created 12:13 02/17/1994 

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

MilCon w/o  voidances 0 
+ Moving 9 9 , 5 8 6 , 3 4 5  
+ Eliminated Military PCS 90,252 
+ Administrative/~upport 65,758,433. 
+ Mothball/Shutdown 0 
+ Civilian RIF 33,836,516 
+ civilian Early Retirement 1,130,014 
+ Civilian New Hires 0 
+ civilian PPS o 
+ Land Purchases 0 
+ Environmental Mitigation 0 
+ One-Time Unique Costs 12,523,000 
+ HAP / RSE 15,639,154 
+ Unemployment 6,028,600 
+ Info Management Account 0 
-I----------------------&-------------------- 

= Total One-Time Costs 234,592,314 

~ i l c o n  Cost Avoidances 0 
+ Procurement Cost  Avoidances 0 
+ Land Sales 0 
-------------------------------*------------- 

= T o t a l  One-Time Savings  0 

Total One-Time Costs 234,592,314 
- T o t a l  One-Time Savings 0 ............................................. 
= Total Net One-Tine Costs 234,592,314 



BASE ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v4.04) - Page 3 
, Data A s  Of 16:40 01/25/1994, Report Created 12:13 02/17/1994 

Base: ROBINS AFB, GA 
(All values in Dollars) 

Milcon w / o  Avoidances 473,600,000 
+ Moving 0 
+ Eliminated Military PCS 0 
+ ~dministrative/Support 0 
+ Mothball/Shutdown 0 
f civilian RIF 0 
+ civilian Early Retirement 0 
+ civilian New Hires 21,040,000 
+ Civilian PPS 0 
+ Land Purchases 0 
+ Environmental Mitigation 0 
+ one-Time Unique Costs 87,552,000 
+ HAP / RSE 0 
+ Unemployment 0 
+ Info Management Account 0 
------_--I---------------------------------*- 

= Total One-Time Costs 582,192,000 

Milcon Cost Avoidances 0 
+ Procurement Cost Avoidances 0 
+ Land Sales 0 
-----*-----------------------*--------------- 

= Total One-Time Savings 0 

Total one-Time Costs 582,192,000 
- Total One-Time Savings 0 --------------------------------------------- 
= Total Net One-Tine Costs 582,192,000 
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R4emorandum for LR, FRI-1, HQ Al?Af1C/LGP (Lt Col Pitcher) 22-Dec-93 

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

1. The 2 vs 1 Engine Depot Study was initiated on 10 Dec 93 with hlr. Steve Doneghy 
(FM-1) providing the initial direction. The study charter is to determine the cost, 
benefit, and risk of consolidating a11 or some of the depot engine workload, curreritly 
residing a t  OC-ALC and SA-ALC, at one site. The study team rvill complete a detailed 
analysis of evaluate d l  factors including facilities, equipment, peculiar capabilities, 
related costs, costlbenefits, and risks. This study is the result of the initial assessment 
made by HQ AFlMC/LGP that showed, based on workload capacity, either center could 
absorb the entire engine \vorMoad. Mr. Doneghy stressed the importance of the data 
certification requirement for all data generated as a result of this study. This 
memorandun1 documents the progress made to date to complete the study. 

2. Team me~nbers: 

OFFICE DSN E-R.IAKL 
OC-ALC: 
Mike Burch 
Larry Pulliurn 
Riike Coonce 
Bob Bolinger 
Ken Brashers 

Maj Dwight Chase 
Roger Lozano 
Keith Dever 
Robert Roman 
Augie Marmolejo 
Capt Jeff Isom 
Reynoldo Espinosa 
Debbie Wilson 
Charlie DiPietro 
Linda Olivarez 
Boyce Marting 
Renee Schroeder 
Beverly Russeau 

LPA 336-2976 mburch@ocdisO~ 
FA4 2% - 7 ~ 3 %  

LLP 
LPPE 336-2411 bolinger@ocdisOl 
LPP 
LPP 

334. 7 9 %  
? li; -3 

LR 
LDTI 
LPPEB 
LPPEA 
m F  
FMXC 
mIPF 
mIPF 
TICR 
FMPF 
m c  
mWF 
FMXC 



1 

2. The SA-ALC and OC-ALC 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 workloads. Other study efforts 
including prcparation for the 93 BRAC have identified most of the data need for this 
study. Along with this data, projected engine related ulorkloads for each center will be 
assembled. 

3. The assesslne~lt team developed a set of options and assux~~ptions (Atch 2) to insure 
everyone invol'rled is using the sanie ground rules. h/iGen Curtis and RlIGen Spiers, 
SA-ALCICC and OC-ALCICC respectively, have been provided the optio~ls and 
assumptions for their rericw. 

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 a t  each center. 

DWI&T S. CHASE, Major. USAF 
2 vs I Study TPT Leader 

2 Atch 
1. 2 vs 1 Engine Depot Study Approach 
2. 2 vs 1 Engine Depot Study Options and 
Assumptions 
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S U R N A M E  OP A C T I O N  O F F I C E R  A N D  G R A D E  S Y M B O L  PHONE TY*IF~'s S V S P C N S E  D A T E  
INI~IALS 

Major Dwight Chase SA-ALCILR 50441 dq 

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

S U B J E C T  

Two vs One Engine Depot Study 

12. The study options include: 

O A T E  

3 Jan 94 

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

S U M M A R Y  
-- 

( b. Consolidate all engine workload a t  one ALC. 

1. Consolidate all engine workload at a third ALC. 

d. Maintain t w o  engine depots but consolidate some component repair where cost effective. I" 
e. Maintain two  engine depots but consolidate management responsibility a t  one center. 

3. The assumptions provide a common framework for all team members t'o use during the study. The 
primary assumptions include: 

I 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 "2 T S L  '") 

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. 

I ~l'opulsion product Group Manager 
1 Tab 
Two vs One Engine Depot Study 
Options/Assumptions 
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T\vo vs. One Engine Depot Study Options/Assumptio~~s 

21-Jan-94 
Rev 5 

SCOPE: 

1. The scope of the project will center on all current organic engine related uforkloads 
includhg: turbofan and turboprop jet engines, gas turbines engines, and associated 
engine commodities and accessories. (Lncludes 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 responsibility at one center. 

3. AU 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, LTILD, FM, DP, SC, 
and LG (formerly DS) will dso  relocate. 

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

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

occur. 

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

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

8. Future competitions. DMISA, and FAtS workload uiill not be a factor in the study. 

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

10. Cost of floor clean-up and disposal of excess equipment \+rill be included. 

11. Data must be certifiable per AFR4C 21 Study. 

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

13. A modified form of the depot activation planning process. wi l l  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. 

w 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. I\IIILCON projects will be funded and accomplished on schedule. 

20. Assuine - DPSH = 1 PE. (To be determined) 

SCHEDULE: 

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

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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22. Workload Review of hlarch 1993 \still be used in this exercise. Computations will be 
adjusted for Two-Level I\/laintenance if it was not included in the h4ar 93 re.clievv. 

23. Surge requirements: 

- 88% wartime surge requirement factor 
- 1.6 wartime surge capability factor 
- 7% degradation factor for second shift operatio11 
- 8 hour15 days standard work week12 shifts per day 
- 10 hour16 day surge work week12 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 move. 

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 

1 
4 
2- - 

M . COORD 

4 

5 
I 1 I 1 I I I 

1. Tab 1 provides the study options and assumptions to be used for the Two vs O n e  Engine Depot 
Study. Included in the study are engines and accessories, gas turbine engines, secondary power 
units, and engine start systems. 

CC 

Major Dwight Chase 

12. The study options include: I 
a. Status Quo (provides the baseline to  evaluate other options) 

b. Consolidate all engine workload at one ALC. 

COORD 

~ Y ~ I S T ' S  
I N I T I A L S  

PHONE S U R N A M E  O F  ACTION OFFICER A N D  G R A O E  

SA-ALCILR 

Consolidate all engine workload at  a third ALC. 

d. Maintain t w o  engine depots but consolidate some component repair where cost effective. 

SUSPENSE D A T E  S Y M B O L .  

S U B J E C T  

Two vs One Engine Depot Study 

I e. Maintain two engine depots but consolidate management res,,onsibiliry at one center. I 

-------. 

50441 
D A T L  

3 Jan 94 

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

q 

10 

dq 

S V M M A R V  

I a. FY96 consolidation start with workload transfers complete in FYO1. I 
b. Projected workload will be based on Mar 93 comps and adjusted for two-level maintenance 

if not included in the computation. - C ~ L  '3) 
c. Future workload changes because of competitions, etc will 'not be included in the cost 

analysis. 

RECOMMENDATION 

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

1 Tab 
Two vs One Engine Depot Study 

. . .. Options/Assumptions 
'.j 
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I S T A F F  SUMMARY SHEET I 

I 1 I I  I I I 
3 U R N A M E  O F  A C T I O N  O F F I C E R  A N 3  C W A D b  S Y M B O L  P H O N C  1 
Major Dwight Chase I SA-ALC/LR 1 50441 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. 

I I I I  

12. The study options include: 

S ' J L J E C T  

Two vs  One Engine Depot Study 

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

D A T C  

3 Jan 94 

I b. Consolidare all engine workload at one ALC. 1 I 

S U M M A R Y  

w . Consolidate all engine workload at a third ALC. 

d. Maintain t w o  engine depots but consolidate some component repair where cost effective. 

e. Maintain t w o  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 wi th workload transfers complete in FYO1. I 
b. Projected workload will be based on Mar 93 comps and adjusted for two-level maintenance ! 

if not included in the computation. C ~ 2 7  TSL ?) i 

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

I 
RECOMMENDATION 

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

- I Tab 
. , Two vs One Engine Depot Study 

I Options/Assumptions 

- 
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Two vs. One Engine Depot Study Options/Assumptio~~s 

21-Jan-93 
Rev 5 

SCOPE: 

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

2. The options of this study are: 

a. Status Quo: T\vo 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 a t  SA-ALC and O C - L C  but consolidate some component 
repair where cost effective. 
f. Two engine depot maintenance activities at SA-ALC and OC-ALC but consolidate 
management responsibility at one center. 

3. All LP's functions, which include system program management, resource 
management, procurement, and general management will relocate o r  be eliminated 
depending on gaining center's capacity. Related functions in TI, LIILD, J?h4, 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 corliplete (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 workIoads 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 co~nrnon use capital equipnlcnt (machinery) wlill be determined by the 
need for that equipmerit based upon available capability as assessed by the gaining 
center. 

8. Future competitions, DhIISA, and F'hIS \vorkload 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 \+rill be included. 

11. Data must be certifiable per AFMC 21 Study. 

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

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

13. Environmental dean-up costs will not be included. These costs ~vill 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. MJLCON projects will be funded and accomplished on schedule. 

20. Assume D P S H  = 1 PE. (To be determined) 

SCHEDULE: 

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

FOR OFFICIAL U S E  ONLY 
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22. U'orkload Review of March 1993 will be used in this exercise. Computations will be 
adjusted for Two-Level R4aintenance if it was not included in the R/Iar 93 review. 

23. Surge requirements: 

- 88% wartime surge requirement factor 
- 1.6 wartime surge capability factor 
- 7% degradation factor for second shift operation 
- 8 hour/5 days standard \vork \veekM shifts per day 
- 10 houri6 day surge work week12 shifts per day 

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

25. There wil l  be no additional Interim Contractor Support (ICS) requirements wiI1 
generated by the move. 

26. Moving specific workload to a contractor will not be considered as an option. 
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AFhlC 2 1 STUDY ( 
- O m  vs TWO ENGINE DEPOTS - 

,( c.. 6,. 
Y" 

1. THE F O L L O W G  IS REQUIRED AS FOLLOW-ON TO THE 
HQ AFh4CLGP ISSUE PAPER "ENGINE DEPOT h W T E N ~ T C E  CENTERS" 
DATED 3 NOV 93 .ua AS DJXECTED AT THE TBE HORJZONS '93 16-1 7 NOV 
AT EGLIN AFB, FL TEE RJ3ULTS OF THE REFERENCED LGP ISSUE PAPER 
.4RE COMPLETED AS THEY APPLY TO WORKLOAD AND AVAILABLE 
h4ANHOURS. HO\VT\ER, DETAJLED ANALYSlS NOW NEEDS TO BE .UPLIED 
TO SUCH BED DOWN FACTORS AS FACILITIES, EQUIPRENT, PECULIAR 
CAPABILITIES, RELATED COSTS AND BENEFITRISK AN.4LYSIS. 

2. THE STUDY WILL BE A JOmT EFFORT BETIICEEN HQ AFh4CLGP, 
OC-ALC, S A - X C  Al\B THE PROPULSION PGM. AN INTEGRATED PRODUCT 
TEAM \WLL BE ESTABLISHED AS REFERENCED BELOW TO PERFORn4 THE 
STUDY USING THE CHARTER AEIO\iE. 

REPRESENTATIVE J 
. SA-ALCLR : PROPULSION PGM (CHAIR) Mhj DM: -5-E CQWI 
. .  OC-ALCEhP 

( :: 
.. SA-ALCEMP 

L P P  
. . /LPR 

L D T  
L D P  
/TIC 

$& L G a w  
3. h4ILESTONES 

- ESThBLlSH BASIC CHARTER & P T  - 
- ESTABLISH IPD MEMBERS - 
- I ST VTC MEETWGIDISCUSS 

CHARTER, APPROACH & ACTION 
- 1 ST D M T  REPORT - 
- FINAL REPORT TO HQ AFMCLG - 

2 DEC 92 
3 DEC 93 
6- 10 DEC 93 

10 IAN 93 
18 JAN 93 - 
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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 maintenance workloads, now performed at SA-ALC and OC-ALC, at a 
single engine depot. 

2. STUDY METHODOLOGY: The dzla of this study evaluated man-hour 
considerations associated with consolidation of peacetime and wartime workloads 
considering both single and double shift operations at the  remaining single engine 
depot. This study accepted as fact that both ALCs possess all the basic processes 
required for modern engine overhaul, and accepted that considerably more in-depth 
study would be needed to determine specific changes required at either depot to 
accomplish the full volume of workload associated with the total future engine depot 
rilaintenance requirement. The study looked at FY87 through FY98 engine workload 
and capability f igures submitted by t he  two centers involved (see Table 1). The 
highest annual workloads accomplished at each cenler during this period was used to 
define "Peak Capability" at each center. Single shift Peak Capability for OC-ALC was 
4,974K Depot Program Standard Hours (DPSH) and 5,091 K DPSH for SA-ALC. 
While it is possible Ihat additional capability could be achieved, these figures 
represent the largest demonstrated capability. Standard planning factors were 
applied in the analysis summarized in Tables 2 & 3 which portray the two scenarios 
where all work is consolidated at OC-ALC and SA-ALC respectively. These factors . include an 88 percent wartime surge requirement factor, a 1.6 wartime surge 
capability factor, a 7 percent degradation factor for the second shift operation, an 8- 
hrI5-day standard work week, and a 10-hr/6-day surge work week. 

3. FINDINGS: Study findings indlhate: 

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

b. However, it would be [ea$onable to consider consolidating engine workloads at 
either remaining depot if the gaining center expanded to double shift operations for 

For Official Use Only 
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(Deliverable 2.8) 

some of its activiiies. Tables 2 & 3 indicate on their "2 SHIFT % OF CAPABILITY" 
and "WAR O/Q 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 workloads at a single ALC must be considered 
prior to deciding this issue: 

a. Limitations associaled 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 \vorktoads 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 expecfed to significantly 
affect these results. 

b. While we could not no\v 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 t he  1984 f ireat the OC-ALC engine facility, could other\vise rapidly compromise 
flight operations throughout the Air Force. AFMC's current posture of two engine 
repair ALCs effectively mitigates the risk of such catastrophes. Additionally, virtually 
every newly fielded engine experiences significant problems as it matures, requiring 
unprogratnmed depot maintenance for the entire inventory as quickly as possible. 
Without this redundancy in engine depots, AFMC flexib~lity would be significantly 
reduced. Long lead times associated with oblaining contract support for unpredicted 
future engine depot maintenance requirements is one example of this loss of 
flexibility. The two engine ALCs in operation today enhance AFMC's flexibility in 
meeting all such needs. 

c. The importance of current flexibility will be of increasing impoflance as the Air 
Force fully implemenls the Two Levels of Maintenance (2LM) initiative and centralizes 
its jet engine intermediate maintenBnce(JE1M) 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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(Deliverable 2.8) 

these ALCs \vould make substantial industrial facilities and sophisticated processes 
available to supporl similar workloads. This factor will affect t he  workload distribution 
of many potential options still to be considered during the current infrasiructure 
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 t h e  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 ~~0rk loads  shown in Tables 1 - 3 will change 
depending on the outcome of pending' and planned Service depot maintenance 
competilions. Success in these competitions will increase projected engine. 
workloads by the size of the other Service's workloads won in these competilions. 
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 warranls 
funher 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 pad of future infrastructure study options. 

I Atch 
Tables 1 - 3 
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TABLE 2 

SCENARIO: ALL ENGINES TO OC {DPSH 000) 
ENGlNEWORKLOAD 8,822 3,710 9,274 0,506 7,257 6.767 5.672 6.375 6.593 6.602 6.342 6.195 

. PEAKCAPAB~UN 4.974 4,974 4,974 4.974 4.974 4.174 4.974 4.974 4.974 4.974 4.974 4.974 

% OF CAPABICIW 177% 175"/o 186% 171% 146Y, 136'A l ido& 1'28% 133% 133% 12B0& 1253' 

2 SHIFT CAPABILITY 9.6CX) 9.600 9,603 9.6CO 9,60I] 9.6m 9,600 9,603.. 0 . m  9.600 9.600 0.6X 

2 SHLFT Yo OF CAPABlUN 92% 9 I %  97 X 89% 76% 7 O0/* 5Oo/& 66 % 69% 69% (55% 655 

WARTIMEWORKLOAD 16.585 16,375 17,435 15.991 13.643 12.722 10.663 11.305 '12.395 12.412 11.923 11.61; 

TABLE 1 '-4 

TOTAL ENGlNE WORKLOAD AND CAPABlClN (DPSH 000) 1: - 
R'87 NAE: FY89 n'90 M9 1 N92 FV93 F(9d Pi95 R96 N97 N98 

WAR IME CAPABI!-IN 15,360 15,360 15.360 15.360 15.360 15,360 15.360 15,360 15.360 15.360 15.360 15.3C;I: 
WAR % OF CAPABLLIN 108% 107% 1 l4Yo 104% 89% 0 3% 69  Yo 78% 8lYo 01% 70% 765 

. . 

OC-ALC 
ENGINEWORKLOAD 4.974 3.875 4,183 3,658 3,020 2.703 2,019 2,47\ 2.289 2.147 2.056 2.085. 

P E A K C A P A B I L ~ N [ T I  4,974 4.974 4,974 4.974 4.974 4.974 4.974 4.974 4.974 4.974 4.974 
"A OF CAPABILITY 100% 7 8% 84% 74% 6 1 X 56% 4 1 % 5096 4 6% 43% 41% 42"L 

SA-ALC 
ENGlNE WORKLOAD 3,848 4.835 5.091 4.848 4.237 3,934 3.653 3,904 4.304 4.455 4.286 4.1 12 

PEAKCAPABlLlN 5,091 5,091/-] 5,091 5,091 5.M1 5.091 5.091 5.091 5,091 5.03\ 5.091 

OX, OF CAPABILITY 76% 95% 100% 95% 03% 78% 72% 77% et!j"i, on ox, o l ~ x ~  0 I<& 

TABLE 3 
SCENARIO: ALL ENGINES TO SA (DPSH 000) 

(3-1 + 

ENGtNEWORKtOAD 8,822 8.710 9,274 0.506 7.257 6,767 5.672 6,375 6.593 6.602 6,342 6.19''' 

PEAK CAPABILITY 5,091 5.091 5.091 5.091 5.091 5.091 5.091 5.091 5.091 5,091 5,091 5.OF $ 

+ I 

::; 
1.q 

& .. 
1- 1 1 1  I 

. , 

"&OF CAPABlLlTY 173% 171% 182% 167% 143% 133% 11 1% 125% 130% 130% 125% 122' 10 

2SHlflCAPABILlN 9,826 .9.826 9.026 9.826 9,826 9.326 9.826 9.826 9.826 9.826 9.826 9,6:;< 
2 SHIFT 4b OF CAPABILlN 90% 09% 94% 87 % 7 4% 69% 58% 65Y0 67 % 67% 65% 6?1 Iclc1 

WAR TIME WORCOAD 16.385 16,375 17.435 \ t ,WI 13.643 12.722 10,663 11.905 12.395 12.412 i 1.923 11 .6 .  , 

TOTAL 
ENGlNtWORXLOiO 8.822 8,710 9214 8,506 7,257 1,767 5.672 6.275 6.593 6,602 6,342 6,I95/$: 

PEAKCAPABIUN 10,065 10,005 10.065 10.065 10.Ck55 10.065 10.065 10.065 10,065 10,065 10.065 10.055i0 
63% 56% MOA 63% 

r 
Yo OF CAPADlLlW 88% 87% 92Yo 05% 7 2% 67% 56% 62% I 

,-I 

1-1 -. 

WAR~MECAPAB~L~N 15,721 15,721 15.721 15.721 15,721 15.721 15.721 15,721 15.721 15,721 15,721 \ 5 a 7 : & 1  - 3 

WAR % OF CAPABILITY 105% 104% 1 1 1% 10236 87% 0 1 % 60% 76% 79% 79% 76% 7: 



1.  BISCrISSIOS OF TOPIC: .A study was conducted to determine the cost and  benefit 
of consolidatit12 engine depot rnainlenance (hat  is currently accomplished at  S.4-ALC and 
OC-ALC. 

2. W E \ J . A > T  F ~ s C S :  Depot maintenance on engines and related components is 
conducted a t  tn.0 -4LCs. -4s the force structure is reduced, both of these depots ha\.e 
excess capaciQr. This study was chartered to estimate the cost of relocaring all engine and 
related (inc[uding components such as fuel accessories, gas turbine engines, secondary 
pou'er s).sterns, and  engine start sj.stems). The s tudy t f a s  expanded to include an option 
to  relocate the  engine depot at a th i rd  .-1LC, relocating only the management function a t  
one XLC, and to identify and evaluate alternati\.e.s for consolidating component repair. 
The FY 96 projected u.nrkload and the FY 01 La lD  \\.;is used to estimate the manpo\i.er 
inco[\.ed in the  mo\.e. Four major  cost categories \!.ere definatized: Jlilitary 
Construction ( ~ ~ I L c o ~ - ) ,  equipment transfer, rnanpou-er, and one-time costs such as red 
center shop floor vacate, green center shop resrrangement, minor  construction, 
prototyping, process qualification, plus a 20% contingency factor a n d  transition support. 
In addition a risk assessment \\.as performed against each scenario and  the COBR4 rnodel 
was run using Air Force standards. Facility and  equipment data \$'ere gathered from 
United States Air  .Force Real Property Inyentory Change Report, (AR)7115, and t h e  
0 1 7  Depot maintenance Equipment List, and site surrej-s performed a t  both S-\-,$LC 

&;.$ and OC-ALC for the purpose of  data ralidation and  process assessrt~ent. Engineering 
estimates were developed and were determined to be ~ a l i d  assessments. For the purposes 
of this study, the "third" .4LC rr3s identified as IT;R-.kLC and the assumption was made 
tha t  none of the engine processes and facilities are available b u t  tha t  adequate industrial 
equipment is arailable a t  that  cite. 

a. This s tudy  validated that both S.4-ALC and OC-XLC possess capabilities in a11 core 
processes required for modern engine overhaul. 

b. The payback for all scenarjos related to consolidation of depot maintenance and 
management o r  management only exceeds 101 years. The costs of consolidation !yere 
computed as: 

TO SX-.4= TO 0C-A.I.L 
Depot Maintenance & $266.331 $365.71\1: $1,139.831' 
Management 

Managenlent OnIy $63.931 $76.531 

*The third ALC costs are estimates. Due to time constraints and sensiti~itg, no 
site ~-isjtS were made to I V R - L C .  
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c. I\fILCON costs requircd for cclnsolidation of engine depot maintenance a t  ei ther 
SA-XLC ($10.231) or OC-ALC (SS.7Sf) are  relatir.ely insignificant. The hJILCON a t  the 
third U C  was estimated a t  $474.031- 

d. Equiprrlcnt transfer consisted primarily of peculiar equipment \$-it11 only a rnini~rlal 
amount required to expand existing capabilities in o rde r  to accommodate the ~vorkload 
increase. The estimated equiprtleltt transfer cost to consolidate the  \\,orkload a t  SX-;ZLC 
\\.as $33.331, a t  OC-,&LC was $54.631, and a t  Ti-R-ALC was $112.5>1. 

e. hZanpov.er \!.as the lzrgest cost driver in any  scenario. Standard C U B U  model 
assumptions (transfers 1,ersus retiremenfdseparations) \\.ere used l o  compute severance 
pay, new hire costs, m o ~ e m e n t  of household goods, a n d  relocation costs. The resulting 
cost estimate to consolidate \t.orkload a t  SX-.ILC \\.as $161.5.3f, a t  OC-ALC \+.as 
$238,631, and  a t  TVR-XLC as $345.331. 

f. One t ime costs \\.ere calculated for consolidation of \\-orMoad a t  SX-.&LC as $39.311, 
for OC-XLC as $63.S?I, and to J\X-XLC as $107.931. 

g. Risk was assessed on the  basis of five categories a n d  probability of occurrence: 
wartime support, peacetime surge, skill base erosion, vulnerability, and competitireness. 
The o ~ e r a l l  risk associated \\.ith consolidation of depot repair and management is very 
high ~ ' i t h  the major  factor being skill base erosion. 

-,! 4.  C O S C 1 , W :  This study clearly indicates the consolidation of depot repair and 
e-.' 

management, o r  even management only, is not  cost effective. Further study m i l l  be 
necessary to determine whether there is reasonable payback associated with the 
consolidation of cornponet~t repair. 

I. ~OI\ l? ,W,hRXTI03 ' :  Retain engine depot repair capability and management a t  
SA-XLC and OC-ALC. 

6 .  -: I certify that  this information is correct a n d  accurate to the best 
of my knowledge and belief. 

.- ,- - .- .-. . - .  . . - - .. , *- ,-I 

SX-AI;C Senior Re~ iewer  - ._ - - -. - . , . - ,. . -.----: , -  . -- .  1 . . .  I .  . - , 

OC-ALC Senior Revierrrer 
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*:,H-HLI: 1;1: 2 1 ,:I q - - -  -06 .q,q _ _ _ 1 - 1  -a,=, F' . 7'0 
DEPARTtrlENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

HEA[)OL!~RTERS OGDEN AIR tOG6TlCS CENTER (CFbtC) 
HfLC AIR fORCE BASE, UTAH 

hEh4ORANDUXI FOR S.4-ALCLR 
ATTENTION: hlaj Chase 

FROM: 00-ALC/FXP 
7981 Georgia Street 
Kill AFB, UT 84056-5824 

SUBJECT: AFMC 2 I Study Discusdon Ttcm, Engine Dcpot Cnnsolidarion 

I .  The O ~ d e n  ALC AFh1C 21 team h2s re\iewed the subject paper and does not concur with it 
FS writlen. It is likely that our concerns, detailed in thc  subscqucnt paragraphs, were considered 
during thc analysis process and may be available in the subject feasibility paper, discussion brielhg 
charts, or briefing noles that were not pro\~idd for our re\iew. It is j rnp~r tan t  fo provide the 
relevant yoirlcs in (he discussion paper to eliminate possible questions from tllc rwdcrs mind. 

a.. The discussion item paper does not identify the dells difference benveen the equipnlent 
and facilities required at e3ch of the rctpecthc ccntcrs. 

(1) \Yhile paragraph 3c does indicate rhc MILCON costs to bc insignificant, i t  is not 
clear what modifications arc required to muve the workload, i.e. is it neces.wry to build an 
addition on to a blljldjng, modij, existing facilities, changc process lines, or add cepzbility. 

(2) What rves the purpose in selecting \VR-AlC for the third possible site? Would it 
have not becn beneficial to have selected a cenrer that has excess industrial facility and eaghe tes t  
cell ~apability to minimize the MILCON rcquired? 

b. The commonalty be~ween engines has increased through tho years ~ 4 t h  thc engines used 
in the new weapon systems, B-2, B-1, F-16, F-15, bchg very common. Duc to the commonalty 
b e t w e n  the engines it would appear the repair proccsscs, equipment (other than fixmrcs), and 
root could be shared rather than transferred. It i s  not clear in t)lo discussion paper that rhe 
commonalty between the systems was used to reduce the equipment transfer cost. Paragraph 3d 
indicates that only 3 rnirimaI m o u n t  of rhc peculiar equipmet11 was rcquired lo  be transferred ro 
cach of thc cmters to bring the resycctn:~ cngine prucems on line. Iiowoter, it dots not stare 
that only quipment required to provide fill capability will be transferred and that that equipment 
was identified based on thc availability of existing in-place equipment at the green ccntcr, Nor 
docs iL stab what \vould bc donewith the other cnginc equipment, i.e. disposal. transfer to a 
second source of repair dcpot. 



c. Thc discussion paper does no1 discuss rhc jrnpacl of two level engine maintenance on 1hc 
depot requirements nor does it i nd i~z t c   he impact was considered d u r i n ~  the analysis. This 
impact is likely to be realized in thc c~mplc ted  repair requirements of the  ncivcr \\.capon system 
engines, R-1, R-2.  F-16. F-15, 8s tllcse engines zre modular in nature and the  modulzr 
components can bc replaced at the two level repair site. Kecomrne.nd the  irnp~ct of lulo level 
maintenance be discussed 2nd tlrc potcniid i:npacl on the size of depot level engine fxcilify 
requirement as a re-wlt of Lhc two I C I ~ C I  rn ,~jnlcn~nce he provided in the discussion itcrn or 
fensibility paper. 

d .  With the reduced ~ v o ~ t l o z d ,  was considcratjor~ given to the possible benefits to be 
derived by es~ablishing one tnsinc rcpajr depot for thc ncwcr engines end contracting out the 
older engines or some o ~ h e r  like scrnario. This cfTol-t should reduce the consolidation cost and 
provide private industry \qith workload for which they so desire. 

e. With the commonzlry betisleen the engines, 15111y is rlrc conccrn so great over loss of 
skills. \4qtb Like type work 2t each center, it ~vould see111 thet  the  base of experienced ~ e r s o n n e l  
with bssic engine skills bas2 would be zvnilcble nt either bnsc. 

f. Discussion irem papers ere l o  provide a sy-nopsis ofthe results of ~ h c  r~c lc \~~nt  points 
obtained through complctina a fcxsibjli~y study. The guidance provided by the AT;S?C 21 Study 
g o u p  ro us in the developnlent of our djsassion papers was that the discussion itcms did not 
includc any moro t l ~ a ~ i  the boriom linc cos t .  Deliriled w s t s  are to bc documcnled in Ihc paper end 
those cnst alere to reflect only the costs relzted to equipment (purchase or uansfu), hULCON 
(new or add dtcr), a d  rcd estzte. The total of those three costs are what is provided in the 
discussion paper fijlure to follo~v the same yidcjincs of previously ivrilten papers will necessitate 
thc rmprilc of each paper lo ensure tach paper is vic~vcd in perspective and the c o s t s  providcd 
include the same elements. The other finencid costs will be reflected in the COBRA model snd 
bc included in the cost rrpurts ~r;fradlcd from the model. 

2. POC is Philip Paskcrr, 00-ALCFhiPC, DSN 458- 1127. 

W L Z - A -  M' h a d  D Amidan 

I Ch, Business Enhancement Division 
Financial Mamgerncnt Directorate 


