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AGENDA

m Background
m Option B Plan

m Air Force Cost Estimates

m Coopers & Lybrand Analysis
m Privatization in Place (PIP)

m Acquisition Strategy

m Air Force Cost Estimates

m Coopers & Lybrand Analysis

m Conclusions
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BACKGROUND

The 1993 DoD Base Closure and Realignment Committee
Recommended Newark AFB, Ohio, for Closure

Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) Depot
Was Recommended to Be Closed, With Some Workload

Moving to Other Depot Maintenance Activities Including
the Private Sector

HQ USAF/CV Gave Privatization in Place (PIP) Full and

Fair Opportunity to Compete for This Workload With 30
Sept 96 Closure Goal

m Law Requires Closure by the End of FY99

Personnel Resources Removed From AF Budget (FY97
and Out)
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¢
PLAN B ASSESSMENTS

m Air Force Cost Estimates

m Coopers & Lybrand Analysis




¢
NONRECURRING
COSTS PLANB

Personnel Major Training Reqts Major Projects
Realigned 1,320 Gyro Mechanic Training Clean Rooms
Eliminated 275 Software Eng Training Isolation Piers

(Rolled Into Personnel #)

Cost Summa

Construction $43.5
Personnel $39.9
Transportation $189.1
Other $15.0
Intm Supt $21.7
Total $309.2
Phasing
FY95 EY96 EYo7 FY98 FY99 EY00

$1.5M $31.9M $102.0M $124.6M $38.2M $1.5M
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Plan B - Transition
Schedule

Decision
Point

Site Sel’'n
Seismic
Studies
Design
Const #1
Const #2

Install
Equip

Transition

95196 96|96 96197 |97 |97 97|98 |98]|98 |98|99]99]99|99|00]|00|00|00]|01}01{01]|01]02
411121314 11121341123 (j4]|1]|2|3|4]|1]2]3|4]|]1]|]2]|3]4]1
Jul Planned Full
r Closure Production
Mar 01
Sep Apr Transition
Apr Install/Check Newark
Feb Feb Closure
Sep 01
Apr Jun
Jul Sep Full
Production
Install/Check =\ Mar 01

May

Apr Transition J Feb
L
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Coopers
& Lybrand

Range Estimate Summary

Category For Option "B"

(

By

Estimate
| Millions of Dollars
250
200} ——
150 |
100 [
50 |-
0
Personnel| MilCon TTransport Other IPS
Low Range. 27.56 32.30 51.00 15.00 21.70
AFMC B 3987 43.50 189.10 15.00 21.70
High Range. 39.87 80.40 205.00 15.00 89.80

For Official Use Only

May 1, 1995
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«

SOURCE SELECTION

SCHEDULE
27 Apr: Offeror Conference
3 May: RFP Release
17 Jun: Proposal Receipt
30 Sep: Request BAFO
1Dec:  SSA Decision
15 Dec: Contract Awards
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¢
AIR FORCE PIP COST
ESTIMATE

" Nonrecurring (FY96/97) $62.2M*
AGMC Transition Office Recurring Cost Estimates

FY96** FY97 | FY98 FY99
$117.3M $183.1M $184.0M $168.1M
(Quantity of Work As of 1 Dec 94)

$70.6M | $165.8M $166.4M $161.8M
(Quantity of Work As of 1 Mar 95)

FY00
$171.2M

$158.9M

* Does not include Non-BRAC costs (e.g., Health Benfits, Early Annuity, etc.)

** Transition Year
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Coopers
& Lybrand

| (
Conclusions & Recommendations
for PIP Estimate

= Methodology Appears Sound

= Source Documentation Appears Adequate, But
Costs May Fluctuate Greatly

+ Three Items Critical to the Cost Estimate that
May Fluctuate Significantly

e Forecasted Workload to Actual Workload
e Other Variables
e AGMC Sales Prices
= To Improve the Estimate's Accuracy and Reduce

the Size of the C&L Range, We Recommend
Reuvisiting the Three Critical Items

For Official Use Only May 1, 1995




« (
CONCLUSIONS

m AF Aggressively Working PIP
m AF Recognizes Risk

m May Need Flexibility If Proposals Render
PIP Effort Not Feasible

m Will Keep Congress and BRAC
Commission Informed of Progress
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AGENDA

m Background
m Option B Plan

m Air Force Cost Estimates

m Coopers & Lybrand Analysis
m Privatization in Place (PIP)

m Acquisition Strategy

m Air Force Cost Estimates

m Coopers & Lybrand Analysis

m Conclusions
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¢ (
CLOSURE OPTIONS

m Privatization in Place (PIP)
m Contract Most of the Current AFMC Workloads
m Guidance/Navigation Maintenance
m Metrology Standards Lab/Tech Order

m AF Metrology and Calibration MGM Remain Organic in-
Place

m PlanB
m Backup If PIP Does Not Work
m Move All AGMC Workloads to Organic Sources
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« q
PLAN B ASSESSMENTS

m Air Force Cost Estimates

m Coopers & Lybrand Analysis




|
NONRECURRING

COSTS PLAN B

n Major Training Reqts Major Projects
Realigned 1,320 Gyro Mechanic Training Clean Rooms
Eliminated 275 Software Eng Training Isolation Piers

(Rolled into Personnel #)

Cost Summary (M

Construction $43.5
Personnel $39.9
Transportation $189.1
Other $15.0
Intm Supt $21.7
Total $309.2
Phasing .
FY95 FY9% EY97 EY98 FY99 FYO00

$1.5M $31.9M $102.0M $124.6M $38.2M $1.5M
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Plan B - Transition
Schedule

Decision
Point

Site Sel’n
Seismic
Studies
Design
Const #1
Const #2

Install
Equip

Transition

95|96 196196 |96 |97 |97 97|97 |98 98|98 |98|99]99]99]|99]00]|00]|00]00]|01]|01]|01]01]02
4al14)2131411{21314)}1}2]314|]11213]|]4|1]2}|314]|]1]2]|]3]4]1
* | /\
Jul Planned Full
Closure Production
Mar 01
Sep Apr Jan| Transition| jan
Apr Install/Check Newark
Feb ]-j:eb Closure
Sep 01
Apr Jun
Jul Sep Full
' Production
Install/Check Mar 01
May May
AplTransltlon IFeb
L




€
Coopers
& Lybrand

¢ (
Approach For Option "B"
Estimate

= Evaluated the Cost Package to Determine if
Costs Provided were Developed Based on:

¢ Actual Estimates by Qualified Vendors

+ Actual Historical Costs for Items of Similar Scope and
Cost Characteristics

+ Budgetary Numbers Based on Actuals

+ Forecasts Developed from Historical Performance
and an Understanding of Future Requirements

For Official Use Only ' May 1, 1995
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Coopers
& Lybrand

¢

Range Estimate Summary
Category For Option "B"

(

By

Estimate
. Millions of Dollars
250
200 |
100
50
0
Personnel| MilCon |Transport| Other IPS
Low Range. 27.56 32.30 51.00 15.00 21.70
AFMC B 3987 43.50 189.10 15.00 21.70
High Range. 39.87 80.40 205.00 15.00 89.80

For Official Use Only

May 1, 1995
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«

PRIVATIZATION IN
PLACE (PIP)

m Strategy
m Schedule
m Air Force Cost Estimates

m Coopers & Lybrand Analysis
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¢

SOURCE SELECTION

SCHEDULE
27 Apr: Offeror Conference
3 May: RFP Release
17 Jun: Proposal Receipt
30 Sep: Request BAFO
1 Dec: SSA Decision
15 Dec: Contract Awards



|
ADDITIONAL PROGRAM
FEATURES

m C&L Source Selection Participation

m Evaluation of Cost Analysis Process and
Results

m Source Selection Evaluation Board Report
Addendum




ESTIMATE

Nonrecurring (FY96/97) $62.2M*
AGMC Transition Office Recurring Cost Estimates

FY96** FY97 " FY98 FY99 FY00
$117.3M $183.1M $184.0M $168.1M $171.2M
(Quantity of Work As of 1 Dec 94)

$70.6M $165.8M $166.4M $161.8M $158.9M
(Quantity of Work As of 1 Mar 95)

* Does not include Non-BRAC costs (e.g., Health Benfits, Early Annuity, etc.)

** Transition Year
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« ¢ q

| PIP Range Estimate By Fiscal Year
Coopers

& Lybrand

Range of Estimates Versus Point Esstimate
Millions of Dollars

200

160 | e,

140 |- ‘d

100 | .
80 |

60 |

40

Fiscal Year | FY96 | FY97 | FY98 | FY99 | FY00

C&L Low Range — 60.3 | 135.3 | 134.6 | 130.0 | 128.6

AFMC Estimate | 70.6 | 165.8 | 166.4 | 161.8 | 158.9
C&L High Range- -

e T R T A B o T R i

For Official Use Only : May 1, 1995
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| (
CONCLUSIONS

m AF Aggressively Working PIP
m AF Recognizes Risk

m May Need Flexibility If Proposals Render
PIP Effort Not Feasible

m Will Keep Congress and BRAC
Commission Informed of Progress
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON DC

QFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL .'_'," N {\ 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR HQ USAF/LGMM MQ e Camueec.
HQ AFMC/JA T
Q B, (N Guie
FROM: SAF/GCN AN Gty | -
1480 Air Force Pentagon 73859 /5 Pes
Washington DC 20330-1480 e

SUBJECT: Newark AFB Disposal Issues

A number of issues relating to the disposal and reuse of Newark AFB, Ohio, have been
presented to this office for resolution Because these issues are related, this opinion will address
each of those issues.

The issues arise from the closure of Newark AFB under the direction of the 1993 Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Commission, made effective by the approval of the President and
the absence of congressional disapproval. Under that direction, Newark AFB is to be closed,
including the Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) depot. Although the Dol)

v recommendation anticipated the privatization in place (PIP) of most of the workload. the

Commission expressed some doubt about that potential and, while allowing PIP, simply called for
the movement of some workload to other depot maintenance activities including, the private
SeCtor.

The issues include the following questions: (1) whether the Air Force Metrology and
Calibration Materiel Group Manager (AFMETCAL MGM), in whole or in pait, can remain in
facilities at the closed Newark AFB; (2) whether use restrictions described in the 6 February
1995, memorandum from HQ AFMC/JA, a copy of which is attached, are appropriate; and (3)
what impact on these issues, if any, is posed by the legal requirement that the federal government
retain title for long-term presence on closed installations.

HQ AFMC is currently pursuing a privatization in place strategy for the workload from
the AGMC depot. This strategy involves the transfer of real property to the local redevelopment
authority, either by lease or deed, and a contract between the Air Force and a contractor who
would perform the work in the transferred real property, using government furnished equipment.
An exception to the privatization of the workload from AGMC is the management of the
AFMETCAL program, which would remain an Air Force organic function. The Air Force intends
to locate this management function at the Newark facility to oversee the contractor’s petformance
of the AFMETCAL production work.




+J

The stated purpose of the AFMETCAL function is the oversight of the contractor work.
According to AFMC, collocation is critical because of the interaction with the work parformed at
present by the Air Force Measurement Standards laboratory, but which work is to be assigned 1o
another depot or privatized under the base closure recommendation  As a result, AFMC asserts
the AFMETCAL function should be located wherever the Measurement work 1s being performed.
In my opinion, this arrangement would permit the location of the AFMETCAL function with a
contractor, even if the contractor established their operation at the closed Newark AFB. Of
course, it should similarly be located with the contractor, or assigned to another depot, if the
workload is transferred to another location This should be accounted for in the contract
specifications, or accommodated in the event the work is assigned to another DoD depot Tt may
well be that the AFMETCAL. workload should transfer to another Military Department if the
AFMSL workload transfers to that Department.

Tuming to the issue of the proposed restrictive covenants, we do not feel it is necessary 1o
retain access rights. The need for such access anses only in the event that privatization in place
.ultimately is effected. The real need, however, is that the AFMETCAL be provided collocation
rights with the workload. Since the AFMETCAL function’s retention 1s contingent on the
contract award, the provision of sufficient space for AFMETCAL should be part of the contract
specification. It will then be necessary for the contractor to arrange for that space. In the case of
a contractor operation at Newark (PIP) this could be arranged between the Local Redevelopment
Authority (LRA) and the contractor.

Any contrary arrangement, such as the restrictive covenants requested, would be
inconsistent with base closure policy and possibly the base closure law. The recommendation of
the 1993 Commussion, now given legal force, requires the closure of the installation, without
reservation of an Air Force cantonment area  Following a closure, the property is typically
disposed of to private parties based on a determination that it is surplus property. The declaration
of surplus is based on a finding that the Government has no need for the property (32 CFR
91.3(d), (i)). The proposed reservation of rights is arguably inconsistent with both the base
closure direction and the declaration of surplus. It is also inconsistent with the general policy of
allowing the community to develop the plan for redevelopment of the property. The DoD
implementing regulations do not provide for the retention of access rights except for purposes of
carTying out our statutory obligations with respect to continued remediation of environmental
contamination.

A final issue involves the requirement that any military unit or organization that will
remain long term on a part of a closing Air Force base must retain the fee title to the praperty.
This requirement does not conflict with the opinion above. To the contrary, the retention of title
would be inconsistent with the only premise by which AFMETCAL would be able to remain at
the base. Since the AFMETCAL operation will be remaining at Newark only in the event that a
contractor 1s performing work at the Newark site, space for AFMLETCAL in that case would be
provided by the contractor.
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In summary, it is my opinion that the AFMETCAL could remain at the closed Newark
AFB in space provided by a contractor in the event that the PIP proposal is successful. There is
no justification to retain title to or burden with restrictive covenants conveyance of the property
on which the privatized AGMC workload will continue to be performed. Any space and access
requirements should be addressed in the negotiations with an eventual contractor.
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The stated purpose of the AFMETCAL function is the oversight of the contractor work.
According to AFMC, collocation is critical because of the interaction with the work performed at
present by the Air Force Measurement Standards laboratory, but which work is to be assigned to
another depot or privatized under the base closure recommendation. As a result, AFMC asserts
the AFMETCAL function should be located wherever the Measurement work is being performed.
In my opinion, this arrangement would permit the location of the AFMETCAL function with a
contractor, even if the contractor established their operation at the closed Newark AFB. Of
course, it should similarly be located with the contractor, or assigned to another depot, if the
workload is transferred to another location. This should be accounted for in the contract
specifications, or accommodated in the event the work is assigned to another DoD depot. It may
well be that the AFMETCAL workload should transfer to another Military Department if the
AFMSL workload transfers to that Department.

Turning to the issue of the proposed restrictive covenants, we do not feel it is necessary to
retain access rights. The need for such access arises only in the event that privatization in place
ultimately is effected. The real need, however, is that the AFMETCAL be provided collocation
rights with the workload. Since the AFMETCAL function’s retention is contingent on the
contract award, the provision of sufficient space for AFMETCAL should be part of the contract
specification. It will then be necessary for the contractor to arrange for that space. In the case of
a contractor operation at Newark (PIP) this could be arranged between the Local Redevelopment
Authority (LRA) and the contractor.

Any contrary arrangement, such as the restrictive covenants requested, would be
inconsistent with base closure policy and possibly the base closure law. The recommendation of
the 1993 Commission, now given legal force, requires the closure of the installation, without
reservation of an Air Force cantonment area. Following a closure, the property is typically
disposed of to private parties based on a determination that it is surplus property. The declaration
of surplus is based on a finding that the Government has no need for the property (32 CFR
91.3(d), (i)). The proposed reservation of rights is arguably inconsistent with both the base
closure direction and the declaration of surplus. It is also inconsistent with the general policy of
allowing the community to develop the plan for redevelopment of the property. The DoD
implementing regulations do not provide for the retention of access rights except for purposes of

carrying out our statutory obligations with respect to continued remediation of environmental
contamination. '

A final issue involves the requirement that any military unit or organization that will
remain long term on a part of a closing Air Force base must retain the fee title to the property.
This requirement does not conflict with the opinion above. To the contrary, the retention of title
would be inconsistent with the only premise by which AFMETCAL would be able to remain at
the base. Since the AFMETCAL operation will be remaining at Newark only in the event that a

contractor is performing wark at the Newark site, space for AFMETCAL in that case would be
provided by the contractor.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON DC

OFFICE GF THE GENERAL COUNSEL osa «‘ggs

MEMORANDUM FOR HQ USAF/L.GMM
HQ AFMC/JIA

FROM: SAF/GCN
1480 Air Force Pentagon
Washington DC 20330-1480

SUBJECT: Newark AFB Disposal Issues

A number of issues relating to the disposal and reuse of Newark AFB, Ohio, have been
presented to this office for resolution. Because these issues are related, this opinion will address
each of those issues.

The issues arise from the closure of Newark AFB under the direction of the 1993 Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Commission, made effective by the approval of the President and
the absence of congressional disapproval. Under that direction, Newark AFB is to be closed,
including the Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) depot. Although the DoD

Y recommendation anticipated the privatization in place (PIP) of most of the workload, the

Commission expressed some doubt about that potential and, while allowing PIP, simply called for
the movement of some workload to other depot maintenance activities including the private
sector.,

The issues include the following questions: (1) whether the Air Force Metrology and
Calibration Materiel Group Manager (AFMETCAL MGM), in whole or in part, can rematn in
facilities at the closed Newark AFB; (2) whether use restrictions described in the 6 February
1995, memorandum from HQ AFMC/JA, a copy of which is attached, are appropnate; and (3)
what impact on these issues, if any, is posed by the legal requirement that the federal government
retain title for long-term presence on closed installations.

HQ AFMC is currently pursuing a privatization in place strategy for the workload from
the AGMC depot. This strategy involves the transfer of real property to the local redevelopment
authority, either by lease or deed, and a contract between the Air Force and a contractor who
would perform the work in the transferred real property, using government furnished equipment.
An exception to the privatization of the workload from AGMC is the management of the
AFMETCAL program, which would remain an Air Force organic function. The Air Force intends
to locate this management function at the Newark facility to oversee the contractor’s performance
of the AFMETCAL production work.
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COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

USAF
Newark

Department
Option Package
Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

v Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

199 /79 3 /V?WON")(

1999

Immediate rUN " ‘}‘h

NPV in 2013($K): -97,652
1-Time Cost($K): 33,499 g‘fwx/d/ﬁYO/ / AcTOY )
¢

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars

Starting Year
Final Year
ROI Year

994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total Beyond
MilCon 0 0 0 -4,500 0 0 -4,500 0
Person 0 0 14,233 -73,578 -73,578 -73,578 -234,969 -73,578
Overhd 60 45 -1,110 -4,069 -4,075 -4,080 -13,229 -4,094
Moving 0 3,100 5,993 0 0 0 9,093 0
Missio 0 0 34,044 68,088 68,088 68,088 238,308 68,088 ~ jpprrehs-
Other 100 245 245 0 0 0 590 0 s
TOTAL 160 3,390 24,938 -14,059 -9,566 -9,570 -4,707 -9,585
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total
POSITIONS ELIMINATED
off 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civ 0 0 1,578 0 0 0 1,578
TOT 0 0 1,578 0 0 0 1,578
POSITIONS REALIGNED
off 0 0 32 0 0 0 32
Ent 0 0 60 0 0 0 60
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civ 0 0 101 0 0 1] 101
v TOT 0 0 193 0 0 0 193
Summary:
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COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2

Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department : USAF
Option Package : Newark
Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars

1994 1995
MilCon 0 0
Person 0 0
Ooverhd 60 45
Moving 0 3,100
Missio 0 0
Other 100 245
TOTAL 160 3,390
Savings ($K) Constant Dollars

1994 1995
MilCon 0 0
Person 0 0
Overhd 0 0
Moving 0 0
Missio 0 0
Other 0 0
TOTAL 0 0

1996

0
22,953
1,254
6,137
34,044
245

64,632

1996

0
37,186
2,364
144

0

0

39,604

1997

408
531

68,088
0
69,027

1997

4,500
73,986
4,600

83,086

1998

408
525

68,088
0
69,020
1998

73,986
4,600

78,586

1999

408
520

68,088
69,016
1999

73,986
4,600

78,586

24,175
2,935
9,237

238,308
590

275,245

4,500
259, 144
16,164
144

0

0

279,952

78,586




Data As

Department
Option Package :
Scenario File :
Std Fctrs File :

Year
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013

NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

: USAF

Newark
A:\NEWARK.CBR
C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT .SFF

Cost($) Adjusted Cost($)
160,000 157,844
3,390,000 3,254,820 3,
24,938,464 23,303,177 26,
-14,059,394 -12,785,867 13,
-9,565,722 -8,466,414 5,
-9,570,468 -8,243,907 -2,
-9,584,706 -8,035,204 -10,
-9,584,706 -7,820,150 -18,
-9,584,706 -7,610,851 -26,
-9,584,706 -7,407,155 -33,
-9,584,706 -7,208,910 -40,
-9,584,706 -7,015,970 -47,
-9,584,706 -6,828,195 -54,
-9,584,706 -6,645,445 -61,
-9,584,706 -6,467,587 -67,
-9,584,706 -6,294,488 ~74,
-9,584,706 -6,126,023 -80,
-9,584,706 -5,962,066 -86,
-9,584,706 -5,802,497 -92,

-9,584,706 -5,647,199 -97,

NPV($)
157,844
412,664
715,841
929,974
463,559
780,348
815,552
635,702
246,553
653,708
862,618
878,588
706,783
352,229
819,815
114,304
240,326
202,392
004,890
652,089




TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/6

Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department : USAF
Option Package : Newark
Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

(ALl values in Dollars)

Category

Construction
Military Construction
Family Housing Construction
Information Management Account
Land Purchases

Total - Construction

Personnel
Civilian RIF
Civilian Early Retirement
Civilian New Hires
Eliminated Military PCS
Unemployment

Total - Personnel

Overhead
Program Planning Support
Mothball / Shutdown
Total - Overhead

Moving
Civilian Moving
civilian PPS
Military Moving
Freight
One-Time Moving Costs
Total - Moving

Other
HAP / RSE
Environmental Mitigation Costs
One-Time Unique Costs

Total - Other

Cost

OO0 OO

18,317,713
709,425
364,000

0
3,153,924

197,285
930,000

273,545
2,275,200
459,406
28,961
6,200,000

0
0
590,000

Sub-Total

22,545,061

1,127,285

9,237,112

590,000

One-Time Savings
Military Construction Cost Avoidances
Family Housing Cost Avoidances
Military Moving
Land Sales
One-Time Moving Savings
Environmental Mitigation Savings
One-Time Unique Savings

..............................................................................

Total Net One-Time Costs

28,855,019




ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/6
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department : USAF
Option Package : Newark
Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base: Newark, OH
(ALl values in Dollars)

Category

Construction
Military Construction
Family Housing Construction
Information Management Account
Land Purchases

Total - Construction

Personnel
Civilian RIF
Civilian Early Retirement
Civilian New Hires
Eliminated Military PCS
Unemployment

Total - Personnel

Overhead
Program Planning Support
Mothball / Shutdown
Total - Overhead

Moving
Civilian Moving
Civilian PPS
Military Moving
Freight
One-Time Moving Costs
Total - Moving

Other
HAP / RSE
Environmental Mitigation Costs
One-Time Unique Costs

Total - Other

Cost

(== N

18,317,713
709,425

0

0
3,153,924

197,285
930,000

273,545
2,275,200
459,406
28,961
6,200,000

0
0
590,000

Sub-Total

22,181,061

1,127,285

9,237,112

590,000

One-Time Savings

Military Construction Cost Avoidances

Family Housing Cost Avoidances
Military Moving

Land Sales

One-Time Moving Savings
Environmental Mitigation Savings
One-Time Unique Savings

4,500,000

0
144,440

Total Net One-Time Costs

28,491,019




ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/6
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fetrs File : C:\COBRA9S\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base: Hill, UT
(ALl values in Dollars)

Category Cost Sub-Total

Construction
Military Construction
Family Housing Construction
Information Management Account
Land Purchases

Total - Construction 0

(== N =)

Personnel
Civilian RIF 0
Civilian Early Retirement 0
Civilian New Hires 28,000
Eliminated Military PCS 0
Unemployment 0
Total - Personnel 28,000

Overhead
Program Planning Support 0
Mothball / Shutdown 0
Total - Overhead 0

Moving
Civilian Moving
Civilian PPS
Military Moving
Freight
One-Time Moving Costs
Total - Moving 0

(== N

Other
HAP / RSE 0
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0
One-Time Unique Costs 0
Total - Other 0

One-Time Savings
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0
Military Moving 0
Land Sales 0
One-Time Moving Savings 0
Environmental Mitigation Savings 1]
One-Time Unique Savings 0

Total Net One-Time Costs 28,000




ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/6

Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department ¢ USAF
Option Package : Newark
Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR
Std Fetrs File :

Base: Kelly, TX
(ALl values in Dollars)

Category

Construction
Military Construction
Family Housing Construction
Information Management Account
Land Purchases

Total - Construction

Personnel
Civilian RIF
Civilian Early Retirement
Civilian New Hires
Eliminated Military PCS
Unemployment

Total - Personnel

Overhead
Program Planning Support
Mothball / Shutdown
Total - Overhead

Moving
Civilian Moving
Civilian PPS
Military Moving
Freight
One-Time Moving Costs
Total - Moving

Other
HAP / RSE
Environmental Mitigation Costs
One-Time Unique Costs

Total - Other

C:\COBRAP5\AF\DOD\DEPOT .SFF

Cost

(o =N

56,000
0

oo

(== =N =]

Sub-Total

56,000

One-Time Savings

Military Construction Cost Avoidances

Family Housing Cost Avoidances
Military Moving

Land Sales

One-Time Moving Savings
Environmental Mitigation Savings
One-Time Unique Savings

Total Net One-Time Costs




ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/6
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department USAF

Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fetrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base: Robins, GA
(All values in Dollars)

Category Cost Sub-Total

Construction
Military Construction
Family Housing Construction
Information Management Account
Land Purchases

Total - Construction 0

=R =Nl

Personnel
Civilian RIF 0
Civilian Early Retirement 0
Civilian New Hires 280,000
Eliminated Military PCS 0
Unemployment 0
Total - Personnel 280,000

Overhead
Program Planning Support
Mothball / Shutdown
Total - Overhead 0

(=R )

Moving
Civilian Moving
Civilian PPS
Military Moving
Freight
One-Time Moving Costs
Total - Moving 0

[= e N e = e ]

Other
HAP / RSE 0
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0
One-Time Unique Costs 0
Total - Other 0

One-Time Savings
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0
Family Housing Cost Avoidances ]
Military Moving 0
Land Sales 0
One-Time Moving Savings 1]
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0
One-Time Unique Savings 0

Total Net One-Time Costs 280,000




ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/6
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department : USAF
Option Package : Newark
Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fetrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF
Base: Base X
(All values in Dollars)

Category Cost Sub-Total

Construction
Military Construction
Family Housing Construction
Information Management Account
Land Purchases

Total - Construction 0

[ o o Y ]

Personnel
Civilian RIF
Civilian Early Retirement
Civilian New Hires
Eliminated Military PCS
Unemployment

Total - Personnel 0

[=N=N=1=N)

Overhead
Program Planning Support
Mothball / Shutdown
Total - Overhead 0

(=N =)

Moving
Civilian Moving
Civilian PPS
Military Moving
Freight
One-Time Moving Costs
Total - Moving 0

[= NN =]

Other
HAP / RSE 0
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0
One-Time Unique Costs 0
Total - Other b}

One-Time Savings
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0
Military Moving 0
Land Sales 0
One-Time Moving Savings 0
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0
One-Time Unique Savings 0

Total Net One-Time Costs 0




TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/6
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department s USAF

Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

All Costs in $K

Total IMA Land Cost Total
Base Name MilCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost
Newark 0 0 0 -4,500 -4,500
Hill 0 0 0 0 0
Kelly 0 0 0 0 0
Robins 0 0 0 0 0
Base X 0 0 0 0 0

Totals: 0 0 0 -4,500 -4,500




MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/6
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department ¢ USAF

Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

std Fetrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF
MilCon for Base: Newark, OH

All Costs in $K

MilCon Using Rehab New New Total

Description: Categ Rehab Cost* MilCon Cost* Cost*
Total Construction Cost: 0

+ Info Management Account: 0

+ Land Purchases: 0

- Construction Cost Avoid: 4,500

TOTAL: -4,500

* ALl MilCon Costs include Design, Site Preparation, Contingency Planning, and
SIOH Costs where applicable.




PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: Newark, OH

BASE POPULATION (FY 1994, Prior to BRAC Action):
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS:
To Base: Hill, UT
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enlisted 0 0 V] o] 0 0 0
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 0 9 0 0 0 9
TOTAL 0 0 9 0 0 1] 9

To Base: Kelly, TX
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians (4] 0 15 0 0 0 15
TOTAL 0 0 15 0 0 0 15

To Base: Robins, GA
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 0 77 0 0 0 77
TOTAL 0 0 77 0 0 0 77

To Base: Base X
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total

Officers 0 0 32 0 0 0 32
Enlisted 0 0 60 0 0 0 60
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 92 0 0 0 92

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of Newark, OH):
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total

Officers 0 0 32 0 0 0 32
Enlisted 0 0 60 0 0 0 60
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 0 101 0 0 0 101
TOTAL 0 0 193 0 0 0 193

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES:
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Civilians 0 o -1,578 0 0 0 -1,578

TOTAL 0 0 -1,578 0 0 0o -1,578
BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action):

officers Enlisted Students Civilians




PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA9S5\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: Hill, uT
BASE POPULATION (FY 1994, Prior to BRAC Action):
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians
582 3,558 0 9,045
PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS:
From Base: Newark, OH
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total
officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enlisted 1] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 0 9 0 0 0 9
TOTAL 0 0 9 0 1] 0 9
TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into Hill, UT):
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total
officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enlisted ] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 0 9 0 0 0 9
TOTAL 0 0 9 0 0 0 9
BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action):
officers Enlisted Students Civilians
582 3,558 0 9,054
PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: Kelly, TX
BASE POPULATION (FY 1994, Prior to BRAC Action):
officers Enlisted Students Civilians
828 3,771 0 14,251
PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS:
From Base: Newark, OH
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total
Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 0 15 0 0 0 15
TOTAL 0 0 15 0 0 0 15
TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into Kelly, TX):
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total
Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 0 15 0 0 0 15
TOTAL 0 0 15 0 0 0 15
BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action):
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians
828 3,771 0 14,266




- PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Sstd Fctrs File : C:\COBRA9S\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: Robins, GA

BASE POPULATION (FY 1994, Prior to BRAC Action):
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS:
From Base: Newark, OH
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total

Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 0 77 0 0 0 77
TOTAL 0 0 77 0 0 0 77

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into Robins, GA):
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total

officers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enlisted Q 1] 0 ] o 0 0
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 0 77 0 0 0 77
TOTAL 0 0 77 0 0 0 77
BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action):
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians
725 3,025 0 11,390
PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: Base X
BASE POPULATION (FY 1994, Prior to BRAC Action):
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians
569 2,475 0 7,843

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS:
From Base: Newark, OH
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total

Officers 0 0 32 0 0 0 32
Enlisted 0 0 60 0 0 1] 60
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 92 0 0 0 92

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into Base X):
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total

Officers 0 0 32 0 0 0 32

Enlisted 0 0 60 0 0 0 60

Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Civilians 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL 0 0 92 0 0 0 92
BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action):

Officers Enlisted Students Civilians




TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/6
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department : USAF
Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Rate 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 0 101 0 0 0 101
Early Retirement* 10.00% 0 0 1 0 0 0 11
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 0 0 5 0 0 0 5
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 0 0 15 0 0 0 15
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 0 0 60 0 0 0 60
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 0 0 10 0 0 0 10
Civilian Positions Available 0 0 91 0 4] 0 91

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 01,578 0 0 0 1578
Early Retirement 10.00% 0 0 158 0 0 0 158
Regular Retirement 5.00% 0 0 79 0 0 0 79
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 0 0 237 0 0 0 237
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 0 0 947 0 0 0 947
Priority Placement# 60.00% 0 0 157 0 0 0 157
Civilians Available to Move 0 0 0 0 ] 4] 0
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 101 0 0 0 101
Civilians Moving 0 0 10 0 0 0 10
New Civilians Hired 0 0 91 0 0 0 91
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 169 0 0 0 169

TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 1,007 0 0 0 1007

TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 157 0 0 0 157

TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 4] 0 91 0 0 0 1

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles.

+ The Percentage of Civilians Not Wiltling to Move (Voluntary RIFs) varies from
base to base.

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00%
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Department : USAF
Option Package : Newark
Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base: Newark, OH Rate

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT
Early Retirement* 10.00%
Regular Retirement* 5.00%
Civilian Turnover* 15.00%

Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 60.00%

Civilians Moving (the remainder)
Civilian Positions Available

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED

Early Retirement 10.00%
Regular Retirement 5.00%
Civilian Turnover 15.00%
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 60.00%
Priority Placement# 60.00%

Civilians Available to Move
Civilians Moving
Civilian RIFs (the remainder)

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN
Civilians Moving
New Civilians Hired
Other Civilian Additions

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS

TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS#

TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES
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0
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1,578
158
79
237
947
157
0

0

0

ocoo0oo
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157

0
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0
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1998

(= = i =) OCO0O0COO0O0O0COOO [N =NoN-N-NaN-)
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1999 Total

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

o000 OO0 O0OO0CODODOOO

oO0 OO0

1578
158
79
237
947
157
0

[eN=NeNa)

169
1007
157
0

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles.

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station.

of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00%

The rate




PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/6
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base: Hill, uT Rate 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Early Retirement* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Positions Available 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Early Retirement 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Regular Retirement 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Turnover 15.00% ] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Priority Placement# 60.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians Available to Move 0 0 0 0 0 4] 0
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 9 0 0 0 9
Civilians Moving 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
New Civilians Hired 0 0 7 0 0 0 7
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 [ 7 0 0 0 7

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles.

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00%
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Department : USAF

Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base: Kelly, TX Rate 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Early Retirement* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Positions Available 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 0 0 0 0 o]
Early Retirement 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Regular Retirement 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 0 0 o] 0 0 0 0
Priority Placement# 60.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians Available to Move 0 e 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 15 0 0 0 15
Civilians Moving 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
New Civilians Hired 0 0 14 0 0 0 14
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 14 0 0 0 14

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles.

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00%
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Department : USAF

Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fetrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base: Robins, GA Rate 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Early Retirement* 10.00% 1] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Positions Available 0 0 0 0 1] 0 0
CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Early Retirement 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Regular Retirement 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civitian Turnover 15.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Priority Placement# 60.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians Available to Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 77 0 0 0 77
Civilians Moving 0 0 7 0 0 0 7
New Civilians Hired 0 0 70 0 0 0 70
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 70 0 0 0 70

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles.

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00%
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Department : USAF

Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA9S\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base: Base X Rate 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Early Retirement* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Positions Available 0 0 0 1] 0 0 0
CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Early Retirement 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Regular Retirement 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Priority Placement# 60.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians Available to Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 1] 0 0
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 [ 0 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 o] 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles.

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00%




Department

Option Package
Scenario File
std Fctrs File

ONE-TIME COSTS

CONSTRUCTION
MILCON
Fam Housing
Land Purch
0&M
CIV SALARY
Civ RIF
Civ Retire
CIV MOVING
Per Diem
POV Miles
Home Purch
HHG
Misc
House Hunt
PPS
RITA
FREIGHT
Packing
Freight
Vehicles
Driving
Unemployment
OTHER
Program Plan
Shutdown
New Hire
1-Time Move
MIL PERSONNEL
MIL MOVING
Per Diem
POV Miles
HHG
Misc
OTHER
Elim PCS
OTHER
HAP / RSE
Environmental
Info Manage
1-Time Other
TOTAL ONE-TIME

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/18
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

USAF
Newark

A:\NEWARK.CBR
C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOQT .SFF
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Department

Option Package
Scenario File
sStd Fctrs File

RECURRINGCOSTS

FAM HOUSE OPS
O&M

RPMA

BOS

Unique Operat
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
Caretaker
MIL PERSONNEL
off Salary
Enl Salary
House Allow
OTHER

Mission

Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL COST
ONE-TIME SAVES

CONSTRUCTION
MILCON

Fam Housing
0&M

1-Time Move
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Moving
OTHER

Land Sales
Environmental
1-Time Other
TOTAL ONE-TIME

RECURRINGSAVES

FAM HOUSE OPS
08M
RPMA
BOS
Unique Operat
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
MIL PERSONNEL
off Salary
Ent Salary
House Allow
OTHER
Procurement
Mission
Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL SAVINGS

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/18
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

: USAF

: Newark

: A:\NEWARK.CBR

: C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

1994 1995 1996
0 0 0
0 0
0 0 73
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0
0 0 0
0 408
0 0 34,044
0 0 217
0 0 0
0 0 34,741

160 3,390 64,632

1994 1995 1996
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 1464
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 144

1994 1995 1996
0 0 0
0 0 1,805
0 0 558
1] 0 0
0 0 36,800
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 385
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 39,549
0 0 39,694
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0
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0
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0
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Department : USAF

Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

ONE-TIME NET 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
..... sK emma- - - - - - - -
CONSTRUCTION

MILCON 0 0 0 -4,500 0
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0
0&M

Civ Retir/RIF 0 0 19,027 0 0
Civ Moving 0 0 2,578 0 0
Other 60 3,145 7,582 25 19
MIL PERSONNEL

Mil Moving 0 0 315 0 0
OTHER

HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 0
Environmental 0 0 0 0 0
Info Manage 0 0 0 0 0
1-Time Other 100 245 245 0 0
Land 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL ONE-TIME 160 3,390 29,746 -4,475 19
RECURRING NET 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
----- ($K)-=---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 0 0 0
ORM

RPMA 0 0 -1,805 -3,800 -3,800
BOS 0 0 -485 -727 =727
Unique Operat 0 0 0 0 0
Caretaker 0 0 0 0 0
Civ Salary 0 0 -36,800 -73,601 -73,601
CHAMPUS 0 0 0 0 0
MIL PERSONNEL

Mil Salary 0 0 0 0 0
House Allow 0 0 22 22 22
OTHER

Procurement 0 0 0 0 0
Mission 0 0 34,044 68,088 68,088
Misc Recur 0 0 217 433 433
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL RECUR 0 0 -4,808 -9,585 -9,585

TOTAL NET COST 160 3,390 24,938 -14,059 -9,566

1999

68,088
433

-9,585
-9,570

-257,604
0

0
90

0
238,308
1,516

0
-33,562

-4,707

68,088
433

-9,585
-9,585
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Department : USAF

Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base: Newark, OH

ONE-TIME COSTS 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total
----- (3K)--=--- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- -----
CONSTRUCTION
MILCON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Land Purch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0&M
CIV SALARY
Civ RIFs 0 0 18,318 0 0 0 18,318
Civ Retire 0 0 709 4] 0 0 709
CIV MOVING
Per Diem 0 0 25 0 0 0 25
POV Miles 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
Home Purch 0 0 103 0 0 0 103
HHG 0 0 72 0 0 0 72
Misc 0 [ 7 0 0 0 7
House Hunt 0 0 21 0 0 0 21
PPS 0 0 2,275 Q 0 0 2,275
RITA 0 0 b4 0 0 0 44
FREIGHT
Packing 0 0 25 0 0 0 25
Freight 0 0 4 0 0 0 4
Vehicles 0 4] 0 0 0 0 4]
Driving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unemployment 0 0 3,154 0 0 0 3,154
OTHER _
Program Plan 60 45 34 25 19 14 197
Shutdown 0 0 930 0 0 ¢ 930
New Hires 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1-Time Move 0 3,100 3,100 0 0 0 6,200
MIL PERSONNEL
MIL MOVING
Per Diem 0 0 21 0 0 0 21
POV Miles 0 0 16 0 0 0 16
HHG 0 0 357 0 0 0 357
Misc 0 0 b4 0 0 0 64
OTHER
Elim PCS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Environmental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Info Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1-Time Other 100 245 245 0 0 0 590
TOTAL ONE-TIME 160 3,390 29,527 25 19 14 33,135




Department :
Option Package :
Scenario File :
Std Fctrs File :

Base: Newark, OH
RECURRINGCOSTS

FAM HOUSE OPS
O08M
RPMA
BOS .
Unique Operat
Civ salary
CHAMPUS
Caretaker
MIL PERSONNEL
off Salary
Enl salary
House Allow
OTHER
Mission
Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL COSTS
ONE-TIME SAVES

CONSTRUCTION
MILCON

Fam Housing
O&M

1-Time Move
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Moving
OTHER

Land Sales
Environmental
1-Time Other
TOTAL ONE-TIME

RECURRINGSAVES

BOS
Unique Operat
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
MIL PERSONNEL
off Salary
Enl Salary
House Allow
OTHER
Procurement
Mission
Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL SAVINGS

USAF
Newark

APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/18
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

A:\NEWARK.CBR

C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT .SFF
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Department : USAF

Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base: Newark, OH

ONE-TIME NET 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total
----- ($K)-----
CONSTRUCTION
MILCON 0 0 0 -4,500 0 0 -4,500
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0&M
Civ Retir/RIF 0 0 19,027 0 0 0 19,027
Civ Moving 0 0 2,578 0 0 0 2,578
Other 60 3,145 7,218 25 19 14 10,481
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Moving 0 0 315 0 0 0 315
OTHER
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Environmental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Info Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1-Time Other 100 245 245 0 0 0 590
Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL ONE-TIME 160 3,390 29,382 -4,475 19 14 28,491
RECURRING NET 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total Beyond
..... sK cam=- . caa- -———— -——— - - -- - [
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0&M
RPMA 0 0 -1,805 -3,800 -3,800 -3,800 -13,205 -3,800
BOS 0 0 -558 -800 -800 -800 -2,958 -800
Unique Operat 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Caretaker 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civ salary 0 0 -36,800 -73,601 -73,601 -73,601 -257,604 -73,601
CHAMPUS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
House Allow 0 -385 -385 -385 -385 -1,540 -385
OTHER
Procurement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mission 0 0 34,044 68,088 68,088 68,088 238,308 68,088
Misc Recur 0 0 217 433 433 433 1,516 433
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL RECUR 0 0 -5,288 -10,065 -10,065 -10,065 -35,484 -10,065

TOTAL NET COST 160 3,390 24,094 -14,540 -10,046 -10,051 -6,993 -10, 065
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Department : USAF

Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base: Hill, UT

ONE-TIME COSTS 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total
----- ($K)-----
CONSTRUCTION
MILCON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Land Purch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
O&M
CIV SALARY
Civ RIFs 0 0 0 0 0
Civ Retire 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CIV MOVING
Per Diem 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
POV Miles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Home Purch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
HHG 0 0 0 0 v} 0 0
Misc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
House Hunt 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
RITA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FREIGHT
Packing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Freight 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Driving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unemployment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER
Program Plan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Shutdown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Hires 0 0 28 0 0 0 28
1-Time Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

MIL PERSONNEL

MIL MOVING
Per Diem 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
POV Miles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
HHG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Misc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER
Elim PCS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Environmental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Info Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 28 0 0 0 28




Department

Option Package
Scenario File
std Fetrs File

Base: Hill, UT
RECURRINGCOSTS

FAM HOUSE OPS
O&M

RPMA

BOS

Unique Operat
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
Caretaker
MIL PERSONNEL
off Salary
Enl Salary
House Allow
OTHER

Mission

Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL COSTS
ONE-TIME SAVES

CONSTRUCTION
MILCON

Fam Housing
0&M

1-Time Move
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Moving
OTHER

Land Sales
Environmental
1-Time Other
TOTAL ONE-TIME

RECURRINGSAVES
----- ($K)-----
FAM HOUSE OPS
O8M
RPMA
BOS
Unique Operat
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
MIL PERSONNEL
off Salary
Enl salary
House Allow
OTHER
Procurement
Mission
Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL SAVINGS
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Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

: USAF

: Newark

: A:\NEWARK.CBR

: C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

1994 1995 1996
0 0 0
0 0 0
] 0 5
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 5
0 0 33

1994 1995 1996
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

1994 1995 1996
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 o 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

0 0
0 0 0

0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

1997
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APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 9/18
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department : USAF
Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base: Hill, UT

ONE-TIME NET 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total

----- ($K)----- ---- ---- ---- ---- —--- ---- —---
CONSTRUCTION

MILCON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0&M

Civ Retir/RIF 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Civ Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other 0 0 28 0 0 0 28
MIL PERSONNEL

Mil Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER

HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Environmental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Info Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1-Time Other 0 o} 0 0 0 0 0

Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 28 0 0 0 28
RECURRING NET 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total Beyond
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- —-eee-
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 1] 0
0&M

RPMA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
BOS 0 0 5 5 5 5 18 5
Unique Operat 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Caretaker 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civ Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CHAMPUS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MIL PERSONNEL

Mil Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
House Allow 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER

Procurement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mission 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Misc Recur 4] 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL RECUR 4] 0 5 5 5 5 18 5
TOTAL NET COST 0 0 33 5 5 5 46 5




APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 10/18
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department : USAF
Option Package : Newark
Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA9S\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base: Kelly, TX

ONE-TIME COSTS 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total
----- ($K)----- .- ---- —--- .- ---- ---- -----
CONSTRUCTION
MILCON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Land Purch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0&8M
CIV SALARY
Civ RIFs 0 0
Civ Retire 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CIV MOVING
Per Diem 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
POV Miles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Home Purch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
HHG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Misc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
House Hunt 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
RITA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FREIGHT
Packing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Freight 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Vehicles 4] 0 0 0 o] 0 0
Driving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unempl oyment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER
Program Plan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Shutdown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Hires 0 0 56 0 0 0 56
1-Time Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MIL PERSONNEL
MIL MOVING
Per Diem 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
POV Miles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
HHG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Misc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER
Elim PCS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Environmental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Info Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 56 0 0 0 56




Department
Option Package
Scenario File

$td Fctrs File :

: A:\NEWARK.
C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base: Kelly, TX

RECURRINGCOSTS

FAM HOUSE OPS -
0&M
RPMA
BOS
Unique Operat
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
Caretaker
MIL PERSONNEL
off Salary
Enl Salary
House Al low
OTHER
Mission
Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL COSTS
ONE-TIME SAVES

CONSTRUCTION
MILCON

Fam Housing
O&M

1-Time Move
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Moving
OTHER

Land Sales
Environmental
1-Time Other
TOTAL ONE-TIME

RECURRINGSAVES

FAM HOUSE OPS
O&M
RPMA
BOS
Unique Operat
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
MIL PERSONNEL
off Salary
Enl Salary
House Allow
OTHER
Procurement
Mission
Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL SAVINGS

APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 11/18

Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995
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APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 12/18
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base: Kelly, TX

ONE-TIME NET 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total

----- ($K)-----
CONSTRUCTION

MILCON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0&M

Civ Retir/RIF 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Civ Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other 0 0 56 0 0 0 56
MIL PERSONNEL

Mil Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER

HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Environmental 0 0 0 0 0 0 ]

Info Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 4]
TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 56 0 0 0 56
RECURRING NET 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total Beyond
----- ($K)-----
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0&M

RPMA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
BOS 0 0 4 4 4 4 14 4
Unique Operat 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Caretaker ] 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0
Civ Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CHAMPUS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MIL PERSONNEL

Mil Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
House Al low 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER

Procurement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mission 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL RECUR 0 0 4 4 4 4 14 4
TOTAL NET COST 0 0 60 4 4 4 70 4




APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 13/18
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base: Robins, GA

ONE-TIME COSTS 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total
----- (3K)----- ---- ----
CONSTRUCTION
MILCON 0 0 0 0 o] 0 0
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Land Purch 0 0 0 0 0 0
O&M
CIV SALARY
Civ RIFs 0 0 0 0 0
Civ Retire 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CIV MOVING
Per Diem 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
POV Miles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Home Purch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
HHG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Misc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
House Hunt 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
RITA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FREIGHT
Packing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Freight 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Vehicles 0 0 o] 0 0 0 0
Driving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unemployment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER
Program Plan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Shutdown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Hires 0 0 280 0 0 0 280
1-Time Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MIL PERSONNEL
MIL MOVING
Per Diem 0 0 0 0 1} 0 0
POV Miles 0 0 0 0 0 0 [¢]
HHG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Misc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER
Elim PCS 0 4] 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Environmental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Info Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 [ 280 0 0 0 280




Department

Option Package :

Scenario File

Std Fetrs File :

APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 14/18

Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

: USAF

Newark

: A:\NEWARK.CBR
C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base: Robins, GA

RECURRINGCOSTS

FAM HOUSE OPS
O&M

RPMA

BOS

Unique Operat
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
Caretaker
MIL PERSONNEL
off Salary
Enl Salary
House Allow
OTHER

Mission

Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL COSTS
ONE-TIME SAVES

CONSTRUCTION
MILCON

Fam Housing
O&M

1-Time Move
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Moving
OTHER

Land Sales
Environmental
1-Time Other
TOTAL ONE-TIME

RECURRINGSAVES

FAM HOUSE OPS
0&M
RPMA
BOS
Unique Operat
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
MIL PERSONNEL
off Salary
Enl Salary
House Allow
OTHER
Procurement
Mission
Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL SAVINGS

1994 1995 1996
0 0
0 0 0
0 0 31
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
] 0 ]
0 0 31
0 0 N

1994 1995 1996
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

1994 1995 1996
0 0 0
0 ] 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

00O

000

3
31
1997

0
0

(=N NoNoNael

(=)

1998

0
0

[oReN=RoN-)

(=]

(=N NaeRole)

o
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APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 15/18
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base: Robins, GA

ONE-TIME NET 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total
----- ($K)----- -—-- ---- .--- .--- “--- .--- -----
CONSTRUCTION
MILCON 0 4] 0 0 0 0
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0&M
Civ Retir/RIF 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civ Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 280 0 0 0 280
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Environmental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Info Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 280 0 0 0 280
RECURRING NET 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total Beyond
----- ($K)-----
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0&M
RPMA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
BOS 4] 0 31 31 31 31 125 31
Unigue Operat 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Caretaker 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civ Salary 0 1] 0 0 0 0 0 0
CHAMPUS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
House Allow 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER
Procurement 0 1] 0 0 1] 0 0 0
Mission 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL RECUR 0 0 31 31 31 31 125 31
TOTAL NET COST 0 0 311 31 31 3 405 31




APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 16/18
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA9S\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base: Base X

ONE-TIME COSTS 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total
----- ($K)----- ----
CONSTRUCTION
MJLCON 0 0 1] 0 0 0 0
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Land Purch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
O&M
CIV SALARY
Civ RIFs 0 0 0
Civ Retire 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CIV MOVING
Per Diem 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
POV Miles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Home Purch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
HHG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Misc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
House Hunt 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
RITA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FREIGHT
Packing 4] 0 0 0 0 [ 0
Freight 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Driving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unemployment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER
Program Plan 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Shutdown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Hires 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1-Time Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MIL PERSONNEL
MIL MOVING
Per Diem 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
POV Miles 0 0 0 0 0 4] 0
HHG 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Misc 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER
Elim PCS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Environmental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Info Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 o} 0 0
TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0 0




APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 17/18
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base: Base X

RECURRINGCOSTS 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total Beyond
----- ($K)==----
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0&M
RPMA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
BOS 0 0 33 33 33 33 134 33
Unique Operat 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civ Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CHAMPUS 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0
Caretaker 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MIL PERSONNEL
off Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enl Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
House Allow 0 0 408 408 408 408 1,630 408
OTHER
Mission 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL RECUR 0 0 33 33 33 33 1,764 441
TOTAL COSTS 0 0 441 441 441 441 1,764 441
ONE-TIME SAVES 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total
----- ($K)-----
CONSTRUCTION
MILCON 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fam Housing 0 0 0 4] 0 0 0
0&M
1-Time Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER
Land Sales 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Environmental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0 1]
RECURRINGSAVES 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total Beyond
----- ($K)----- === === ---- ---- == me-- ----- e,
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
08M
RPMA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
BOS o] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unique Operat 4] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civ Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CHAMPUS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MIL PERSONNEL
off Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enl Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
House Allow 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER
Procurement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mission 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL RECUR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL SAVINGS 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0




APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 18/18
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA9S\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base: Base X

ONE-TIME NET 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total

----- ($K)-~---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- -----
CONSTRUCTION

MILCON 0 0 0 Q 0

Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0&M

Civ Retir/RIF 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Civ Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Other . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MIL PERSONNEL

Mil Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
OTHER

HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Environmental 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Info Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Land 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
RECURRING NET 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total Beyond
----- ($K)----- .- - -==- === === ---- .- it
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
O8M

RPMA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
BOS 0 0 33 33 33 33 134 33
Unique Operat 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Caretaker 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civ Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CHAMPUS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MIL PERSONNEL

Mil Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
House Allow 0 0 408 408 408 408 1,630 408
OTHER

Procurement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mission 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Misc Recur ] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL RECUR 0 0 441 441 441 441 1,764 441
TOTAL NET COST 0 0 441 441 441 441 1,764 441




PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08)

Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department H
Option Package :
Scenario File

: A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

Base
Newark
Hill
Kelly
Robins
Base X

Base
Newark
Hill
Kelly
Robins
Base X

Base
Newark
Hitll
Kelly
Robins
Base X

Personnel
Change %Change

-1,771 -100%

9 0%

15 0%

77 1%

92 1%

RPMA($)
Change %Change Chg/Per
-3,800,000 -100% 2,146
0 0% 0
0 0% 0
0 0% 0
0 0% 0

RPMABOS($)

Change %Change Chg/Per
-4,600,000 -100% 2,597
4,644 0% 516
3,609 0% 240
21,156 0% 405
33,461 0% 364

SF

Change %Change Chg/Per

-744,000

(= e N N e}

-100%
0%
0%
0%
0%

BOS($)

Change %Change

-800, 000
4,644
3,609

31,156
33,461



Department
Option Package
Scenario File

RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

: USAF

Std Fctrs File :

Net Change($K)

RPMA Change
BOS Change
Housing Change

Newark
A:\NEWARK.CBR

C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT .SFF

1994 1995 1996

0 0 -1,805
0 0  -485
0 0 0

1997

-3,800
-727

1998

-3,800
-727

1999  Total
-3,800 -13,205
727 -2,667

0 0

TOTAL CHANGES

-4,527 -15,872




INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

std fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF
INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION
Model Year One : FY 1994

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes

Base Name Strategy:

Newark, OH i Closes in FY 1999
Hill, Ut Real ignment
Kelly, TX Real ignment
Robins, GA Real ignment

Base X Realignment
Summary

NEWARK.CBR

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE

From Base: To Base: Distance:
Newark, OH Hilt, uT 1,724 mi
Newark, OH Kelly, TX 1,338 mi
Newark, OH Robins, GA 717 mi
Newark, OH Base X 1,000 mi
Hill, ur Kelly, TX 1,356 mi
Hill, Ut Robins, GA 2,006 mi
Hill, UT Base X 1,000 mi
Kelly, TX Robins, GA 1,038 mi
Kelly, TX Base X 1,000 mi
Robins, GA Base X 1,000 mi

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE

Transfers from Newark, OH to Hill, UT

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999

officer Positions: 0 0 4} 0 ] o]
Enlisted Positions: 0 0 0 0 0

Civilian Positions: 0 0 9 0 0 0
Student Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 0
Missn Egpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 0 0
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 0 0
Military Light Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0

Transfers from Newark, OH to Kelly, TX

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
officer Positions: 0
Enlisted Positions:
Civilian Positions: 0
Student Positions: 0
Missn Eqgpt (tons): 0
Suppt Egpt (tons): 0
Military Light Vehicles: 0
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0

OO0OC0COOQOO
oOo0oooowvwoo
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INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department : USAF
Option Package : Newark
Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CB

R

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT

Transfers from Newark, OH to Robins, GA

Officer Positions:
Enlisted Positions:
Civilian Positions:
Student Positions:
Missn Eqpt (tons):
Suppt Egpt (tons):
Military Light Vehicles:
Heavy/Special Vehicles:

Transfers from Newark, OH to

Officer Positions:
Enlisted Positions:
Civilian Positions:
Student Positions:

Missn Egpt (tons):

Suppt Eqpt (tons):
Military Light Vehicles:
Heavy/Special Vehicles:

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE

Name: Newark, OH

Total Officer Employees:
Total Enlisted Employees:
Total Student Employees:
Total Civilian Employees:
Mil Families Living On Base:

Civilians Not Willing To Move:

Officer Housing Units Avail:
Enlisted Housing Units Avail:
Total Base Facilities(KSF):
Officer VHA ($/Month):
Enlisted VHA ($/Month):

Per Diem Rate ($/Day):
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile):
Name: Hill, UT

Total Officer Employees:
Total Enlisted Employees:
Total Student Employees:
Total Civilian Employees:
Mil Families Living On Base:

Civilians Not Willing To Move:

Officer Housing Units Avail:
Enlisted Housing Units Avail:
Total Base Facilities(KSF):
Officer VHA ($/Month):
Enlisted VHA (3$/Month):

Per Diem Rate ($/Day):
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile):

TABLE

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 77 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0

Base X

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
0 0 32 0 0
0 0 60 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0]
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
INFORMATION

32
60
0

1,679
0.0%
60.0%

0

0

744

6

0

74

0.10

582

3,558

0

9,045
31.0%
10.0%

0

0

11,538

0

9

9%

0.10

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
Communications ($K/Year):
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
BOS Payroll ($K/Year):
Family Housing ($K/Year):
Area Cost Factor:

CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS shift to Medicare:
Activity Code:

Homeowner Assistance Program:
Unique Activity Information:

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
Communications ($K/Year):
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
BOS Payroll ($K/Year):
Family Housing ($K/Year):
Area Cost Factor:

CHAMPUS [n-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS OQut-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare:
Activity Code:

Homeowner Assistance Program:
Unique Activity Information:

1999

COO0OO0OO0OO O

1999

COO0OO0QOOOO

3,800
200
600

0.99

1,000

100
0.0%

No
No

23,300
2,800
9,800

0
4,000
0.98
1,000
100
0.0%

Yes
No




INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

USAF
Newark
A:\NEWARK.CBR

Department

Option Package
Scenario File-
Std Fctrs File

C:\COBRAP5\AF\DOD\DEPOT . SFF

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION

Name: Kelly, TX

Total Officer Employees: 828
Total Enlisted Employees: 3,771
Total Student Employees: 0
Total Civilian Employees: 14,251
Mil Families Living On Base: 7.0%
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 10.0%
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 14,863
Officer VHA ($/Month): 0
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 15
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 75
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.10
Name: Robins, GA

Total Officer Employees: 725
Total Enlisted Employees: 3,025
Total Student Employees: 0
Total Civilian Employees: 11,313
Mil Families Living On Base: 51.0%
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 10.0%
officer Housing Units Avail: 0
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 11,795
Officer VHA ($/Month): 0
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 13
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 70
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.10
Name: Base X

Total Officer Employees: 569
Total Enlisted Employees: 2,475
Total Student Employees: 0
Total Civilian Employees: 7,843
Mil Families Living On Base: 18.0%
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 10.0%
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 8,630
Officer VHA ($/Month): 33
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 30
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 82
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.10

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 47,700
Communications (3K/Year): 1,400
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 7,000

BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 0

Family Housing ($K/Year): 2,300
Area Cost Factor: 0.88
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 1,000

CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 100

CHAMPUS shift to Medicare: 0.0%
Activity Code:

Homeowner Assistance Program: Yes
Unique Activity Information: No
RPMA Non-Payrotl ($K/Year): 21,900
Communications ($K/Year): 4,400
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 6,900

BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 0

Family Housing ($K/Year): 5,600
Area Cost Factor: 0.77
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 1,000

CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 100

CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 0.0%
Activity Code:

Homeowner Assistance Program: Yes

Unique Activity Information: No

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 29,618

Communications ($K/Year): 2,487

BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 4,860

BOS Payroll ($K/Year): 0

Family Housing ($K/Year): 2,448
Area Cost Factor: 1.00
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 1,000

CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 100

CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 0.0%
Activity Code:

Homeowner Assistance Program: Yes
Unique Activity Information: No




INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department : USAF
Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR
Std Fetrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION

Name: Newark, OH

1-Time Unique Cost ($K):
1-Time Unique Save (3K):
1-Time Moving Cost ($K):
1-Time Moving Save ($K):
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K):
Activ Mission Cost ($K):
Activ Mission Save ($K):
Misc Recurring Cost($K):
Misc Recurring Save($K):
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K):
Construction Schedule(¥%):
Shutdown Schedule (%):
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K):
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K):
Procurement Avoidnc($K):
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr:
CHAMPUS Qut-Patients/Yr:
Facil ShutDown(KSF):

Name: Hill, UT

1-Time Unique Cost ($K):
1-Time Unique Save (3$K):
1-Time Moving Cost ($K):
1-Time Moving Save ($K):
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K):
Activ Mission Cost (%$K):
Activ Mission Save ($K):
Misc Recurring Cost($K):
Misc Recurring Save($K):
Land (+Buy/-S5ales) (3K):
Construction Schedule(%):
Shutdown Schedule (%):
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K):
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K):
Procurement Avoidnc($K):
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr:
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr:
Facil ShutDown(KSF):

Name: Kelly, TX

1-Time Unique Cost ($K):
1-Time Unique Save ($K):
1-Time Moving Cost ($K):
1-Time Moving Save ($K):
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K):
Activ Mission Cost ($K):
Activ Mission Save ($K):
Misc Recurring Cost($K):
Misc Recurring Save($K):
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K):
Construction Schedule(%):
Shutdown Schedule (%):
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K):
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K):
Procurement Avoidnc($K):
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr:
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr:
Facil ShutDown(KSF):

1994

100

0DOO0OO0O0ODO0 O

3

FOOOODOOOOQOO

I

1994

(=N =Nl

COO0O0OO0OOOO0OODOOO
B

1994

(=N =NoRoNal—No NN

coO0O0OCOQQO
22 3¢

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999

245 245 0 0 0

0 0 0 ] 0

3,100 3,100 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 34,044 68,088 68,088 68,088

4] 0 0 0 0

0 217 433 433 433

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0
0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
0% 0% 100% 0% 0%

0 0 4,500 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0
Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 100.0%

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

1] 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0
0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0
Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 0.0%

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0
0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

0 0 0 0 1}

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0
Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 0.0%




INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department : USAF
Option Package : Newark

Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION

Name: Robins, GA

1-Time Unique Cost (3$K):
1-Time Unique Save ($K):
1-Time Moving Cost ($K):
1-Time Moving Save ($K):
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K):
Activ Mission Cost ($K):
Activ Mission Save ($K):
Misc Recurring Cost($K):
Misc Recurring Save($K):
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K):
Construction Schedule(%):
Shutdown Schedule (%):
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K):
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K):
Procurement Avoidnc($K):
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr:
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr:
Facil ShutDown(KSF):

Name: Base X

1-Time Unique Cost (3K):
1-Time Unique Save ($K):
1-Time Moving Cost ($K):
1-Time Moving Save ($K):
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K):
Activ Mission Cost ($K):
Activ Mission Save ($K):
Misc Recurring Cost($K):
Misc Recurring Save($K):
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K):
Construction Schedule(%):
Shutdown Schedule (%):
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K):
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K):
Procurement Avoidnc($K):
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr:
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr:
Facil ShutDown(KSF):

1994

oocoo0ocoo0O0

coocoo0O0QQOO0O0O
3} e

1994

o

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL

Name: Newark, OH

Off Force Struc Change:
Enl Force Struc Change:
Civ Force Struc Change:
Stu Force Struc Change:
off Scenario Change:

Enl Scenario Change:

Civ Scenario Change:

Off Change(No Sal Save):
Enl Change(No Sal Save):
Civ Change(No Sal Save):
Caretakers - Military:
Caretakers - Civilian:

1994

0

CO0OO0OO0OOODCDOOO O

1995

O0O0O00OO0O0O

coo0ooQoOoOOoOo
¥R e

Perc

1996

[=N=NolaNoleN]

OO0 O0O0O0OO0O0OO0OO
EIg T3

1997

OO0OO0OO0OOLOO

OCO0OO0OO0OOoOD0OO0O0OOO
32 3R

1998

Family Housing ShutDown:

1997

[N =Nl oNwNoleNeNol

0CO0OO0OO0OO0O00O
3¢

1998

OO0 O0OO0OO0O0O0OOO

(=N =N=NoleNoNeNa]
I3RS

Perc Family Housing ShutDown:

1995 1996
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0% 0%
0% 0%
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0

INFORMAT I ON

1995 1996
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0o -1,578
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0

1997

0

COO0OO0O0O0OO0O0ODO0OO0O

1998

0

OO0 OCO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO

1999

COO0OO0OOOO0OO0ODOCODO

.
COO0OOO
;¢ 3¢

[=]
B

1999

CDOOODO0OODOOOO
R 3¢

e

.
QOO0 OOCO

OCOQOOCOO0OOOO




INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995

Department = : USAF
Option Package : Newark
Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR

Std Fetrs File : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL

Percent Officers Married: 76.80%
Percent Enlisted Married: 66.90%
Enlisted Housing MilCon: 80.00%

Officer Salary($/Year): 78,668.00
off BAQ with Dependents($): 7,073.00
Enlisted Salary($/Year): 36,148.00
Enl BAQ with Dependents($): 5,162.00
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00
Unemployment Eligibility(Weeks): 18
Civilian Salary($/Year): 46,642.00

Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.00%
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.00%
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00%
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.00%
SF File Desc: Depot Factors

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93
BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54
(Indices are used as exponents)

Program Management Factor: 10.00%
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1,320.00

APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates:
1994: 0.00% 1995: 2.90% 1996: 3.00%

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00%
Priority Placement Service: 60,00%
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00%

Civilian PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00
Civilian New Hire Cost($): 4,000.00
Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00%
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00%
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00
Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.00%
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90%
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00%
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00%
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00%

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 0.00%
Info Management Account: 0.00%
MilCon Design Rate: 0.00%
MilCon SIOH Rate: 0.00%

MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 0.00%
MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 0.00%
Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 2.75%
Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.00%

1997: 3.00% 1998: 3.00% 1999: 3.00%

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION

Material/Assigned Person(lLb): 710
HHG Per Off Family (Lb): 14,500.00
HHG Per Enl Family (Lb): 9,000.00
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb): 6,400.00
HHG Per Civilian (Lb): 18,000.00
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00
Air Transport ($/Pass Mile): 0.20

Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00

Mil Light Vehicle($/Mile): 0.43
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mile): 1.40
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18
Avg Mil Tour Length (Years): 4.10

Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00
One-Time Off PCS Cost($): 9,142.00
One-Time Enl PCS Cost($): 5,761.00

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION

Category UM $/UM
Horizontal (SY) 0
Waterfront (LF) 0
Air Operations (SF) 0
Operational (SF) 0
Administrative (SF) 0
Schoot Buildings (SF) 0
Maintenance Shops (SF) 0
Bachelor Quarters (SF) 0
Family Quarters (EA) 0
Covered Storage (SF) 0
Dining Facilities (SF) 0
Recreation Facilities (SF) 0
Communications Facil (SF) 0
Shipyard Maintenance (SF) 0
RDT & E Facilities (SF) 0
POL Storage (BL) 0
Ammunition Storage (SF) 0
Medical Facilities (SF) 0
Environmental ) 0

Category UM $/UM
OTHER (SF) 0
Optional Category B « 0
Optional Category C ) 0
Optional Category D () 0
Optional Category E « ) 0
Optional Category F (G 0
Optional Category G « > 0
Optional Category H « ) 0
Optional Category I ¢ ) 0
Optional Category J ¢« ) 0
Optional Category K ) 0
Optional Category L « > 0
Optional Category M « ) 0
Optional Category N « 0
Optional Category 0 (G 0
Optional Category P « ) 0
Optional Category Q « ) 0
Optional Category R () 0




COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 13:13 04/28/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : Newark 5 . /
Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR /77 5 W@M/q/ /¢/
std Fctrs File : A:\NEWAKFAC.SFF /

Starting Y : 199 .
Final Year i 1999 W }'07 / ‘7 9 3

ROI Year 2008 (9 Years)

NPV in 2013($K):  -7,140 G‘}Q‘J [/&(y/ /[0‘1C %Or 5

1-Time Cost($K): 30,759

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total Beyond
MilCon 0 0 0 -4,500 0 0 -4,500 0
Person 0 0 -13,340 -67,810 -67,810 -67,810 -216,770 -67,810
Overhd 60 45 -327 -2,106 -4,013 -4,018 -10,359 -4,032
Moving 0 3,100 6,137 0 0 0 9,237 0
Missio . 0 0 34,044 68,088 68,088 68,088 238,308 68,088
Other 100 245 245 0 0 0 590 0
TOTAL 160 3,390 26,758 -6,328 -3,735 -3,739 16,506 -3,753
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total

POSITIONS ELIMINATED

off 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Enl 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Civ 0 0 1,578 0 0 0 1,578

TOT 0 0 0 0 0 1,578
POSITIONS REALIGNED

off 0 0 32 0 0 0 32

Enl 0 0 60 0 0 0 60

Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Civ 0 0 101 0 0 0 101

TOT 0 0 193 0 0 0 193
Summary:

NEWARK.CBR




COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2

Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 13:13 04/28/1995

Department : USAF

Option Package : Newark
Scenario File : A:\NEWARK.CBR
Std Fctrs File : A:\NEWAKFAC.SFF

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars

1994 1995
MilCon 0 0
Person 0 0
Overhd 60 45
Moving 0 3,100
Missio 0 0
Other 100 245
TOTAL 160 3,390
Savings ($K) Constant Dollars

1994 1995
MilCon 0 0
Person 0 0
Overhd 0 0
Moving 0 0
Missio 0 0
Other 0 0
TOTAL 0 0

1996

34,292
713
182

35,186

1997

398
593

68,088
0
69,079

1997

4,500
68,208
2,700

75,408

1998

398
587

68,088
69,073
1998

68,208
4,600

72,808

1999

68,208
4,600

72,808

4,500
238,915
12,613
182

0

0

256,209

72,808
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AGMC
PRIVATIZATION IN PLACE

* ¢+ * ¥ #

INDUSTRY CONFERENCE

Mr. Ira Kemp, SAF/AQC
OG-ALC/CCT

LtCol Paul Stipe,
Mr. Brent Parrish, OO-ALC/CCT

-----

INDUSTRY CONFERENCE
AIR FORCE PIP STRATEGY

/ . PRIVATIZATION IS THE CHOSEN METHOD FOR CLOSING
AGMC

'ﬂ/‘(’/(/(/,f)' SECAF WILL RETAIN FINAL APPROVAL TO AWARD
B oV CONTRACT |
NP AREE NOTICE INCLUDED IN SOLICITATION . O
7 /. g .
A= “
w . PLAN B STUDY HAS BEEN COMPLETED —— ™° (N0 )
**** End of Slide *****
/ INDUSTRY CONFERENCE 2
/ POLICY DECISION ON PIP Lo (£P W
’: Cj ¥ ,&/
. PROPOSAL PREPARATION TIME WILL BE £ —" /0 prYs
\/ 45 DAYS
. NEED TO MAINTAIN BASE CLOSURE DATE,
END OF SEP 96

EROSION OF TRANSITION TIME
ONGOING ERQSION OF AGMC SKILLS BASE

*+=** £nd of Slide ***

Fiie: 0OCONFS.DOC
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INDUSTRY CONFERENCE
PROPRIETARY DATA RIGHTS

AIR FORCE NEVER INTENDED TO CONTRACT THIS WORK
ON A COMPETITIVE BASIS

WE HAVE DEVELOPED A REASONABLE BUSINESS

APPROACH
- AF TO PROVIDE ALL UNRESTRICTED DATA
- AF HAS SOUGHT & IS GAINING AGREEMENTS FOR USE

OF ADDITIONAL DATA WITH RESTICTIVE MARKINGS
- OFFERORS WILL THEN NEGOTIATE AS REQUIRED FOR

REMAINING DATA

WE HAVE AN UNDERSTANDING THAT ALL OEMs WILL
COOPERATE WITH THIS BUSINESS APPROACH

AIR FORCE WILL ONLY GET INVOLVED IN THE EVENT OF
UNFAIR OR NON-EQUITABLE DEALINGS

LA RN End Of Sl"de LA RN 2]

—

DATA ISSUE
- IDENTIFIED APPRQX 7000 PCS DATA
~INPUT FROM
» AGMC
» SINGLE MANAGERS
~ OEMS

- 84% unrestricted
- 16% rastricted

- PROGRAM OFFICE DOES NOT INTEND TO PURCHASE DATA
+ WE ARE PROVIDING INSTRUCTIONS IN RFP FOR OBTAINING REQUIRED DATA

- THIS APPROACH IS FAIR & REASONABLE AND SUPPORTS COMPETITION

L1 48 2] End of S“de *EHRR

(Insert Page 1 of 00DATA . XLS)

“** End of Slide ****"

Fiie: QOCONFS.DOC
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DATA ISSUE
{CONTINUED)
- 12 OEMS
6 Wili Grant GPLR'S (Govt Purpose License Rights)
— ALLIED SIGNAL
—HONEYWELL SPACE SYSTEMS
~PARKER HANNIFIN
- ROCKWELL INTERNATIONAL

~ROCKWELL COLUNS
- SMITH INDUSTRIES

4 Will Negotiate Data Use Agreements
- DELCO
- HONEYWELL MIUTARY AVIONICS
-KEARFOTT
~UTTON

e £nd of Slide **~

DATA ISSUE
(CONTINUED)

2 Will Support Work At AGMC As Sub Contractors
—NORTHROP
~HUGHES (ADVANCED CRUISE MISSILE NO DATA AVAILABLE)

“**** End of Slide ***~

DATA ISSUE

{(CONTINUED)

+ SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONS FOR OBTAINING DATA ARE IN PROPOSAL PREPARATION

INSTRUCTIONS SEC. - 1.1.2
~COMPANY NAME
- ADDRESS
-POC
- TELEPHONEFAX

* DATA LIST WILL BE ON HANSCOM BULLETIN BOARD AND IN THE TFECHNICAL
LIBRARY AT AGMC

- WE WILL REQUIRE CERTIFICATION THAT OFFERORS HAVE ACCLSS TO NEEDED
DATA

- WE WILL REQUIRE SEPARATE SUPPORT COST DATA FOR GAINING ACCESS TO
NEEDED DATA

kP End o' S”de 2R Ty

File: 0OCONFES.DOC
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INDUSTRY CONFERENCE
RFP CHANGES - TWO CONTRACTS

/L/ AN ‘55{/ v
4 Y . REPAIR AND METROLOGY ARE REALLY SEPARATE IN NATURE
g7C OUL;‘: DO NOT USE COMMON WORKFORCE
k éapo’l . POTENTIAL COST SAVINGS ARE ASSESSED TO BE MARGINAL
. E\;AAELUATING AND AWARDING SEPARATELY WILL STREAMLINE PROCESS, SAVE
{

ER A End 01 S“de -----

!
A\l INDUSTRY CONFERENCE
‘ RFP CHANGES - WORK SPECS

+ COMBINED WORK SPECS
~ AJRCRAFT NOW INCLUDES ALL AIRCRAFT NAY SYTEMS, INTERSERVICE, SAN ANTONIO TEST EQUIP
—ICBM INCLUDES MM & PK, DEMILITARIZATION, RSLP
~METROLOGY

w

----- End Of S“de LYY

INDUSTRY CONFERENCE
RFP CHANGES - WORK CHANGES

- NAVY ESGN TO BE MOVED —— AJAVUY o) O2C

- ARMY PADS TO BE MOVED - ALml won i
- AIR FORCE F-111 TO BE RETIRED
- NO REPAIR IN CONTRACT
. MINUTEMAN GRP REPAIR LOCATIONTBD —— T 0O &4 F1 E 047D Trs20.00

~NO REPAIR IN CONTRACT _ ;G D)
-~ LIMITED SUPPORT OF EMD WORK IS INCLUDED (AT 77 s

***' End of Slide *****

File: OOCONFS.DOC
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INDUSTRY CONFERENCE
RFP CHANGES - CONTRACT LENGTH

- BASIC CONTRACT WITH TRANSITION AND FY96 REPAIR REQTS
~ALLOWS FOR TRANSITION ACTIVITIES
~HELPS ASSURE PERFORMANCE ON A WIN-WIN BASIS

- 4 OPTION YEARS
- PROVIDES ENOUGH TIME TO GAIN GOOD BASELINE OF COSTS & QUANTITY VARIATION
—~THEN ALLOWS FOR FIXED-PRICE
FOLLOW-ON

*+=* End of Slide *****

INDUSTRY CONFERENCE
RFP CHANGES - CONTRACT TYPE

« BASIC CONTRACT AND OPTIONS ARE CPAF
- APPROPRIATE BASED ON RISK TO AIR FORCE AND INDUSTRY
— TRANSITION MUST BE COMPLETED WITHOUT IMPACT TO REPAIR LINE AND EARLY ENOUGH 1O MLET
BASE CLOSURE

+ INDEFINITE DELIVERY / INDEFINITE QUANTITY
- PROVIDE DOLLAR MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM BASED ON OVERALL WORKLOAD
- WILL PROVIDE BEQ FOR EACH CUIN

»* End of Slide **=**

INDUSTRY CONFERENCE
RFP CHANGES - AWARD FEES

- 2 CONTRACTS, 2 AWARD FEE PLANS, 2 FDOs
- NO BASE FEE

+ AWARD FEES WILL HAVE 5% FLOOR, 10% CEILING
— AMOUNT OF FEE TO BE PROPOSED

----- End of Slide *****

Fite: 00OCONFS.DOC

.
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w INDUSTRY CONFERENCE ‘
RFP CHANGES - LOCATION

- LOCATION OF WORK IS NOT SPECIFIED
- NO SPECIFIC CRITERIA TO EVALUATE LOCATION

/ - LOCATIONS OTHER THAN NEWARK AFB WILL BE EVALUATED ON SAME CRITERIA

| FOR COST, TECHNICAL, SCHEDULE RISK
‘\ — AIR FORCE WILL COMPLETE A MOST PROBABLE COST EVALUATION FOR EACH PROPOSAL, TO INCLUDE
4 COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH WORK LOGATION

\< e = nM«ng‘E_n_a‘of“S»I.i_agﬁ;;:::"”'“’"‘—*'“- Sl N e -7

INDUSTRY CONFERENCE
RFP CHANGES - NEW WORK

- THE AIR FORCE IS INTERESTED IN ALLOWING NEW WORK TO HELP LOWER
OVERHEAD RATES

» THE COMMUNITY IS INTERESTED IN ALLOWING NEW WORK TO HELP BRING IN
MORE JOBS

W « ANY NEW WORK WILL BE EVALUATED FOR:
- NON-INTERFERENCE WITH PIP CONTRACTS
~ NON-IMPACT TO SEISMIC LIMITS OF ONGOING WORK
~USE OF GFE

« NEW WORK WILL NOT BE EVALUATED IN SOURCE SELECTION

**rrr Engd of Slide ****

INDUSTRY CONFERENCE &
e / .
RFP CHANGES - LEasE /O /1 /ZA
o \ /’ lg'
- WE WILL NOT ASK FOR LEASE COSTS IN PROPOSAL =~ )R

+ COMMUNITY WILL PROVIDE AIR FORCE WITH EXPECTED LEASE EXPENSE FOR USE
IN GOVERNMENT'S MOST PROBABLE COST

+ PROPOSAL WILL INCLUDE A LETTER OF INTENT FROM OFFEROR AND COMMUNITY

~UNDERSTAND COMMUNITY'S TERMS/CONDITIONS
~WILL ENTER IN NEGOTIATIONS AFTER CONTRACT AWARD

*«¢** End of Slide *****
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INDUSTRY CONFERENCE
RFP CHANGES - TRANSITION

« TRANSITION PERIOD STARTS WITH CONTRACT AWARD - DEC 95

+ TRANSITION PERIOD (BASIC CONTRACT) WILL COMPLETE AT END OF SEP 96
(10 MONTHS)

- CONTRACTOR TRANSITION ACTIVITIES MUST BE COMPLETE AT END OF AUG 96
(9 MONTHS;)

RRRRA End Of S“de enwe

INDUSTRY CONFERENCE
RFP CHANGES - GFM/CFM

» GOVERNMENT FURNISHED MATERIALS FOR TRANSITION PERIOD AND INITIAL

OPTION
—NO GFM FOR NAVY DMINS AND SAN ANTONIO TEST EQUIP

+ MIX OF GFM AND CFM AFTER INITIAL TWO YEARS
- AIRCRAFT WORKLOADS TO SWITCH TO CFM
~ICBM WORKLOADS TG REMAIN GFM

**+** End of Slide *****

OVERALL PROGRAM

SCHEDULE
= RFP Release 3 May 95
= Pre-Proposal Cont 17 May 395
» Proposal Receipt 17 Jun 95
- Release CRs/DRs 10 Aug 95
+ Request BAFO 20 Sep 95
- Decision Briefing ' 19 Nov 95
+ Award Contracts 5 Dec 95
- Base Closure 30 Sep 96

LA A2 1) End of Slide Rk Ak
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RFP OVERVIEW

« EXECUTIVE SUMMARY HIGHLIGHTS

- APPROXIMATELY 7000 PAGES

- 350 CLINS (SECTION B)

. COMMON USE APPENDIX B - 2600 PAGES

« DATA LIST - 400 PAGES

LA 2 Al End of S“de atwwd

RFP ACCESS

- REPRO FULL TEXT BASIC RFP EXCEPT COMMON USE APPENDIX B & DATA LISTS

- COMMON USE APPENDIX B & DATA LIST ACCESS THRU

~HANSCOM BULLETIN BOARD
~ TECHNICAL LIBRARY

- RFP DISTRIBUTION (ONE COPY ONLY)
~HARD COPY AVAILABLE 2:00 PM BLDG 1285 5:3/95
- SPECIAL WRITTEN REQUEST THRU PCO
- FED-EX
« SPECIAL MAILING

- WE WILL BEGIN LOADING RFP ON B/B ASAP

*++* End of Slide *****
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FACSIMILE MESSAGE
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OEM REPAIR
$255M

NON-RE RIN

« MOVE & SET-UP TEST EQUIPMENT FROM AGMC TO OEM
FACILITIES (80% MINUTEMAN RELATED)

RECURRING
o ASSUMES CONTINUANCE OF CURRENT RELATED GOVERNMENT
CONTRACTS AT OEM FACILITIES

o REPAIR ACTIVITIES CONTINUE AT SAME RATE FOR 5 YEARS

« ESTIMATE ASSUMES EFFORT BEING PERFORMED USING OEM
FACILITIES, PROCESSES, MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS AND RATE
STRUCTURE

$ 20M

$ 235M

Ir:em  SEET-So—ddd

BREHENNS!
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NEWARK AFB REPAIR
$350M

MANUFACTURING DIRECT LABOR HOURS (700K)
« NAFB INFORMATION PUBLISHED 1994

SUPPORT PERSONNEL INCLUDING METROLOGY SUPPORT TO REPAIR
o AUGUST 1994 ORG. CHART

MANUFACTURING INDIRECT
« AUGUST 1994 ORG. CHART MINUS DIRECT LABOR

HEADS HBR/YR RATE
DIRECT 350 1982 $18
INDIRECT 870 1982 18
BENEFITS/EXPENSES 1220 13K/YR

FACILITY EXPENSE INCLUDING 77 HEADS
TOTAL

70.0M X 5 YRS. = $350M

350 DIRECT HEADS

420 INDIRECT HEADS

450 INDIRECT HEADS

$ 12.5M
31.0M
16.5M
10.0M
$70.0M
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NEWARK AFB VS. OEM REPAIRS

COMPARES LABOR COST OF GOVERNMENT REPAIR AT NAFB VERSUS
CONTRACTOR REPAIR AT OEM FACILITIES FOR FIVE YEARS

CURRENT NEWARK REPAIR EFFORT $350M
MOVE REPAIR WORKLOAD TO PRESENTLY AVAILABLE $255M
OEM FACILITIES
— INCLUDES NON-RECURRING COSTS
DIFFERENCE $95M
/4,' l\} OT/) U‘Llij '
PRICING ASSUMPTIONS o DOt Ny oM
A e /:U’ ° 0)[’ s b
+ PRICED IN 1995 DOLLARS 1.6 e we e 19 s W
[ ~ - M R ap¢
« OEM $’s INCLUDES 10% PROFIT yd U S
« INCLUDES REPAIR & METROLOGY SUPPORT TO REPAIR FOR FIVE (5)
YEARS

« DOES NOT INCLUDE MATERIAL DOLLARS
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Anited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20810

March 7, 1995

The Honorable Sheila E. Widnall
Secretary

Department of the Air Force
The Pentagon

Washington, DC 20301

Dear Secretary Widnall:

As you are aware, the General Accounting Office recently
recommended that the 1993 decision to close Newark be
reconsidered in the current round of base closures. While the
Air Force chose not to reconsider that decision, we intend to
pursue the matter further with the Base Realignment and Closure
Commission.

Notwithstanding the fact that in our view the closure
recommendation remains unresolved, we recognize that the Air
Force intends to proceed with its privatization efforts. We are
writing to express our grave concern over the Air Force's actions
to date.

We repeatedly have been assured that privatization in place
is the Air Porce's preference. Yet, we understand the recently
released draft request for proposals (RFP) does not appear aimed
to achieve that result. Further, we understand the Air Force has
taken action to contract out workload from Newark, simply
removing it to the private sector. Additionally, we understand
that the Air Force is reviewing the possibility of moving
Newark's workload to other Air Force depots. None of these
actions is consistent with the representaticns made to us that
privatization in place is the Air Force's preferred outcome.

Consequently, we request the opportunity to meet with you as
soon as possible to discuss these issues in detail to demonstrate
exactly how the Air Force plans to privatize Newark's workload in
place should the closure recommendation not be overturned.

Best regards.
Sincerely,

Mike DeWine hn Glenn
United States Senator United States Senator

cc: Secretary William J. Perry &Jﬂ ‘ﬁf/
o
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WASHINGTON, DC 20610-3501

December 16, 1994

The Honorable Sheila Widnall
Secretary

Department of the Air Force
The Pentagon

Washington, DC 23010

Dear Secretary Widnall:

It is with a growing sense of frustration that I again
contact the Air Force to urge the reconsideration of the decision
to "privatize" Newark Air Force Base.

From the moment the recommendation was made, I have failed
to understand the rationale for the proposal. I argued to the
Base Closure Commission that the recommendation did not make
sense, particularly since the Air Force could provide no data to
demonstrate that the proposed closure would even be cost
effective. Unfortunately, the Commission was not swayed and the
recommendation was approved as part of the total base closure
package.

While efforts to proceed with privatization have begun, my
initial concerns about whether the federal taxpayer ultimately
would be served by privatization have never subsided. Today, I
find that my concerns were not unfounded.

The General Accounting Office (GAO) released a final report
today recommending that you and Secretary Perry reevaluate the
closure decision. GAO made its recommendation notwithstanding
its reluctance to revisit a base closure decision that has been
approved by the Commission, by the President and by the Congress.
GAO overcame its reluctance because of its misgivings over the
growing costs to implement privatization and its misgivings over
whether the Air Force even can accomplish a privatization.

These misgivings are exacerbated by the fact that 100% of
the workload at Newark is described by the Air Force as being
"core" workload, i.e. workload that needs to be maintained in an
organic depot in order to ensure the readiness and sustainability
of weapon systems. Newark is the only Air Force depot in which
the workload is 100% core workload. Privatizing this particular
depot calls into question the very need to retain any workload
organically.




‘..' The Honorable Sheila Widnall
December 16, 1994
Page Two

The decision to privatize Newark does not make sense
operationally or from a cost perspective. I agree wholeheartedly
with GAO's recommendation and strongly urge you to revisit the
Newark base closure decision. I look forward to discussing this

issue with you.
Sincerely, 2

John Glenn
United States Senator

Best regards.
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\ ' WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-3501

December 16, 1994

The Honorable Sheila Widnall
Secretary

Department of the Air Force
The Pentagon

Washington, DC 23010

Dear Secretary Widnall:

It is with a growing sense of frustration that I again
contact the Air Force to urge the reconsideration of the decision
to "privatize" Newark Air Force Base.

From the moment the recommendation was made, I have failed

to understand the rationale for the proposal. I argued to the
Base Closure Commission that the recommendation did not make
sense, particularly since the Air Force could provide no data to
demonstrate that the proposed closure would even be cost
effective. Unfortunately, the Commission was not swayed and the

‘..' recommendation was approved as part of the total base closure
package.

While efforts to proceed with privatization have begun, my
initial concerns about whether the federal taxpayer ultimately
would be served by privatization have never subsided. Today, I
find that my concerns were not unfounded.

The General Accounting Office (GAO) released a final report
today recommending that you and Secretary Perry reevaluate the
closure decision. GAO made its recommendation notwithstanding
its reluctance to revisit a base closure decision that has been
approved by the Commission, by the President and by the Congress.
GAO overcame its reluctance because of its misgivings over the
growing costs to implement privatization and its misgivings over
whether the Air Force even can accomplish a privatization.

These misgivings are exacerbated by the fact that 100% of
the workload at Newark is described by the Air Force as being
"core" workload, i.e. workload that needs to be maintained in an
organic depot in order to ensure the readiness and sustainability
of weapon systems. Newark is the only Air Force depot in which
the workload is 100% core workload. Privatizing this particular
depot calls into question the very need to retain any workload
organically.




The Honorable Sheila Widnall
December 16, 1994
Page Two

The decision to privatize Newark does not make sense
operationally or from a cost perspective. I agree wholeheartedly
with GAO's recommendation and strongly urge you to revisit the
Newark base closure decision. I look forward to discussing this

issue with you.
Sincerely, é

John Glenn
United States Senator

Best regards.
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House of Representatives 96 MAR -7 PMI2: 46
Raghington, BC 20515

March 6, 1995

The Honorable William J. Perry
Secretary of Defense

The Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20301

Dear Mr. Secretary:

As Members of the Ohio Congressional Delegation, we are writing to you regarding a
situation we believe demands your immediate attention, the closure of Newark Air Force
Base and the ongoing "Privatization-in-Place" process. We have been following this issue
from the beginning of the 1993 BRAC decision process and are seriously concerned that
the Air Force is reneging on its commitment to privatize-in-place the work at Newark AFB.

As you know, the GAO has found the decision process regarding closure of Newark
AFB to be seriously flawed. In an unprecedented move, the GAO recommended
reconsidering the decision to close this facility. In light of the GAO report, we believe the
BRAC should remove Newark AFB from the list of those bases slated for closure. Should
the BRAC choose to ignore the GAO recommendation, we would continue to support the
Air Force's commitment to privatize-in-place.

It has come to our attention that actions taken by the Air Force are undermining this
effort. Specifically, the Air Force has issued a Draft Request for Proposal (DRFP) that
would lead to a single source of supply, thus escalating costs and obstructing competition.
While we are concerned with this aspect of the draft, we have additional concerns which
are outlined in the enclosure which accompanies this letter. These concerns illustrate why
we believe the DRFP is not consistent with the Air Force's commitment to privatize-in-
place.

Since the Request for Proposal (RFP) will be issued on April 11th of this year, we would
greatly appreciate hearing your plan on how the Air Force intends to fulfill its commitment
to privatize-in-place the workload at Newark AFB by March 17, 1995. In the meantime, we
strongly urge you to keep all current workloads at Newark AFB until this process is
concluded.

We look forward to working with you and the Air Force on this vital issue.

29633




Secretary of Defense William J. Perry
March 1, 1995
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- Current workloads are systematically being moved from Newark and in some
cases given to the companies on a sole source basis.

- The DRFP permits bidders to perform the work at Newark or at another location.

These actions directly affect DoD's core capability and have long-term
implications on costs to the government if sole source suppliers are fostered. This is
particularly troubling in light of the Peacekeeper Inertial Guidance System example. It
is my understanding that it costs the government $169,648 to perform this work at
Newark AGMC and it costs $623,000 with the manufacturer. Another example is the
ESGN workioad for which the manufacturer now charges $80,000, while last year
AGMC charged $24,373 to perform the identical procedures.

Actions that restrict and undermine fair competition

- Bidders are required to negotiate for the use of manufacturers' proprietary data
for the repair of government equipment under a government contract.

- Bidders are required to acquire parts from sole source providers in different ways
depending on the type of system (i.e., missile, aircraft or support equipment). This will
add new risks and necessitate the need for creation of costly logistics plans.

These actions seem to drive the workloads again toward the sole source
suppliers which violate every standard of fair and open competition. More importantly, it
means that the taxpayer will be forced to spend more and more over the years for this
work.

The proprietary data rights issue is especially troubling because it appears to
violate current policy directions under Title 10 U.S.C. 2320, Rights in Technical Data.
This was prepared by the section 807 Technical Data Advisory Committee, underwent
public comment, and is now undergoing final review by DoD prior to implementation.

Actions that arbitrarily and unnecessarily drive up costs to the government

- The maintenance and metrology workloads may potentially be split between
bidders requiring additional contract administration and management oversight.

- Bidders have been directed to incorporate two separate wage scales creating
workforce confusion and disruption.

- The Air Force has not stipulated the level or amount of workloads despite thirty
years of historical experience.
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February 17, 1995

The Honorable John Decutch
Deputy Secretary
Department of Defense

The PenlLayon

Washington, DC 20301

Dear Secretary Deutch:

In March 1993, the Air Porce recommended clousing Newark Air
Force Base in Heath, Ohio. Newark is the home of the Aerospace
Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) which serves as a depot for
the repair of Air Force and some Navy inertial quidance and
inertial navigation systems and components. Newark also performs
Alr Force metrology and calibration and operates the Air Force
Measurement Standards Laboratory.

In its recommendation to close Newark, the Air Force
indicated that "some workload will move to other depot
maintenance activities including the private scctor” but
anticipated "that most will be privatized in place."

Citing its excess depot Capacity, the Air Force justified
its recommendation stating only that when applying the eight
criteria in the depot subcategory, "Newark AFB ranked low in
comparison to the other five depot basee." The Air Force further
justified closure by stating that the "military value of the base
is low because it does not have an airfield and it is not a
traditional Air Force base in any respectc,”

Closure was viewed as consistent with OSD quidance to reduce
excess depot capacity, economize depot management, and increase
competition and privatization in DoD. " Closurc of Newark was
estimated to reduce excess depot capacity by 1.7 million "direct
product actual hours.® Further, because Newark is a "a stand
alone, highly technical, industrial plant . . . operated
predominantly by a civilian wortk force* it was considered
"conducive to conversion to the private sector."

The Alr Force estimated that the one-time closure cost would
be $£31.3 million and that the annual savings after closure would
be $3.8 million. Achieving the return on investment would take
eight years.

28510



T™he Honorable John Deutch
February 17, 1995
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The Base Closure Commission found that the Air Force
recommendation to close Newark "did not deviale substantially
from the force structure plan and final criteria" and approved
the recommendation. The Commiasion specilicdlly rejected the
community's arguments that the workload at Newark is unique and
instead stated that “contractor facilities presently have the
repair capability and have been doing it for years." The
Commission also determined that Newark had not been penalized
because it did not have a runway.

At the time of the recommendation, GAO concluded that cost
of closing the hase had beon undcrestimated by aboul $7 million.
GAO also found that after a period of 20 years, the net present
value of closing Newark would be only $599,000.

GAO has since conducted another review of the closure
recommendation and determined that the closure recommendation
should be reconsidered.

Contrary to the Air Porce's original justification for the
closure, GAO found that privatization will not eliminate excess
depot capacity because the work performed at Newark is unique and
the Air Force continues to have a requirement for it. GAOQ
further found that the 100% of the workload at Newark is
considered to be "core" Air Force workload, which suggests the
base has a significant military value, the primary criteria for
evaluating whether to close a base.

GAO also found that the closure does not make sense from an

economic standpoint. The one time closure costs have doubled in
one year from £31 million to $62.2 million. This figure does not

take into account non-BRAC funded costs, such as $4.86 million
for interim health care benefits for geparated government
crployees and other costs such as the potential costs associated
with purchasing proprietary data. In GAO's view, the projected
annual savings are unlikely to occur.

GAO further indicates that projected increased costs for
contractor operation of Newark werc confirmed by Lhe Alr Force
Acquisition Strategy Panel and that over the 5 year period
between 1996 and 2000 the Air Force will pay $456 million more
than the estimated costs of yovernment operations over the same
time period. An Air Force Space Command message to Air Force
Materiel Command confirms that Space Command alone expects to
experlence a $50-60 million annual shortfall under privatization
in place. The value of the total workload at Newark is
approximately $80-90 million.




The Honorable John Deutch
February 17, 1995
Page Three

The Air Force does not appear to disputc GAO's report, but
instead maintains that privatization in place "'may provide the
greatest potential savings with least impact ¢on mission support.”
The Air Force states that there is "not enough hard data to
conclude otherwise." The Air Force takes this position despite
the fact that the using commands have indicated that the cost for
their requirements willl be substantially increased after
privatization in place.

The Air Force also indicates that it is pursuing
"alternatives" to privatization in place, including moving
Newark's workload to other Air Force depots. Internal documents
show that the Air Force knows that this option will result in a
$200 million military construction cost to re-create the
facilities already existing at Newark.

John, I believe the Air Force is making a serious mistake
with respect to Newark. I don't say this simply because Newark
is in Ohioc. Rather, I say it because I believe the functions
performed at Newark are vital to our national security and
because I believe the decision to close Newark will waste
taxpayer money.

Consequently, I urge you to reverse the decision to close
Newark. Barring that, at the very least, I urge you to include
languaye in the 1995 base closure recommendation to keep the base
open as an Alr Force asset should privatization fail to produce
the cost savings the Air Force hopes to achieve.

Best regards.

Sincerely,

John Glenn
United States Senator
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THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301

12 AR 196

The Honorable John Glenn
United States Senate
Washington D.C. 20510-3601

Dear Senator Glenn:

Thank you for your letter of February 17, 1985, concerning
the closure and privatization of Newark Air Force Base (AFB),
Ohio. I regret the delay in responding to your letter.

I will continue reviewing both the points made in your
letter as well as the Air Force's current approach to
implementing this BRAC 93 directed closure. Later this month,
Coopers and Lybrand will report on their own review of the Newark
privatization initiative. Like you, I want to carefully review
their analysis, before making a final judgment.

I must tell you that I had provided guidance to the Services
early in the BRAC process that there would be a heavy burden of
evidence required to reopen any already approved closure
decision, in light of the obvious pressure that the Services

v would be under to readdress difficult decisions that had survived
the scrutiny of past commissions. Additionally, while we have
requested "redirects" to change a relatively small number of
recommendations made by previous Commissions, we have never
reversed a closure decision. For that to happen, we would need
an exceedingly clear and compelling set of circumstances that
would require us to do so.

In the case of depots, in particular, even if our BRAC 95
recommendations are approved, we will continue to have more
capability than is needed to support our forces. There is excess
capacity in the types of workload performed by Newark. Further,
Newark’s workload is not unique to the Air Force. For instance,
the Navy routinely contracts out some of its inertial guidance
system workload.

The Air Force is now embarked on an implementation approach
that will evaluate privatization in place (PIP) at Newark as well
as other implementation alternatives. We are aggressively
pursuing the privatization alternative and I am confident that
our approach will determine the most effective course of action
to implement this closure. I am assured that no Air Force
workload other than the five percent currently projected will

w 30198




workload incrementally as the workload at Newark declined or
transfer it to other depots. The Commission’s specific
recommendation regarding Newark was:

"Newark AFB, Ohio is recommended for closure. The Aerospace
Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) depot will be closed;
some workload will move to other depot maintenance
activities including the private sector."

The Air Force determined that privatization in place could
be a viable strategy for closure of Newark AFB. The Air Force
continues to believe, as it did in 1993, that privatization in
place may provide a cost effective approach to closure while
minimizing impact on mission support. Recognizing that this
challenging concept (with little precedent) carries some risks,
the Air Force has embarked upon an implementation strategy that
should lessen those risks. As Secretary Widnall explained in her
letter to you of February 7, 1995, we expect the actual cost
associated with privatization in place to be known upon review of
contractor cost proposals in late July 1995. The draft request
for proposals (RFP) was issued on January 18, 1995, with the
final RFP due for release very soon. We expect industry results
by late July.

As the Air Force aggressively pursues the privatization in
place option, they are also reassessing the costs and savings
associated with alternatives which move AGMC workload to other
organic depots. We have engaged a contractor to provide an
independent cost assessment of these alternatives. These
estimates will be used in determining the best direction for the
disposition of the workload of Newark. The Air Force is pursuing
this strategy to ensure that the most appropriate alternative for
closing Newark is implemented. Please be assured that the

Department is committed to ensuring that privatization in place,
as well as our other alternatives, are given a full and fair

evaluation.

The General Accounting Office (GAO), as you point out, did
recommend a reevaluation of both the closure recommendation and
the Air Force approach to implementing the decision through
privatization in place. The report noted that since the closure
of the Newark AFB/AGMC depot is the only instance where almost
all of the work may be privatized in place, it merits careful
consideration before implementation begins. The report further
noted that the implementation of the Newark AFB/AGMC closure
through privatization is still in the early phases, with many
details yet to be worked out.

The concerns raised by the GAO were addressed by the Air
Force in a fact paper which was provided to you on February 7,
1995. This critique was considered by the Air Force in its BRAC
95 deliberations. Additionally, the Deputy Under Secretary of



Defense for Logistics provided a formal response to this GAO
report on March 8, 1995. As the GAO reported, the cost estimates
to implement this closure through conversion to a contractor
operation have grown from an estimated $31 million to $62
million. However, these additional funds should minimize
operational risk during the transition period. Furthermore, if
privatization in place is determined to be the best course of
action, the competitive nature of the acquisition should drive
down the one-time and recurring costs, possibly lower than the
current budget estimate. The risk associated with transferring
core workload to the private sector can also be mitigated if the
facilities, people and equipment remain through privatization in
place. I have enclosed a copy of the formal response to the GAO
for your information.

I believe the Air Force strategy to examine both
privatization in place and transfer of the workload to either
other depots or contractors is sound. However, I appreciate the
concerns expressed in your letter with respect to the costs
associated with privatizing in place and other alternatives to
close Newark. I recognize that every closure is controversial
and warrants the most careful scrutiny possible. I also believe
that the continuing oversight provided by the senior leadership
of both the Air Force and the Office of the Secretary of Defense
will provide for a sound decision for disposition of the workload
at Newark.

Enclosure
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TECHNOLOGY

Ms. Donna M. Heivilin

Director, Defense Management and NASA Issues
National Security and International Affairs Division
U.S. General Accounting Office

Washington, DC 20548

Dear Ms. Heivilin:

This is the Department of Defense (DoD) response to the General Accounting Office
(GAO) final report GAO/NSIAD-95-60, “AEROSPACE GUIDANCE AND METROLOGY

CENTER: Cost Growth and Other Factors Affect Closure and Privatization” (GAO CODE
709110), OSD Case 9333-F. The DoD generally concurs with the report.

There is currently not enough data available to conclude that privatizing the
Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) workload in place is not a cost
effective and viable alternative. The current Air Force strategy is to continue
privatization-in-place to mitigate implementation and operational risks and reduce costs.
Concurrently, the Air Force is reassessing organic alternatives (i.e., moving all the AGMC

v workloads to other Air Force and interservice depots) to determine the most cost and
operationally effective approach to closing the Newark Air Force Base. The Air Force has
engaged an independent contractor to provide an independent certification of the source
selection board methodology/conclusions and an independent cost assessment of
alternative approaches to privatization-in-place. The assessment of alternatives will be
complete March 31, 1995. The true costs for privatization-in-place will be known upon
review of contractor cost proposals in June, 1995. At that time, the Air Force will make a
final determination of the disposition of the AGMC workload.

The detailed DoD comments on the report findings and recommendation are
provided in the enclosure.

Sincerely,

,MIM ,

James R. Klugh
Deputy Under Secretary
of Defense (Logistics)
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GAO FINAL REPORT GAO/NSIAD-95-60
(GAO CODE 709110) OSD CASE 9333-F

“AEROSPACE GUIDANCE AND METROLOGY CENTER: COST GROWTH
AND OTHER FACTORS AFFECT CLOSURE AND PRIVATIZATION”

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE COMMENTS

LI AR R N
FINDINGS

FINDING A: Closure of the Aerospace Guidance and Metrologv Center. The

GAO observed that, unlike other maintenance depot closures, the Newark Air Force
Base Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AFB/ AGMC) closure
implementation plan provides for continuing to perform the same missions at the
facility after closure - primarily as a privatized operation, although the Air Force
would retain ownership of mission-related equipment valued at about $326 million.

The GAO also observed that the DoD estimated that implementing the closure
would cost $31.3 million, would result in an annual savings of $3.8 million, and
have an 8-year payback period for closure and relocation expenses. The GAO
estimated that the AFB/ AGMC closure costs would be $38.29 million, with a
13-year payback period. The GAO reported that the Defense Base Realignment and
Closure Commission (BRAC) determined that the AGMC workload could either be
contracted out or privatized-in-place - although the BRAC noted that industry
interest in privatization-in-place was limited. The GAO further reported that the
Air Force has begun the implementation of the closure and privatization of the
Newark AFB/AGMC. (pp. 1-4/GAO Final Report)

DoD RESPONSE:  Concur. Closure of the Newark AFB and the privatization-
in-place of the AGMC workload is under way. A draft request for proposal was
released on January 18, 1995, with a high level of interest for this workload being
shown by prospective industry bidders.

FINDING B: Air Force Implementation of Newark Air Force Base/Aerospace
Guidance and Metrology Center Closure. The GAO reported that implementation

of the Newark AFB/ AGMC dlosure through privatization is still in the early phases.
The GAO found, however, that the Air Force has a three-pronged approach to
implementing the BRAC dedision, as follows:

- four systems -- representing about 3 percent of the AGMC existing depot
maintenance workload -- will be transferred to other Air Force depots;

Enclosure
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- ownership of the Newark AFB/ AGMC property and facilities will be
transferred to a Jocal reuse commission; and

- the metrology and calibration mission will be continued at the AGMC -- with
some functions privatized and another continued as an Air Force activity
reporting to the AGMC Headquarters or one of the Air Logistics Centers.

The GAO reported that the Air Force originally planned to privatize all activities
related to the metrology and calibration mission, but later determined that the
materiel group manager function could not be privatized because the function is
considered to be "inherently governmental” under a 1992 Office of Management and
Budget policy letter. The GAO also reported that current plans call for retaining
about 130 Government employees to provide the management function and
contracting out the primary standards laboratory and technical order preparation.
The GAO noted that the Air Force plans to retain ownership of mission-related
maintenance and metrology and calibration equipment and provide those items as
Government-furnished equipment to the winning contractor. Finally, the GAO
reported that the Air Force has established a program management office at Hill Air
Force Base, with contract award scheduled for late September 1995. (pp. 4-6/GAO
Final Report)

DoD RESPONSE: Concur. The metrology and calibration mission are planned to
s remain in-place, but not as an entity of AGMC, since the base will be closed and the
w property transferred to the local community. The program management office at
Hill AFB is on track, with the contract award planned for November 28, 1995.

* FINDING C: Analysis of Cost and Savings Raises Concerns. The GAQ identified

several concerns regarding the cost, savings, and payback period for the Air Force
implementation of the AGMC BRAC decision, as follows:

- the projected cost of closing the AGMC has doubled and may increase further;

~ the $3.8 million annual savings projected to result from the AGMC closure
is not likely to be realized because of potentially higher costs for contract
administration, contractor profit, and possible recurring proprietary data
costs; and

— the payback period could be extended to over 100 years, or never,
depending upon the Air Force ability to contain one-time closure costs
and recurring costs of performing the AGMC mission after privatization.

The GAO explained that in August 1994, the Air Force base closure group validated
a Newark AFB/ AGMC closure budget of $62.2 million, or $30.9 million more than




the original budget. The GAO pointed out that almost all of the increase is
attributable to transition costs associated with transferring and separating personnel
under the base closure process and for transferring a limited amount of workload to
other Air Force depots.

The GAO reported that applying the DoD 1993 Cost of Base Realignment Actions
(COBRA) model indicated that the payback period would be over 100 years. The
GAO reported, however, that the DoD approved discount rate used in the COBRA
has been reduced. Therefore, the GAO adjusted the model and recalculated the
payback period, which showed the revised payback period to be 17 years. The
GAO pointed out, however, that achieving a 17-year payback is dependent on no
further increases in one-time closure costs and achieving the $3.8 million annual
post-closure operational cost savings originally projected by the DoD -- neither of
which is likely because of cost uncertainties.

The GAO also discussed other potential closure costs not included in the Air Force
estimate. The GAO reported one cost is the cost to acquire the right to provide data
some equipment manufacturers consider proprietary to contractors expected to bid
on the AGMC maintenance workload. In addition, the GAO reported that some Air
Force offidals estimated that, rather than achieving savings, annual recurring costs
could actually exceed current costs of operations. The GAO also noted that a
December 1994, meeting of the Acquisition Strategy Panel confirmed projected
increased funding requirements. (pp. 6-8/ GAO Final Report)

DoD RESPONSE: Concur. The Air Force has budgeted an additional

$31 million to close the Newark AFB. That additional budget for workload
transition should minimize operational risk during the transition period by
allowing the incoming contractor to train alongside the organic workforce and to
demonstrate critical processes prior to assuming support for operational systems.
Transition and recurring costs are currently unknown, since firm cost proposals are
not due until mid-June 1995. Because of the competitive nature of the acquisition,
one-time and recurring costs should be driven down and could possibly be lower
than the current budget estimates.

FINDING D: Other Closure and Privatization Issues. The GAO reported that
other privatization issues relate to (1) proprietary data claims, (2) the effect of the
closure on excess depot maintenance capacity, (3) the impact of privatizing core
workload, (4) the segmentation of the metrology and calibration mission, and (5) the
transfer of AGMC property and facilities to the Jocal reuse commission. The GAO
explained that the proprietary rights to technical data are unresolved for some
workloads to be contracted out and could greatly increase the costs of privatization.
The GAO asserted that proprietary data problems have already contributed to the
delay of several key program milestones, including preparation of the statement of




. work and acquisition and source selection plans, and are a potential barrier to the
AGMC privatization.

The GAO observed that the privatization of the AGMC will not reduce excess
capacity by the 1.7 million hours previously estimated if privatization-in-place is
completed as currently planned. The GAO explained that, since many of the
systems and components currently repaired at the AGMC are not repaired
elsewhere, the AGMC depot maintenance capability does not generally duplicate
repair capability found elsewhere. According to the GAOQ, itis planned that almost
all the AGMC capability will be retained in place for use by private contractors, and
the Air Force will retain ownership of depot plant and standards laboratory
equipment. Under that arrangement, the GAO concluded it is difficult to
understand how the DoD projects the elimination of 1.7 million hours of excess

capadity.

With regard to privatization of core workload, the GAO observed that all of the
AGMC maintenance workload has been identified as core work -- the capability
maintained within organic Defense depots to meet readiness and sustainability
requirements of the weapon systems that support the Joint Chiefs of Staff
contingency scenarios. According to the GAO, the Air Force determined that 100
percent of the AGMC depot maintenance workload is core. The GAO noted that the
AGMC is the only Air Force depot activity having all repair workload defined as
core, with core capability at other air logistic center depots ranging from 59 percent
at Sacramento to 84 percent at Warner Robins.

The GAO concluded that the current plan to retain part of the metrology and
calibration mission to be performed by Air Force personnel, while privatizing the
standards laboratory function, may be neither practicable, nor cost-effective. The
GAO explained that the standards laboratory function is generally the training
ground where Air Force civilian personnel develop the skills they need to perform
the other metrology and calibration functions that will be continued at the AGMC as
a Government operation. The GAO questioned the viability of having the Air Force
interservice its metrology and calibration activities to the Army and/ or the Navy,
which have similar activities. The GAO added that a current memorandum of
agreement among the three Military Departments provides that if one of the
primary standards laboratories loses its capability, the remaining laboratories
would assist in meeting calibration requirements.

Finally, the GAO discussed the transfer of property and facilities to the local reuse
commission. The GAO explained that the AGMC privatization-in-place approach is
based on transferring ownership of the Newark AFB/ AGMC property and
facilities — which the Air Force estimates to be worth about $331 million - to the
local reuse commission. According to the GAO, to make that approach work, the
Air Force must transfer ownership of the property and facilities at no cost or less
than fair market value. The GAO pointed out that to effect property transfer at




* below estimated fair market value, the Air Force must explain the cost and approve
the transfer. The GAO noted that a local reuse commission official believed the
Newark AFB/ AGMC property would be transferred to the ccmmission at no cost
and that it is questionable whether the commission would be interested in acquiring
the property under other conditions. (pp.8-11/GAO Final Report)

DoD RESPONSE: Concur. The AFMC is working the proprietary data issue
through the source selection process. All manufacturers with proprietary data
rights have agreed to allow, or will negotiate for, use of proprietary data under a
privatization-in-place arrangement. While current budgets do not include costs
associated with buying data rights, data costs could be minimal if the team of
manufacturers holding rights is selected through the planned competitive bid
process. However, through this competitive process, the Air Force is interested in
reducing overall cost for that effort as opposed to any segment cost.

Privatization-in-place does not affect excess depot capacity; however, in divesting
itself of the facilities and personnel through privatization-in-place at the AGMC, the
Air Force could reduce its organic depot capacity by 1.7 million hours. The Air
Force evaluated the risk associated with moving some of the core capability at the
AGMC to non-core status by shifting it to the private sector. It was determined that
the privatization-in-place option could mitigate the risk of transferring the
workload out of core if the facilities, people, and equipment remained in place. The
Air Force Jogistics mission is best served by the privatization-in-place option in this
closure action. Such a strategy should preserve all the elements of an essential
wartime capability at the least cost.

In an effort to maximize privatization at the AGMC, the Air Force chose to contract
those functions that were not considered ‘inherently governmental.’ The Air Force
Metrology and Calibration Materiel Group Management function is considered
inherently governmental, due to the discretionary budget allocation authority and
determinations of contractor conformance within its purview. However, the
standards laboratory calibration workload and technical order generation remain
viable candidates for privatization. Furthermore, all the AGMC workloads
(maintenance, metrology, calibration, etc.) are being evaluated for their
interservicing potential as an alternative to privatization-in-place. Uncertainties
associated with the transfer of property and fadlities to the local community are not
considered impediments to privatization, since the AGMC fadilities and property
can be made available at any time with a lease in order to implement privatization-
in-place. The Air Force is developing a property responsibility agreement with the
local commission pending the outcome of the environmental assessment ih March
1995. The Air Force is expecting to convey the property to the local commission
under very favorable terms.

LR A B N J




w

RECOMMENDATION

+ RECOMMENDATION: The GAO recommended that the Secretary of Defense and

the Secretary of the Air Force re-evaluate, as part of the ongoing Base Realignment
and Closure 1995 process, both the DoD 1993 recommendation to close the Newark
AFB/AGMC, and the Air Force approach to implementing the closure decision
through privatization-in-place. (p. 11/GAO Final Report)

DoD RESPONSE: Partially concur. The Department agrees with the 1993 Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Commission dedision to close the Newark
AFB/AGMC. The Department continues to have more depot maintenance
capability than is needed to support the forces. The DoD must size depot
maintenance infrastructure commensurate with the force structure that it supports.

The DoD agrees that the approach to implement the decision should not be limited
to privatization-in-place. However, the Air Force maintains that closing the Newark
AFB and privatizing the workload in place remains the best approach. The Air
Force will continue privatization-in-place to reduce operational and implementation
risks, and will evaluate the actual costs of the initiative. As the Air Force pursues
the privatization-in-place option, it is also reassessing organic alternatives (i.e.,
moving all the AGMC workloads to other organic depots) to determine the most
cost and operationally effective approach for closing the Newark AFB. In order to
thoroughly evaluate the merits of those options, the Air Force has engaged an
outside contractor to provide an independent certification of the source selection
conclusions, as well as an independent cost assessment of organic alternatives. The
assessment of organic alternatives should be complete in late March 1995, and actual

~ costs for privatization-in-place will be known upon our review of the contractor cost

proposals in late June 1995. At that time, the Air Force will make a determination of
the best direction regarding the disposition of the workload at the Newark AFB.




SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON

FEB 07 1995

The Honorable John Glenn
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510-3601

Dear Senator Glenn:

This is in response to your letter of December 16, 1994,
concerning the closure and privatization of Newark Air Force
Base (AFB), Ohio.

During the 1993 BRAC process, the Air Force determined that
privatization in place (PIP) could be a viable option for clo-
sure of Newark AFB. We believed then, as we do now, that PIP
may provide the greatest potential for savings with least impact
on mission support. While we recognize PIP is a challenging
concept with little precedence and one which carries some acqui-
sition and implementation risks, we believe we have initiated an
acquisition strategy which should lessen these risks, while
retaining access to the valuable personnel and capital assets
available at Newark.

Your point about the workload at Newark being considered
100 percent "core" is correct. During the 1993 BRAC delibera-
tions, the Air Force evaluated the risk associated with moving
this capability to non-core status by shifting it to the private
sector. Our assessment was that the PIP option could mitigate
the risk of transferring the workload out of core if the facili-
ties, people and equipment remained in place.

We have reviewed the GAO report and understand their find-
ings; however, we believe that closing Newark AFB and privatiz-
ing the workload in place remains the best direction for the Air
Force. At this time, there is simply not enough hard data to
conclude otherwise. The current Air Force strategy is to
continue to work PIP to reduce operational and implementation
risks, and to evaluate the actual costs of this initiative. As
we pursue the PIP option, we are also reassessing organic alter-
natives (i.e., moving all AGMC workloads to other organic
depots) to determine the most cost and operationally effective
approach for closing Newark AFB. In order to thoroughly evalu-
ate the merits of these options, we have engaged an outside
contractor to provide an independent certification of the source
selection conclusions as well as an independent cost assessment
of organic alternatives.




I anticipate that our assessments of these alternatives
will be complete in late March 1995 and actual costs for PIP
will be known upon our review of contractor cost proposals in
late June 1995. At that time, the Commander of the Air Force
Materiel Command will make a determination of the best direction
for the Air Force regarding the disposition of the workload at

Newark.

The attached fact paper provides a summary analysis of the
Air Force's position on the GAO findings and recommendation.

Sheila E. Widnall
Secretary of the Air Force

Sincerely

Attachment:
Fact Paper



Fact Paper
on
The GAO and Newark AFB

Background:

e At the direction of the HASC the GAO conducted a study on the closure of DOD
depots due to BRAC 88, 91, and 93 decisions.

e As a part of this study, the GAO took a look at the closure of Newark AFB and the
privatization in place (PIP) of the Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center
(AGMQ).

Discussion:
e In their report, GAO identified concerns regarding this closure and the PIP concept:

Costs, savings, and payback period

¢ GAO points out that one time costs have doubled, recurring costs could
exceed the cost of current AF operations, and payback period could range
between 17 - 100 years

e AF comments: The Air Force has budgeted an additional $31 million to close
Newark AFB above the original $31 million cited in the 93 BRAC Report
e This additional budget for workload transition minimizes operational risk
o Transition and recurring costs are currently unknown
¢ Competition should drive costs down
e Firm cost proposals due mid June 95

Proprietary data claims
¢ GAO identified a potential barrier to PIP if proprietary data rights are not
secured for use under PIP arrangement

e AF comments: AFMC is working the proprietary data issue
o All manufacturers with proprietary data rights have agreed to allow, or will
negotiate for, use of proprietary data under PIP
o Current budgets do not include costs associated with buying data rights
o Data costs could be minimal if teamn of manufacturers holding rights is
selected

Segmentation of metrology and calibration mission

e GAO identified an inconsistency with contracting the standards laboratory
while keeping the metrology/calibration management function organic

e GAO also pointed out the interservice potential of these functions

¢ AF comments: In an effort to maximize privatization at AGMC, the AF chose
to contract those functions that were not considered ‘inherently governmental’
e The standards lab remains a viable candidate for privatization

e Interservicing all AGMC workloads is being evaluated as an alternative to PIP



Effect on excess capacity
e GADO states the closure will not reduce excess depot maintenance capacity by
the amount previously estimated

e AF comments: PIP does not affect excess depot capacity, however, in
divesting itself of the facilities and personnel through PIP at AGMC, the AF
will reduce its organic depot capacity by 1.7 million hours

Privatization of core workload
e GAO identified an inconsistency with contracting out ‘core’ workload

AF comments: AF logistics mission best served by PIP option
GAO point about the capability at Newark being considered 100% ‘core’ is
correct
e AF evaluated the risk associated with moving some of this capability to above-
core status by shifting it to the private sector
¢ PIP option could mitigate the risk of transferring the workload out of core
if the facilities, people, and equipment remained in place
e Strategy preserves all elements of an essential wartime capability
¢ Moving workload to other organic depots potentially more costly than PIP
¢ Replication of specialized facilities expensive and uncertain under
budgetary reductions associated with the drawdown in defense
e Keeps unique capability on line to support potential contingencies; avoids
periods of degraded capability incumbent in workload moves
¢ Potential loss of seasoned technicians not moving with the workload

Transfer of property/facilities to local reuse commission

¢ GAO identified uncertainties associated with this transfer due to fair market
value determination and lack of agreements between AF and local reuse
commission on assuming responsibility for property/facilities

e AF comments: Not a show-stopper as the property can be made available at
any time with a lease in order to implement PIP
e AFis working a property responsibility agreement with the local
commission pending the outcome of the environmental assessment-Mar 95
e Expecting to convey the property to the local commission under very
favorable terms
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GAO Recommendations:

SECAF and SECDEF reevaluate as a part of the 95 BRAC process:
e DOD’s 1993 recommendation to close Newark/AGMC
e AF approach to implementing the closure decision through PIP

AF Response:

In our view, there is not enough data at this time to conclude that closing the base and
privatizing in place is NOT the direction the AF should go

Current strategy
e Continue to work PIP to reduce cost and risk
¢ Continue to assess alternatives to PIP
e Moving all AGMC workloads to other AF and interservice depots
e Due late March 95
e Determine actual PIP costs through source selection
e Should be known late June 95
e Use independent contractor in source selection activities and alternatives analysis
to provide
¢ Independent certification expressing agreement with source selection
methodology and conclusions
o Independent cost assessment of alternative approaches to PIP
e AFMC/CC determine best alternative for disposition of workload




Fact Paper
on
The GAO and Newark AFB

Background:

e At the direction of the HASC the GAO conducted a study on the closure of DOD
depots due to BRAC 88, 91, and 93 decisions.

e As a part of this study, the GAO took a look at the closure of Newark AFB and the

privatization in place (PIP) of the Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center
(AGMO).

Discussion:
¢ In their report, GAO identified concemns regarding this closure and the PIP concept:

e Costs, savings, and payback period
* GAO points out that one time costs have doubled, recurring costs could
exceed the cost of current AF operations, and payback period could range
between 17 - 100 years

e AF comments: The Air Force has budgeted an additional $31 million to close
Newark AFB above the original $31 million cited in the 93 BRAC Report
¢ This additional budget for workload transition minimizes operational risk
e Transition and recurring costs are currently unknown
e Competition should drive costs down
e Firm cost proposals due mid June 95

¢ Proprietary data claims
¢ GAO identified a potential barrier to PIP if proprietary data rights are not
secured for use under PIP arrangement

e AF comments: AFMC is working the proprietary data issue
¢ All manufacturers with proprietary data rights have agreed to allow, or will
negotiate for, use of proprietary data under PIP
e Current budgets do not include costs associated with buying data rights
¢ Data costs could be minimal if team of manufacturers holding rights is
selected

¢ Segmentation of metrology and calibration mission
¢ GAO identified an inconsistency with contracting the standards laboratory
while keeping the metrology/calibration management function organic
¢ GAO also pointed out the interservice potential of these functions

¢ AF comments: In an effort to maximize privatization at AGMC, the AF chose
to contract those functions that were not considered ‘inherently governmental’
¢ The standards lab remains a viable candidate for privatization

e Interservicing all AGMC workloads is being evaluated as an alternative to PIP




Effect on excess capacity

e GAO states the closure will not reduce excess depot maintenance capacity by
the amount previously estimated

e AF comments: PIP does not affect excess depot capacity, however, in
divesting itself of the facilities and personnel through PIP at AGMC, the AF
will reduce its organic depot capacity by 1.7 million hours

Privatization of core workload
¢ GAO identified an inconsistency with contracting out ‘core’ workload

AF comments: AF logistics mission best served by PIP option
GAO point about the capability at Newark being considered 100% ‘core’ is
correct
e AF evaluated the risk associated with moving some of this capability to above-
core status by shifting it to the private sector
¢ PIP option could mitigate the risk of transferring the workload out of core
if the facilities, people, and equipment remained in place
e Strategy preserves all elements of an essential wartime capability
¢ Moving workload to other organic depots potentially more costly than PIP
e Replication of specialized facilities expensive and uncertain under
budgetary reductions associated with the drawdown in defense
e Keeps unique capability on line to support potential contingencies; avoids
periods of degraded capability incumbent in workload moves
¢ Potential loss of seasoned technicians not moving with the workload

Transfer of property/facilities to local reuse commission

¢ GAO identified uncertainties associated with this transfer due to fair market
value determination and lack of agreements between AF and local reuse
commission on assuming responsibility for property/facilities

e AF comments: Not a show-stopper as the property can be made available at
any time with a lease in order to implement PIP
¢ AF is working a property responsibility agreement with the local
commission pending the outcome of the environmental assessment-Mar 95
e Expecting to convey the property to the local commission under very
favorable terms
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GAO Recommendations:

SECAF and SECDEEF reevaluate as a part of the 95 BRAC process:

DOD’s 1993 recommendation to close Newark/AGMC
AF approach to implementing the closure decision through PIP

AF Response:

In our view, there is not enough data at this time to conclude that closing the base and
privatizing in place is NOT the direction the AF should go

Current strategy

Continue to work PIP to reduce cost and risk
Continue to assess alternatives to PIP
¢  Moving all AGMC workloads to other AF and interservice depots
¢ Due late March 95
Determine actual PIP costs through source selection
e Should be known late June 95
Use independent contractor in source selection activities and alternatives analysis
to provide
e Independent certification expressing agreement with source selection
methodology and conclusions
e Independent cost assessment of alternative approaches to PIP
AFMC/CC determine best alternative for disposition of workload
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Mnited States Senate - SPECIAL CoMMTIEE o atme

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3501

March 30, 1995

F a}rfﬂﬁsmu:ugpw 5
The Honorable Alan J. Dixon o o TAOTCECG ﬁ; CcH
Chairman

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 North Moore Street

Suite 1425

Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Mr. @oﬂ: —

In March 1993, the Air Force recommended closing Newark Air
Force Base in Heath, Ohio. Newark is the home of the Aerospace
Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) which serves as a depot for
the repair of Air Force and some Navy inertial guidance and
inertial navigation systems and components. Newark also performs
Air Force metrology and calibration and operates the Air Force
Measurement Standards Laboratory.

In its recommendation to close Newark, the Air Force
indicated that "some workload will move to other depot
‘I" maintenance activities including the private sector" but
anticipated "that most will be privatized in place." (Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 1993 Report to the
President, page 1-82).

THE ORIGINAL JUSTIFICATION AND COMMISSION REVIEW: Citing
its excess depot capacity, the Air Force justified its

recommendation stating only that when applying the eight cpiteria
in the depot subcategory, "Newark AFB ranked low in comparison to

the other five depot bases." (1993 Report to the President).
The Air Force further justified closure by stating that the
"military value of the base is low because it does not have an
airfield and it is not a traditional Air Force base in any
respect."” (1993 Report to the President).

Closure was viewed as "consistent with OSD guidance to
reduce excess depot capacity, economize depot management, and
increase competition and privatization in DoD." (1993 Report to
the President). Closure of Newark was estimated to reduce excess
depot capacity by 1.7 million "direct product actual hours."
(1993 Report to the President). Further, because Newark is "a
stand alone, highly technical, industrial plant . . . operated
predominantly by a civilian work force" it was considered
*conducive to conversion to the private sector." (1993 Report to
the President).
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The Air Force estimated that the one-time closure cost would
be $31.3 million and that the annual savings after closure would
be $3.8 million. Achieving the return on investment would take
eight years.

The 1993 Base Closure Commission found that the Air Force
recommendation to close Newark "did not deviate substantially
from the force structure plan and final criteria" and approved
the recommendation. (1993 Report to the President). The
Commission specifically rejected the community's arguments that
the workload at Newark is unique and instead stated that
"contractor facilities presently have the repair capability and
have been doing it for years." (1993 Report to the President).
The Commission also determined that Newark had not been penalized
because it did not have a runway.

At the time of the recommendation, GAO concluded that the
cost of closing the base had been underestimated by about $7
million. GAO also found that after a period of 20 years, the net
present value of closing Newark would be only $599,000.

GAO'S NEW INFORMATION AND RECOMMENDATION: GAO has since
conducted another review of the closure recommendation, a copy of
which is attached. GAO determined in that report that the

closure and privatization decisions should be reconsidered. I

note that this is the only recommendation GAQ has ever made toO
overturn a previous base closure decision.

The import of this recommendation is captured by GAO's
statement on page 13 of its report:

DOD historically has encountered difficulties
in trying to close military bases. This
makes us reluctant -- absent very compelling
reasons -- to recommend that DOD revisit
prior decisions of the Base Realignment and
Closure Commission. However, we believe that
the problems being faced in implementing this
decision are of such an unusual nature to
warrant revisiting the planned closure and
privatization of AGMC. Therefore, we
recommend that the Secretaries of the Air
Force and Defense reevaluate, as part of the
ongoing BRAC 1995 process, both DOD's 1993
recommendation to close Newark AFB/AGMC and
the Air Force's approach to implementing the
closure decision through privatization-in-
place.
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EXCESS DEPOT CAPACITY: Contrary to the Air Force's original
justification for the closure, GAO found that privatization will
not eliminate excess depot capacity because the work performed at
Newark is unique and the Air Force continues to have a
requirement for it.

The Air Force's "Fact Paper on The GAO and Newark AFB," a
copy of which is attached, does not try to defend its original
position. Rather, it merely dismisses the contention and states
that privatization in place "does not affect excess depot
capacity, however, in divesting itself of the facilities and
personnel through {privatization in place] at AGMC, the AF will
reduce its organic depot capacity by 1.7 million hours." (air
Force Fact Paper, page 2, emphasis in original).

At the same time that the Air Force dismisses elimination of
excess depot capacity as the motivation for closing Newark, the
Air Force recognizes that privatization may not work and that it
may be forced to move Newark's workload to other Air Logistics
Centers, a plan the Air Force now refers to as "Plan B."

The Air Force may pursue Plan B despite the fact that the
Air Force knows that "moving workload to other organic depots
[is] potentially more costly than [privatization in placel.
(Air Force Fact Paper, page 2). I, myself, have seen Air Force
documents stating that when this option was reviewed in
preparation for the 1993 round of base closures the Air Force
estimated that it would cost $267 million to move the workload to
other depots, i.e. $267 million just to replicate the facilities
at Newark.

More recent Air Force estimates place Plan B's one time cost
at $287 million with an annual recurring cost of $32 million.
This approach certainly would do nothing to reduce excess depot
capacity, Air Force or otherwise, and would simply ask the
American taxpayer to pay hundreds of millions of dollars for
something they already own. (See attached "Plan B" charts).

100% CORE WORKLOAD: GAO further found that 100% of the
workload at Newark is considered to be "core" Air Force workload,
which suggests the base has significant military value, the
primary criteria for evaluating whether to close a base.
Moreover, DoD guidance provides: "To control risk, the
Department's CORE depot maintenance concept provides for
identification and quantification of specific capabilities that
need to be resident in organic depots. This ability to guarantee
delivery of flexible and responsive industrial support represents
the essence of DoD's depot maintenance mission." A copy of this
guidance is attached.
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The Air Force Fact Paper admits that Newark's workload is
100% core but makes no attempt to address the inconsistency
presented in recommending that the workload at the only Air Force
depot that is 100% core should be privatized.

PRIVATIZATION WILL NOT SAVE MONEY: GAO also found that the

- closure does not make sense from an economic standpoint. The one

4

time closure costs have doubled in one year from $31 million to
$62.2 million. This figure does not take into account non-BRAC
funded costs such as $4.86 million for interim health care
benefits for separated government employees and other costs like
the potential costs associated with purchasing proprietary data.
In part because the Air Force has failed to consider these costs,
GAO found that the projected annual savings are unlikely to
occur.

On this point, the Air Force admits that the closure costs
have doubled because "transition and recurring costs are
currently unknown." (Air Force Fact Paper, page 1, emphasis
added) .

GAO further indicates that projected increased costs for
contractor operation of Newark were confirfmed Dy an "Air Force
Acquisition Strate Panel” and that over the 5 year period
TE5E&iﬁ?ﬁf???‘iﬁﬁ'?%%ﬁ_zﬁg-Air Force will pay §45§ million more
than the estimated costs of government operations over the same
time period. -

An Air Force Space Command message to Air Force Materiel

Command, a copy of which is attached, confirms that Space
just one of Newark's customers, expects to experience a

nd,
$50-60 million annual runding shortfail under privatization in
Eﬂ3EET-'TH3‘maﬁﬁTEEBE'E?_EHTE-EESEEEed increase IS tevealed when
you consider that the value of all the workload at Newark is only
approximately $80-90 million per year.

The Air Porce Fact Paper, ostensibly intended to rebut the
GAO report, does not even address this central GAO concern that
the cost of the work currently performed at Newark is expected to
rise by nearly a half a billion dollars over the next five years
as a consequence of privatization in place.

Instead, the Air Force concludes, notwithstanding the input
cited above from the Space Command, that "there is not enough
hard data at this time to conclude that closing the base and
privatizing in place is NOT the direction the AF should go."
(Air Force Fact Paper, page 3, emphasis in original).
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GAO identified another cost that could further "greatly"
increase the cost of privatization. The Air Force will have to
purchase proprietary rights to technical data in order to
privatize the work at Newark. The Air Force indicates that the
rights will be available but admits that "current budgets do not
include costs associated with buying the data rights."

In the final analysis, the Air Force does not try to dispute
GAO's report, but instead maintains only that privatization in
place "may provide the greatest potential savings with least
impact on mission support."

As I expressed to Deput \ utch, the Air
Force's attitu seems to be "we' i tg chan the
origi rivatizati decision, no matter what," i.e.,

regardless of the increasing cost estimateés and GAO's analysis of
the situation.

It appears that the Air Force was simply trying to mark a
base off of its rolls. In my view, the operative esti
shouldn't be whether the Air Force closed a base or a depot.
Rather, it ghould be whether the closure in the end is going to

save the taxpayer money. The decision in this case actuall
costs the taxpayer more money. -

The reason why it is so important for the Commission to
revisit the 1993 closure decision is because by law the base must

close. 1In order to meet these legal requirements, the Air Force
either will have to privatize the workload and potentially incur

an additional $456 million in costs for the work currently
performed at Newark or move the workload to other Air Force
depots and incur an additional $342 million to replicate the
facilities at Newark. Neither of these outcomes should be
allowed to occur. A reversal by the Commission of the 1993
decision is the only way to avoid them.

In summary, the Commission should reexamine the closure
decision because the original Air Force cost estimates were
inconclusive and the Air Force's cost estimates have greatly
increased since 1993, taking away any purported savings or
advantage from closure. Finally, I point out again that this is
the only time GAO has felt compelled to recommend revisiting a
closure decision.
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Alan, I believe I am right on this issue. Please review
this closely and see if you don't agree.

Best regards.

JHG/sm

o

Enclosures: 1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

Sincerely,

John Glenn
United States Senator

Excerpt 1993 BRAC Report to the President
GAO Report

Air PForce Fact Paper

"Plan B" Charts

DoD Guidahce‘on Core Workload

Space Command Message

[y art —
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Chapter I

~development that would otherwise be eligible

it federal financial assistance to serve the needs
vj civil aviation at the receiving location), envi-
ronmental impact analyses, moving, and any
added costs of environmental cleanup resulting
from higher standards or a faster schedule than
DoD would be obliged to meet if the base did
not close, without any cost whatsoever to the
federal government, and further provided that
the closure/realignment must begin by July 1995
and be completed by july 1998. Chicago would
also have to fund the cost of relocating the Army
Reserve activity, or leave it in place. If these
conditions are not met. the units snould remain
at O'Hare International Airport. The Commis-
sion finds this recommendation is consistent with
the force-structure plan and final criteria.

Other Air Force Bases

Gentile Air Force Station
Dayton, Ohio
Category: Air Force Station »
Mission: Principal and host organization is the
Defense Electronics Supply Center. [n addition
there are over 20 tenant activities.
" e-Time Cost: N/A
u:vings: 1994-99: N/A
Annual: N/A
Paybackh: N/A

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

None. The Commission added this military
installation to the list of installations recom-
mended for closure or realignment.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community was primarily interested in
retaining the Defense Electronics Supply
Center (DESC) as the host on Gentile AFS. It
argued keeping DESC at Gentile AFS was more
cost effective than relocating the mission to
Columbus, Ohio, as recommended by DoD.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found closing the Defense
Electronics Supply Center and relocating it at
the Defense Construction Supply Center, along

with most of the other Gentile Air Force Station
tenants, streamlined operations and cut cost.
However, the Defense Switching Network will
remain as the sole tenant of Gentile Air Force
Station, with the possibility of being phased out
within three to four years. The Commission did
not ascertain costs associated with closure of
Gentile AFS. The closure would be relatively
inexpensive because Gentile is a small installa-
tion, owned by the Air Force (Wright Patterson
AFB), which would be vacant except for the
automatic switching center.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated substantially from final criterion 1.
Therefore, the Commission recommends the
following: close Gentile Air Force Station,
Dayton, Ohio, except for space required to
operate the Defense Switching Network. The
Commission finds this recommendation is
consistent with the force-structure plan and
final criteria.

Air Force Depots

Newark Air Force Base, Ohio

Category: Depot

Mission: Aerospace Guidance and
Metrology Center

One-time Cost: 3 31.3 million

Savings: 1994-99: $-17.1 million (cost)
Annual: § 3.8 million

Payback: 8 years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Newark AFB, Ohio, is recommended for closure.
The Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center
(AGMC) depot will be closed; some workload
will move to other depot maintenance activities
including the private sector. We anticipate that
most will be pnivatized in place.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

Due to significant reductions in force structure.
the Air Force has an excess depot maintenance
capacity of at least 8.7 million Direct Product
Actual Hours (DPAH). When all eight criteria

1-81
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are applied to the bases in the depot subcat-
egory, Newark AFB ranked low in comparison
to the other five depot bases. The long-term
military value of the base is low because it does
not have an airfield and it is not a traditional
Air Force base in any respect. Instead, it is a
stand-alone, highly technical, industrial plant
that is operated predominantly by a civilian work
force. As a result, it is conducive to conversion
to the private sector. The closure of Newark
AFB will reduce the Air Force excess depot
capacity by 1.7 million DPAH and is consistent
with OSD guidance to reduce excess capacity.
economize depot management, and increase
competition and privatization in DoD.

All six Air Force depots were considered for
closure equally in a process that conformed o
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act
of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended, and
Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) guid-
ance. Each base hosting an Air Force depot was
evaluated against the eight DoD selection crite-
ria and a large number of subelements specific
to Air Force bases. depots. and missions. Exten-
sive data, gathered to support the evaluation of
these bases under each criterion, was reviewed
by the Base Closure Executive Group (Execu-
tive Group). The Executive Group is a group of
seven general officers and six Senior Executive
Service career civilians appointed by the Secre-
tary of the Air Force (SECAF). SECAF made the
decision to close Newark AFB with the advice
of the Air Force Chief of Staif and in consulta-
tion with the Executive Group.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The community argued the {acilities at Newark
AFB were uniqgue, and replication of the work-
load elsewnere was not cosi-effective. The com-
. munity believed the facility was the single center
for repair of strategic-missile guidance svstems
and certain aircraft inerrial navigation svstems
ana. therefore. should remain open. The com-
munity aiso maintained the seismic stability of
the facility was criticai to both repair functions,
and Newark AFB was the onlv center available
to meet these requirements.

1-82

Additionally, the community believed privati-
zation could not be accomplished without
significant cost to the USAF, and was not eco-
normically feasible. The community also believed
the base was unfairly penalized for absence of a
runwayv. Communitv officials argued a runway
was not needed for the Aerospace Guidance and
Mezroiogy Center mission: in fact, it would jeop-
ardize seismic stabilitv. Additionally, cross-
utilization of personne! capable of repairing
both inertial-navigation and inertial-guidance
svstems was critical during crises as proven during
the base's support of Operation Desert Shieid/
Desert Storm. The community aiso argued it
was inconsistent to retain Minuteman I bases,
ver privatize the onlv guidance system repair
capability for this weapon system.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

The Commission found the workload at Newark
AF3 is not unique. Contractor facilities pres-
ently have the repair capability and have been
deing wt lor vears. The workload can euher be
contracted out to one or more ot several exist-
ing manufacturers or privatized in place. It
appears industry interest in privatization in
place s limiuted. Thus, if privatization is not a
viable option, the Air Force can contract the
required workload incrementally as the work-
load at Newark deciines. Additionally, in
response :0 the community's question regard-
ing being penalized for lack of a runway, the
Cormmussion found Newark AFB did not receive
a negauve raung for lack of a runway, thus there
was no negative impact to the base's overall
performance rating.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission {inds the Secretary of Defense
did not deviate substanually from the force-
structure plan and final criteria. Therefore, the
Comrussion recommends the following: Newark
AF3, Chio s reccmmendea for closure. The
Aerospace Guidance and Metroiogy Center
(AGMC) depot will be closed; some workload
wiil move to other depot maintenance activities
inciuding the private sector.
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General Accomrting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548

National Security and
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December 9, 19954

The Honorable Earl Hutto
Chairman

The Honorable John R. Xasich
Ranking Minority Member
Subcommittee on Reacdiness
Committee on Armed Services
House of Representatives

At your request, we reviewed selected issues related to the

-implementation of maintenance depot closures and

realignments resulting from prior Defense Base Closurse and
Realignment Commission (BRAC) decisions (see app.I for
issues being reviewed). The RAerospace Guidance and
Metrology Center (AGMC) at Newark Air Force Base (AFB),
Ohio, is one of the activities being covered by this
review.* Unlike other depot closures, the Newark AFB/AGMC
implementation plan provides for continuing to perform the
same missions at this facility after closure--largely as a
privatized cperation, although the Air Force would retain
ownership of mission-related equipment valued at about
$326 milliocn,

Recently we briefed your office on (1) the cost and savings
issue related to the Newark AFB/AGMC facility closure and
Privatization and (2) other claosure and privatization
issues. As you asked, we are providing this report on the

areas discussed at that briefiang and will report later om
findings related to the closure of all maintenance depots.

BACKGROURD

The sSole purpose of Newark AFB is to house and ézrgpcrt the" -~
large industrial complex comprising the AGMC. Supporting

“The following maintenance depots have been identified for
closure: Lexington/Bluegrass Army Depot, Sacramento Army
Depot, Tooele Army Depot, Pensacola Naval Aviation Depot,
Alameda Naval Aviation Depot, Norfolk Naval Aviation Depot,
Philadelphia NWaval Shipyard, Mare Island Naval Shipyard, and
Aérospace Guidance and Metrology Center.

202 512 8786 12~16-94 10:26AM POO3 #43
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w In its second Air Force mission, metrology and calibration,

AGMC performs overall technical direction and management of
the Air Force Metrology and Calibration program and operates
the Air Force Measurement Standards Laboratory. About 200
personnel are involved in the metrology and calibration
mission--109 in generating technical orders, certification
of calibration equipment, and management operations and 89
in the standards laboratory. Aas the single manager foxr the
Air Force Metrology and Calibration Program, AGMC provides
all metrology engineering services for the Air Force. The
standards laboratory complex, consisting of 47 laboratories,
serves as the primary laboratory for calikrating and
certifying measursment standards used worldwide in all Air
Force precision measurement equipment laboratories. In
fiscal year 1894, the standards laboratory produced about
11,500 calibrated items.

The Department of Defense (DOD) considered AGMC’s work
conducive to conversion to the private sector and
recommended closing Newark AFB/AGMC through privatization
and/or transferring the workload to other depots. DOD
justified closure by (1) identifying at least 8.7 million
hours of excess Alr Force depot maintenance capacity, with
closure of AGMC expected to reduce this excess by

1.7 million bours;® and (2) applying the eight base closure
criteria to Air Force bases having depots and ranking Newark

‘..' AFB low relative to the others (see app. II for base closure

Ccriteria). DOD assigned a low military value to Newark AFB
.primarily because it was a single mission rase with no
airfield. )

DOD estimated that implementing its recommendation on Newark
AFB/AGMC wonld cost $31.3 million, result in an annual :
savings of $3.8 million, and have an 8-year payback period
for closure and relocation expenses. In our report on the
bage closure and realigmment recommendations and selection
process, we estimated that the Newark AFB/AGMC closure costs
would be $38.29 million, with a l3-year payback period.’
BRAC determined that the AGIC workload could either be

*The '1.7 million hours come from historical figures for
direct product actual hours for the depot maintenance
industrial fund activity at AGMC. AGMC downsized in fiscal
years 1591 and 1993 to a 1.0 million hour capacity based on
changes in the force structure.

Militery Bases: Analvsis of DOD‘s Recommendations and
Selection Process for Closure and Realignments (GAO/NSIAD-

83-173, Apr. 15, 1993).
. .
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w contracted out or privatized-in-place at the same location,

although the Commission noted that industry interest in
privatization-in-place was limited. The Commission
roecommended cleosing Newark AFB/AGMC--noting that some
workload will move to other depot maintenance activities,
including the private sector. The President agreed with the
overall BRAC recommendations dealing with wmaintenance
depots, including the closure of AGMC. The Congress did not
challenge the overall BRAC recommendations. The Air Force
has begun the implementation of the closure and
privatization of Newark AFB/AGMC.

RESULTS IN BRIEF

The justification of closing Newark AFB/AGMC is not clear.
To date, the closure of Newark AFB/AGMC is the only depot
closure where almost all of the work may be ' v
privatized—-in-place. As such, we believe it merits careful
consideration before implementation proceeds. Thera are a
number of issues associataed with this privatization that are
barriers to its implementation. Also, some projected costs
are rising, while others are yet to be determined. One-time
closure costs have doubled in the past year and may still be
underestimated. As-a result, the payback period has
increased to at least 17 years and as much as over 100
years--~depending on the assumptions used. Moreover, .

‘.I' brojected costs of conducting post-privatization operations
could exceed the cost of currert Air Force operations and
reduce or eliminate projected savings.

Other closure and privatization matters create uncertainty
about the viability of the Air Force’s planned action:

(1) the disposition of eguipment manufacturers’ proprietary
data claims, which are a potential barrier to privatization
and could significantly increase closure costs and/or
post~closure operation costs; (2) the fallure of the
closure/privatization to reduce excess depet maintenance
capacity by the 1.7 million hours previously estimated;

(3) the incongruity of privatizing worklocad that the Air
Porce has defined as "core" capability that generally should
be retained in the DOD depot system; (4) the practicability _
or cost-effectiveness of privatizing parts of the metrology
and calibration mission while retaining the management
function as a government activity; and (5) the delay in
reaching agreement regarding the transfer of property and
facilities to the local reuse commission.

-394 202 312 8786 12-16-94 10:26AM POO6 %443
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-w £ AIR FORCE IMPLEMENTATION OF NEWARK AFB/AGMC CLOSURE

Implementat{on of the Newark AFB/AGMC closure through
privatization is still ir the early phases, with many
details yet to be worked out. In general, the Air Force has
developed a three-pronged approach to implementing BRAC's
decision. First, four systems, representing about 3 percent
of AGMC’s existing depot maintenance workload, will be
transferred to other Air Force depots.?! Second, ownership
of the Newark AFB/AGMC property and facllitles will be
transferred to a local reuse commission. The commission is
to lease space to one prime quidance system repair
contractor that will provide depot maintenance work, one
prime metrology contractor that will parform calibrations
and author calibraticn manuals, and the remaining organic
rnetrology program management contingent. While
privatizetion—in-place is the goal, based on a strategy
option announced in the Commerce Business Daily, contractors
may elect to move workload to other facilities.
BEypothetically, this option conld result in all workload
moving to other contractor locatioms--should the winning
contractor(s) demonstrate that moving worklcad to other
locations would provide the best value to the government.
Third, the metrology and calibration mission will be
continued at AGMC, with some functions privatized and
another continued as an Air Force activity reporting to AFMC
v Headquarters or one of the ALCS.

The Air Force originally planned to privatize all activities
related to the metrology and calibration mission, but it
later determined that the Air Force Metrology and
Calibration Program’s materiel group manager function could
not be privatized. because it is a function considered to be
"inherently govermmental."® In performing this function,
AGMC civilian and military empioyees provide policy and
direction for all precision measurement equipment

“he Air Torce determined that relocation was practicable
and cost-effective for sextants, ARC-200 radios, clocks, and
scme tegt measurement and diagnostic egquipment.

*office of Management and Budget Policy Letter 92-1,

Sept. 23, 1932, provides that an inherently governmental
function is "...so intimately related to the public interest
as to mandate perfcrmance by Government employees. These
functions include those activities which reguire either the
exercise of discretion in applying Government aunthority or
the making of value judgements in making decisions foxr the
Government.” .

S
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laboratories Air Porce wide, inspect these laboratories for
compliance with required p011C1es and procedures, and
procure calibration standards?® used in calibration
laboratories.

Current plans for the metrology and calibration program
provide for (1)} retaining about 130 government employees to
provide the metrology and calibration management
function--with the Air Force leasing space at AGMC from the
local reuse commission and (2) contracting out the primary
standards laboratory and technical order preparation, which
wil)l also remain at AGMC, with the contractor leasing space
from the reuse commission.

The Air Force plans to retain ownership of mission-related
maintenance and metrology and calibration equipment, which
will be provided to the winning -contractor(s) as
govermment-furnished equipment. AGMC accountable records
indicate the value of the depot maintenance equipment is
$297.5 million and the value of the metrology and
calibration equipment $28.5 million. Details such as the
cost of the lease arrangement, allocation of utility and
support costs between the Air Torce and contractor(s)., and
the determination of whether the government or the
~ contractor will be respcnszble for maintaining the equipment
‘." are not yet kmown. .
To manage the AGMC privatization, the Air Force established
a program management office at Hill AFB. This office is
responsible for developing the statement of work, request
for proposal, acguisition plan, source selection plan, and
related documents. The award is scheduled for September 29,
1995. Several key milestones leading up to contract award
have slipped, compressing the schedule for the remaining
tasks in the pre-contract-award periocd. Air Force officials
describe this schedule as optimistic. After contract award,
the Air Force plans to initiate a phased process for
transitioning individual maintenance workloads to the
contractor. 2Air Force officials stated that this 12-month
transition period reduces the risk of interrupting ongoing
operations and allows the contractor(s) an opportunity to
build up an infrastructure and trained workforce. However,
according to the program management office, a "turn-key"
transition where the contractor becomes fully respcnsible
for the AGMC workload at ope point in time is the preferred
strateqgy. of the ALC system managers and may be adopted.

orhe acquisition cost of this equlpment is about $10 million
per year.

6
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ANATYSTIS OF COST AND SAVINGS RAISES CONCERNS

Our work has identified several concerns regarding the cost,
savings, and payback period for the Air Force's
implementation of the AGMC BRAC decision. These include
concerns that (1) the projected cost of closing AGMC has
doubled and may increase further; (2) the $3.8 million
annnal savings projected to result from AGMC’s closure is
not likely to be realized because of potentially higher
costs for contract administration, contractor profit,
possible recurring proprietary data costs, and other factors
that have not been considered in the cost computation; and
(3) the payback period could be. extended toc over 100 years
or never, depending upon the Alr Force’s ability to contain
one-time closure costs and recurring costs of performing the
AGMC missgion after privatization.

Recognizing that projected closure costs have increased, in
Angust 1994, the Air Force base closure group valldated a N/
Newark AFB/AGMC closure budget of $62.2 million.? This }¥(
amount -is $30.9 million more than the original projection of
$31.3 million. Almost all of the increase is attributable

to the estimated $30.5 million transition cost to convert
from Air Force to contractor operation. According to Air
Force officials, the original cost estimate only included
costs associated with transferring and separating personnel
unider the base closure process and for transferring a
1mt9g,mmmmws . They
noted that DOD has no prior experience with privatizing a
large, complex depot maintenance facility. Additionally,
since the development of the closure and privatization

option for AGMC was done quickly, the time available to
identify all the factors and costs associated with this
option at the time of the 1993 BRAC was limited.

YThe Alr Force comnsidered a range of closure costs from
$47 million to $76 million before validating the
$62.2 million estimate.

7
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We recomputed the payback period using DOD’s 19393 Cost of
Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model.® We used the
estimated norrecurring costs valldated by the Air Force in
August 1594 (adjusted for inflation) and assumed that
post-closure operations would result in $3.8 million annual
savings as DOD originally projected in 1983. The model
indicated that, with these costs ard assumptions, the
payback period would be ovaer 100 years rather than B years
as originally projected by the Department. However, the DOD
approved discount rate used in the COBRA model has been
reduced from 7 percent in the 1993 BRAC process to

2.75 percent in 1995. (Consequently, we adjusted the COERA
model to the revised discount factor--holding 211 othex
variables constant--and found the revised payback period to
be 17 years. Achieving a 17-year payback is dependent on no
further increase in one-time closure costs and achieving the
$3.8 million annual post-closure operational cost savings
originally projected by the Department. ' Qur work has
determined that neither of these assumptions is likely
because of significant cost uncertainties.

e Air rce has recognd an estimated

_Wpile the Air Force has recognized that an estimate
. . $62.2 milli . ired as BRAC funded costs of
closure, it also recognizes there will be a isnal

one—time closure costs not funded by BRAC. For example, an
estimated $4.86 million will be needed to cover costs such

¥pOD uses the COBRA model to estimate the return on
investment of its closure and realignment decisions. The
ccst model consists of a set of formulas or algorithms that
use standard factors and bese-specific data in its
calculations. Tach DOD component had its cown set of

standard cost factors derived from readily available
information. Some factors are identical £or each component
because they are mandated by regulation or law or prescribed

by policy.

2COBR2 algorithms incorporate a discount rate to calculate
both the number of years required to obtain a returm on
investment and a 20-year net present value analysis. The
source of identifying the appropriate discount rate 1is
Cffice of Management and Budget Circular A-54, "Guidelines
and Discount Rates for Benefit-Cost Analysis of Federal

- Programs." In the 1993 BRAC, a discount rate of 7 percent

was used, under the assumption that COBRA analyses were
"base—case" benefit-cost analyses as defined by the
Circnlar. DCOD determined that the approved discount rate’
associated with "cost-effectiveness" analyses should be used
for the 1995 BRAC.

8
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estimated $4.86 million will be needed to covar costs such
as interim health benefits for personnel separating from
government employments— Also, there will be envircnmental
cleanup costs of some undetermined amount. Thus far,

$3.62 million has been identified for envirommental cleanup.

As already indicated, we have alsc identified other
potential closure costs that the Air Force has not included.
One is the cost to acquire the right to provide data some
equipment marufacturers consider proprietary to contractors
expecting to bid on the AGMC maintenance worklcad.
Proprietary rights involve the claim of ownership by
equipment ma2nufacturers of some unique information, such as
technical data, drawings, and repair processes, to protect
the manufacturer’s market position by prohibiting disclosure
ocutside the government. An Air Force official said cost
estimates were submitted by four equipment manufacturers
claiming proprietary rights, and these estimates were
"absurdly high.”" While we cannot identify what these
additional one-time costs will be, any unidentified costs
push the payback period even further.

At the time AGMC was identified for closure and
privatization, DOD estimated $68.09 million annual cost for
contractor operations and $7I;8% million in net annnal
savings in personnel and overhead costs--resulting in an
estimated annual savings of.$3.8 million. Recurring costs
after AGMC closure and privatization probably cannot be
detemmined with any degree of assurance until after contract
negotiation and award. EHowever, some Air Farce officials
have estimated that rather than achieving savings, annual
recurring costs could actually exceed current costs of
operations. For example, an Air Force Materiel Command
(RFMC) memorandum noted that prevailing labor rateg and
p:zvate gector charges for similar items** suggest that it
wlll be difficult to keep the annual contract value the same
as the current annual civilian salary--a key assumption in
achieving the originally projected $3.8 million annual
savings.

An AFMC analysis determined that, assuming these costs are
ccmparable, additional costs for profit and contract

“analysis by the transition program management office
determined that for 230 Air Force items currently repaired
at AGMC that also have repair history in the private sector,
the contractor costs were generally 1.5 to 3 times higher
than the AGMC cost.

]
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‘.I' $1.8 million. Additional costs for proprietary data and

taxes could increase the post-closure operation costs by
$3.8 milljon annually.

- A November 1994 AFMC memorandum informed system managers of
increesed funding requirements for AGMC workloads tcC cover
anticipated increases in costs of operation under
privatization~in-place. A December 1994 meeting of the
Acguisition Strategqy Panel confirmed the projected
increases. For ezample, the projected fiscal year 1997
costs atter privatization-in-place were about 107 percent
higher than projected costs under government operatiocn.
Additionally, the projected costs of contractor operations
for the S5-year period between fiscal years 1896 and 2000
were estimated to be over $456 million more than previously
estimated costs of government operations over that period.

OTHER CLOSURE AND PRIVATIZATIQN ISSUES

Other privatization issues relate to (1) proprietary data
claims, (2) the effect of the clesure on excess depot
maintenance capacity, (3) the impact of privatizing core
workload, (4) the segmentation c¢f the metrology and
calibration mission, and (5) the transfer of AGMC property
and facilities to the local reuse commission.

' : Proprietarvy Data Claims

The proprietary rights to technical data is unresolved for
some workloads to be contracted out and could greatly -
increase the costs of privatization. In this case, when
contractors have a legitlmate claim of ownership, the
.government cannot make this information available to other
brivate sector firms that compete for the AGMC maintenance
workload. The amount of depot maintenance workload at AGMC
that involves proprietary data, the extent to which owners
of proprietary rights are willing to sell these rights to
the government, or the potential cost of this acquisition
have not been determined. BAir Force officials noted they
are investigating possible methods for the prospective
bidders to gain the necessary data rights as part of their .

roposal. However, proprietary data problems have already - -
contributad to the dalay of several key program milestones,
including preparaticn of the statement of work and
acquisiticn and scurce selection plans, and are a potential
barrier to the AGMC privatization.

10
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W Effect on Excess Capacity

The privatization of AGMC will not reduce excess capacity by
the 1.7 nillion hours previously estimated if
privatization-in-place 1s completed as currently planned.
Since many of the systems and components curreatly repaired
at AGMC are not repaired elsewhere, the AGMC depot
maintenance capability does not generally duplicate repair
capability found elsewhere. Where duplicate capability
exists, consolidating like repair workloads and eliminating
redundancies would be expected to generate economies and
efficiencies. Currently, it is planned that almost all the
AGMC capability will be retained in place for use by private
contractors.: The Air Faorce will retain ownership of depot
plant equipment and the standards laboratory eguipment,
which AGMC accountable records indicate are valued at about
$326 million. With this arrengement, it is difficult to
understand how DOD projects the elimination of 1.7 million
hours of excess capacity.

Privatization of Core Workload

All of AGMC’s maintenance workload has been identified as
core work to be retained in goverrment facilities. Since
1993, when the Air Force recommended that AGMC be closed and
privatized, each of the services identified depot .

‘..' maintenance capability for which it was considered essential
that this capability be retained as organic DOD
capability--referred to as core capability.® According to
Office of the Secretary cf Defense guidance, core exists to
minimize operational risks and to guarantee required
readiness for critical weapon systems. The Air Torce
determined that 100 percent of the AGMC depot maintenance
workload is cors. AGMC is the ‘only Air Force depot activity
having all its repair workload defined as core-—with other
depots” core capability ranging from 59 percent at
Sacramento ALC to 84 percent at Warner Robins ALC. 2An AFMC
memorandnom noted some inconsistency in planning to contract
out workload defined as 100 percent core, while continmuing
to support the need for retaining core capability in DOD

-

“Core is defined by DOD as the capability maintained within
organic Defense depots to meet reacdiness and sustainebility

. requirements of the weapon systems that support the Joint
Chiefs of staff contingency scenario. Core depot
maintenance capabilities are intended to camprise only the
minimom facilities, egquipment and skilled personnel
necessary to ensure a ready and controlled socurce of
required technical competence.

11

-- e 202 512 8786 12-16-94 10:28AM P013 #43

345



12/16/84  10:23 002 512 8786 GAQ/NSIAD do14

B-259135

‘..' facilities. However, the memorandum noted that the inherent
risk of contracting out can be minimized if the workload is
retained at AGMC as a result of privatization-in-place. Air
Force officials stated that retaining government ownership
of the mission-related equipment at AGMC is essential to
controlling the risk of privatizing this critical core
workload.

Segmentation of the Metrologv and Calibration Misgsion

The current plan to retain part of the metrology and
calibration mission to be performed by Air Force personnel
while privatizing the standards laboratory function may be
neither practicable nor cost-effective. We found that the
standards laboratory functicn is generally the training
ground where Air Force civilian personnel develop the skills
they need to perform the cther metrology and calibration
functions that will be continued at AGMC as & government
operation. We discussed this issue with personnel from both
the Army and the Navy who maintain similar organic
capabilities to support service metroclogy and calibration
management functicns. They noted that Zrom their
perspective, contracting part of this work while maintaining
most of it as a govermment activity would not be desirable.
Navy officials noted that 100 percent of thelr metrology and

; , calibration program management personnel were formerly

L 4 employed in the primary standards laboratory. Army and Navy
Officials stated that the experience and training gained
from their prior work in- laboratories was essential to
performance of progzam management responsibilities. .

We questioned the viability of having the Air Force
interservice its metrology and calibration activities to the
Army and/or Navy, which have similar activities. BArmy and
Navy officials said they believe it would be possible to
combine the Air Porce metrology and calibration function
with that of one or both of the other services. Air Force
officials said they considered interservicing but determined
that neither the Army nor the Navy facilities meet the
tolerances regquired for calibrating some Air Force eguipment
or have the capacity to assume the Air Force workload. Army -
and Navy officials stated that an existing memorandum of
agreement among the three military departments provides that
if one of the primary standards laboratories loses its
capability, the remz2ining laboratories would assist in
meeting calibration requirements. These officials said they
believe that intersexvicing or joint operations should be
further considered by the air Force.
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v Tranafer of Property and Facillties

to_Local Rense Commission

The AGMC privatization-in-place approach is based on
transferring ownership of the Newark AFB/AGMC property and
facilities, which the Air Force estima2tes to be worth about
$331 million,’ to the local reuse commission. To make this
approach work, the Air Force must transfer ownership of the
property and facilities at no cost or less than fair market
value. Whether this transfer will take place is unclear
since (1) the fair market value has not been determined and
(2) agreements as to the cost of thae property or means of
payment and as to whether the reuse commission is willing to
assume responsibility for operating the property and
facilities have not been reached. To effect property
transfer at below estimated fair market value, tha Secretary
of the Air Force must explain the cost and approve the
transfer. Ailr Porce officials noted that, pending results .
of the environmental impact analysis, they expect to convey
the property through an economic development conveyance with
vexry favorable terms to the local reuse commission.

A local reuse commission official told us that until
recently the commission believed the Newark AFB/AGMC
property would be transferred to the cocmmission at no cost.
; The official noted that it is guestionable whether the
L 4 commission will be interested in acquiring the property
. under other conditions. )

RECOMMENDATION

DOD historically has encountered difficulties in trying to
close military bases. This makes us reluctant--absent very
compelling reasons--to recommend that DOD revisit prior
decisions of the Base Realigmment and Closure Commissicn.
However, we believe that the problems being faced in
implementing this decision are of such an unusual nature to
warrant revisiting the planred closuze and privatization of
AGMC. Therefore, we recommend that the Secretaries of the
Air Force and Defense reevaluate, as a part of the ongoing
BRAC 1895 process, -both DQD’s 1993 recommendation to close

&This amount does not include the value of the mission-
related depot plant egquipment and the standards laboratory
equipment, which will be retained as government-owned

equimment.
13
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- Newark AFB/AGMC and the Air Force’s approach to implementing
the closure decision through privatization-in-place.

SCOPE_AND MPTHODOLOGT

Part of the work onr this assignment resulted from our
ongoing effort to review various depot maintenance issues,
Including an analysis ¢f the status of DOD’s efforts to
implement depot closures resulting from prior BRAC
decisions. We completed work for this report in November
1594. We discussed a draft of this report with agency
officials and have included their comments where
appropriate. Our work was performed ir accordance with
generally accepted govermment auditing standards. Our scope
and methodology are discussed in greater detall in
appendix I.

Major contributors were Julia Denman, Assistant Director,
and Frank Lawson.

&

D M. Eeivilin ‘
Director, Defense Management
~and NASA Issues

1
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wr SCOPE_AND METHODOLOGY

You asked us to review how the Department of Defense (DOD) is
managing various issues related to the closure of depot maintenance
activities, including (1) the allocation of workload that is
currently being performed at these activities, either to DOD
activities or to the commercial sector; (2) policies and procedures
for the disposition of equipment at these activities; (3) policies
and procedures to provide the existing workforce opportunities for
employment; (4) the potential for conversion of these activities
into commercial repair activities; and (5) an update of DOD’s
estimates for closure costs and savings as a result of implementing
prior Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC)
decisions for depot closures.

We discussed the Newark Air Force Base closure and privatizaticn of
the Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) with Afr Forxce
officials responsible for implementing the BRAC decision at AGMC,
Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC), and Air Force headquarters. We
also (1) discussed estimated closure costs and savings with Air
Force officials at various locations, and (2) toured the AGMC
facility, conducting interviews with center personnel and xreviewing
historical and evclving documentation. In addition, we contacted
Defense Contract Management Command, Defense Contract Audit Agency,
and AFMC contracting personnel for contract-related information and
A~my and Navy metrology officials responsible for the primary

idards laboratories to obtain information on their capability to

tain the AGMC metrology workload and their views on privatizing
paxrt of the metrology functions while continning to keep the
management fanction as a government operation.

We analyzed laws, policies, and requlations governing core
capability and Office of Management and Budget Circular A-76 and
Policy Letter 92-1 for information on inherently governmental
functions. To assess the impact of the increase in the estimated
cost of closing Newark AFB/AGMC, we used the 1993 Cost of Base
Realignment Actions model to calculate the closure and relocation
cost payback period.

In conductzng this review, we used the same reports and statistics
the Air Force uses to monitor the cost of closure and estimate the
recurring costs associated with AGMC privatization. We did not
mdependently determine their reliability.
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APPENDIX IT

APPENDIX TI

DOD CRITERTIA FOR SELECTING BASFS FOR CLOSURE OR REALIGNMENT

Category

Criteria

%

Military valge

The current and future mission requirae-
ments and the impact of operational
readiness of DOD’s total force.

The cost and manpower implications.

Return on investment

The extent and timing of potantial costs
and savings, including the number of
Yyears, beginning with the date of
completion of the closure or

realignment.

Impacts

The economic impact on cammunities.

The ability of both the existing and
potential receiving communities’
infrastructure to Suppert forces,
missions and personnel. -

202 512 8788°

The envirommenta] impact.
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Fact Paper
| on
The GAO and Newark AFB

Background:

At the direction of the HASC the GAO conducted a study on the closure of DOD
depots due to BRAC 88, 91, and 93 decisions.
As a part of this study, the GAO took a look at the closure of Newark AFB and the

privatization in place (PIP) of the Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center
(AGMC).

Discussion:

In their report, GAO identified concerns regarding this closure and the PIP concept:

Costs, savings, and payback period

¢ GAO points out that one time costs have doubled, recurring costs could
exceed the cost of current AF operations, and payback period could range
between 17 - 100 years

e AF comments: The Air Force has budgeted an additional $31 million to close
Newark AFB above the original $31 million cited in the 93 BRAC Report
* This additional budget for workload transition minimizes operational risk
* Transition and recurring costs are currently unknown
* Competition should drive costs down
e Firm cost proposals due mid June 95

Proprietary data claims
* GAO identified a potendal barrier to PIP if proprietary data rights are not
secured for use under PIP arrangement

e AF comments: AFMC is working the proprietary data issue
¢ All manufacturers with proprietary data rights have agreed to allow, or will
negotiate for, use of proprietary data under PIP '
* Current budgets do not include costs associated with buying data rights
e Data costs could be minimal if team of manufacturers holding rights is
selected

Segmentation of metrology and calibration mission

* GAO identified an inconsistency with contracting the standards laboratory
while keeping the metrology/calibration management function organic

* GAO also pointed out the interservice potential of these functions

* AF comments: In an effort to maximize privatization at AGMC, the AF chose
to contract those functions that were not considered ‘inherently governmental’
¢ The standards lab remains a viable candidate for privatization

* Interservicing all AGMC workloads is being evaluated as an alternative to PIP




Effect on excess capacity

GAQO states the closure will not reduce excess depot maintenance capacity by

the amount previously estimated

AF comments: PIP does not affect excess depot capacity, however, in
divesting itself of the facilities and personnel through PIP at AGMC, the AF
will reduce its organic depot capacity by 1.7 million hours

Privatization of core workload

GAO identfied an inconsistency with conracting out ‘core’ workload

AF comments: AF logistics mission best served by PIP option
GAO point about the capability at Newark being considered 100% ‘core’ is
correct
AF evaluated the risk associated with moving some of this capability to above-
core status by shifting it to the private sector
e PIP option could mitigate the risk of transferring the workload out of core
if the facilities, people, and equipment remained in place ’
e Strategy preserves all elements of an essential wartime capability
Moving workload to other organic depots potentially more costly than PIP
e Replication of specialized facilities expensive and uncertain under
budgetary reductions associated with the drawdown in defense
e Keeps unique capability on line to support potential contingencies; avoids
periods of degraded capability incumbent in workload moves
e Potendal loss of seasoned technicians not moving with the workload

Transfer of property/facilities to local reuse commission

GAO identified uncertainties associated with this ransfer due to fair market
value determination and lack of agreements between AF and local reuse
commission on assuming responsibility for property/facilities

AF comments: Not a show-stopper as the property can be made available at

any time with a lease in order to implement PIP

e AF is working a property responsibility agreement with the local
commission pending the outcome of the environmental assessment-Mar 95

o Expecting to convey the property to the local commission under very
favorable terms



v

GAQO Recommendations:

SECAF and SECDEEF reevaluate as a part of the 95 BRAC process:
e DOD’s 1993 recommendation to close Newark/AGMC
e AF approach to implementing the closure decision through PIP

AF Response:

In our view, there is not enough data at this time to conclude that closing the base and
privatizing in place is NOT the direction the AF should go

Current stategy
e Continue to work PIP to reduce cost and risk
* Continue to assess alternatives to PIP
e Moving all AGMC workloads to other AF and interservice depots
e Due late March 95
¢ Determine actual PIP costs through source selection
* Should be known late June 95
¢ Use independent contractor in source selection activities and alternatives analysis
to provide
* Independent certification expressing agreement with source selection
methodology and conclusions
* Independent cost assessment of alternative approaches to PIP
o AFMC/CC determine best alternative for disposition of workload
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« " TASKING
AGMC CLOSURE ACQUISITION STRATEGY PANEL

ACTION ITEM (13 JAN 95)

ISSUE 20: DEVELOP PLAN B -BACK UP TO
PRIVATIZATION IN PLACE. WORK OUT THE LOW COST

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION. TAKE FULL CONSIDERATION: -~

OF INTERSERVICING.

-~ ACTION: HQ AFMC/XP TO LEAD THIS TASK AND
PRESENT TO GEN YATES FOR A DECISION.




¢ ¢
| ASSUMPTIONS

- BRAC FUNDING WILL BE AVAILABLE TO IMPLEMENT
PLAN B

AF WILL REPROGRAM MANPOWER AND FUNDING FOR
FY 96 AND BEYOND

+ INTERIM CONTRACTOR SUPPORT WILL BE REQUIRED )

. 'LOSS OF SKILLED WORKFORCE, TRAINING WILL BE -

REQUIRED
MILCON WILL BE REQUIRED AT GAINING SITES

STARTING DATE WILL BE 1 OCT 95, TARGET END DATE
IS 1 OCT 98, MUST FINISH BY 1 JUL 99
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ALTERNATﬂ/ES

. COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES
—~MOVE METROLOGY TO WR-ALC - $ 52.7M

—MOVE RING LASER GYRO TO NAVY - § 2.02M
. ALTERNATIVE B1 |

—~MOVE AIRCRAFT AND MISSILES TO WR-ALC
+ ALTERNATIVE B2 |
- _MOVE AIRCRAFT TO"WR-ALC

~MOVE MISSILES TO O0O-ALC
+ ALTERNATIVE B3

—~MOVE AIRCRAFT TO OC-ALC

—MOVE MISSILES TO O0O-ALC



PERSONNEL

Realigned
Eliminated

NONRECUFK.ING
METROLOGY

MAJOR TRAINING REQTS.,

180 Precision Measurement
13 Standards Calibration & Repair
COST SUMMARY (M)
- Canstruction . 44
" Personnel - $1.9°
Moving $46.3
Other $.12
TOTAL $52.7
PHASING
Y96 FY97 FYa8
$7.9M $26.4M $18.4M

MAJOR PROJECTS

Microwave Stds. Lab
l.aser Sids. Lab
Optics Stds. Lab



PERSONNEL

Realigned
Eliminated

o

NONRECUMRING

NAVY

MAJOR TRAINING REQTS.

RLG Test  800/$161,950

(rolled into personnel number)

COST SUMMARY (M)
Constructian- . L $.45
Personniel - $1.04
Moving $ .29
O/H Other $.24
TOTAL $2.02

PHASING
FY97 EY98
$1.04M $0M

MAJOR PROJECTS

Isolation Piers $0.21M

FY99 FYoo
$o0Mm $OM .



| NONRECUHM .ING
ALTERNATIVE B1

PERSONNEL_ MAJOR TRAINING REQTS. MAJOR PROJECTS
Realigned 1,320 Gyro Mechanic Training Clean Rooms
Eliminated 275 Software Eng Training . Isolation Piers

(rolled into personnel number)

COST SUMMARY (M)
. .-anst_ructhioh, .. %435
" Personnel - '$38.9

Moving $ 189.1

O/H Other 15.0

TOTAL $287.5

PHASING

FY35 FY96 FY97 FY98 FY9g FYQ0
$ .8M $42.7TM $133.0M $110.4M $4.3M $1.5M -
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PERSONNEL

Realigned
Eliminated

-1
IE:S

$ 1.5M

NONRECUMS.ING
ALTERNATIVE B2

MAJOR TRAINING REQTS. MAJOR PROJECTS
1,320 Gyro Mechanic Training Clean Rooms
275 Software Eng Training . Isolation Piers

(rolled into persannel number)

COSTSUMMARY (M)
.Construction | . $496 . ..
- Personnel - - '$39.7 ¢
-Moving $190.0
O/H Other $15.3
TOTAL $294.6
PHASING
FY36 FY97 FY98 FY99
$31.9M $102.0M $124.6M $38.2M

(
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¢ \MPLEMENTATIONM SCHEDULE
AIRCRAFT ALTERNATIVE B2

95/4 | 96/1 | 96/2 | 96/3 96/4 |97/197/2 | 97/3|97/4 | 98/1 | 98/2 | 98/3 98/4

Seismic a a
Survey »

EqUip Move : .' W
& Set-up

Training | “ ) M

Pre-prod./ |

Facllity Mod M
Production | | *"’""’-——J—A




IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE

MISSILES ALTERNATIVE B2

95/4 | 96/1

96/2

96/3

96/4

97/1

97/2

97/3

97/4

98/1

98/2

98/3

98/4

Seismic
Survey

Equip Move

& Set-up

Training

Pre-prod

Production

(
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( JMPLEMENTATI(&N SCHEDULE (
(OC-ALC FOR AIRCRAFT) ALTERNATIVE B3

95/4 196/1196/2196/3 |96/4 |97/1 |97/2197/3 [97/4|98/1 {98/2 | 98/3 | 98/4
Seismic

Survey ﬂ
Equip MOVG&P__—H .
& Set-up

Tralning

Pre-prod.

Production

« « o



« o (
ALTERNATIVE COMPARISONS
(PEs) |

FY95 FY36 FY97 * FY98 FY99 FY0O0
B1 .
PEs Elim. 275.0
PEs Real. . o 249.0 547.0 328.0 196.0
PEs Elim. ' 275.0
PEs Real. 0.0 134.0 433.0 557.0 196.0 0.0
B3
PEs Elim. 275.0
PEs Real. 0.0 249.0 547.0 328.0 196.0 0.0



FY95

FY36

FYQ7

FYS9

ALTERNATIVE C&MPARISONS

. FYos FY00 Total
Benefits (M) 0.0 0.2 1.3 10.1 17.9 17.9 47.4
N/RCosls (M) 0.8 42.7 133.0 110.4 4.3 1.5 292.7
-Recurring (M) 38.2 38.2 38.2 38.2 38.2 38.2 229.2
TOTAL COSTS 39.0 80.9 171.2 148.6 42.5 39.7 521.9
B2
Benefits (M) 0.0 D2 1.1 9.5 17.5 30.3 58.6
...+ N/RCosls (M) 5L 318 10240 - 1246 . - 0382 . L6 02997
- Recurring (M) 382 7 3820 0 /38.2 - 38.2 .38.2 3820 2292
TOTAL COSTS 39.7 70.1 140.2 162.8 76.4 39.7 528.9
B3 ,
Benefits (M) 0.0 0.3 1.6 10.0 17.5 17.9 47.3
N/RCosls (M) 3.3 34.1 99.0 118.2 38.5 17 294.8
Recurring (M) 38.2 38.2 38.2 38.2 382 8.2 229.2
TOTAL COSTS 41.5 72.3 137.2 156.4 76.7 39.9 524.0
19
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recommerbaTION (

» COST FOR OPTIONS CONSIDERED ARE ESSENTIALLY

EQUAL. NEW TRC CONCEPT SHOULD DECIDE
WORKLOAD OUTCOME.

- ADVISE SECAF THE COST OF PLAN B WILL BE AT
-LEAST. $300M o S

- PLAN B WILL DELAY CLOSURE. WILL REQUIRE
BRAC 95 COMMENTS FOR IMPLEMENTATION.

22
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THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301

4 May 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE
COMPTROLLER
GENERAL COUNSEL _
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES

SUBJECT: Depot Maintenance Operations Policy

I have completed my review of the Defense Science Board Depot Maintenancz Task
Force report. As noted in my forwarding letter to the Congress, the report is a constructive
contribution to the challenge of rightsizing the depot infrastructurc of the DoD for present and
future national defcnse needs.

The weapon systems and cquipment readiness, sustainability and life-cycle support

- requirements of the Department demand a base of organic depots. To control risk, the

Department’s CORE depot maintenance concept provides for identification and quantification of
specific capabilities that need to be resident in organic depots. The ability to guarantee delivery of
flexible and responsive industrial support represents the essence of DoD's depot maintenance
missjon.

CORE is the capability maintained within organic Defense depots to meet
readiness apd sustainability requirements of the weapon systems that support the JCS
contingency scenario(s). Core depot maintenance capabilities will comprise only the
minimm facilities, equipment and skilled personnel necessary to ensure a ready and
controlled source of required technical competence. (DoD Memorandum, Subject;
Depot Maintenance Capability, dated November 15, 1993).

The DoD CORE concept means determining Department wide the CORE capability
requirements and identifying requisitc workload to maintain these capabilities, based on military
service inputs. This determination considers the level of risk and the capabilities of all DoD
depots. The Task Force validated the DoD CORE concept but recommended adoption of Service
CORE. Our review determined that greater flexibility s achievable by maintaining the current
DoD CORE. '
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With regard to competition between the public depots and the private sector, the Task
Force and other related studies and audits have concluded that: Databases and financial
management systems in the Departrnent and the Military Services are not capable of supporting
the determination of actual cost of specific workloads. Although, vigorous attempts bave been
made to execute fair public/private cost competitions through the media of the Cost
Comparability Handbook, a level playing ficld is not achicvable in the near term. Based on these -
findings public/private cost competition will be discontinued at present.

The Task Force concluded that the above findings pertaining to public/private cost

~ competitions also apply to public/public competitions. Additionally, the Task Force observed that

there is considerable expense in conducting public/public cost competitions, and that the same
efficiencies can be gained by interservicing workloads to Centers of Excellence. I agree with the
Task Force conclusion that interservicing of Depot Maintenance work is preferable to direct
public/public cost competition. Therefore, public vs. public cost competition will also be
discontinued, and interservicing decisions taken on the basis of efficiencies that can be gained. In
the future, if accurate and comparable cost data is available, the issue of cost competition should
be rcopened.

Major modifications and upgrades 10 increase the performance envelope of systems are
not by definition part of depot maintenance CORE. The Government has traditionally obtained
development and manufacture of kits for modifications and upgrades from the private scctor. The
Task Force concluded that major modifications and upgrades should be primarily accomplished in
the private sector. This conclusion is sound and will be implemented.

Bfficient depot maintenance support of new weapon systems is of utmost importance,
However, the paradigm must change; we should 10 longer assume new weapon systems and
equipment will transition to organic depot support. In many cases, there is neither a strong
economic case nor risk control requirement for establishing organic depot maintenance support.
The depot maintenance strategy is an important element of the acquisition process for new
systems. It is clear that in this era of declining force structure, the strategy must be refined
periodically throughout the entire acquisition cycle. The Defense Science Board Depot
Maintenance Task Force has been given an additional task of determining the process and
procedurcs the Department should use in procuring the depot maintenance support for new
weapons systems. Their report will be completed in 30 days.

The Military Services and Defense Agencies will take the actions necessary to implement
the above guidance. These policy changes are effective immediately and will be mcorpomtcd into
DoD Directives.
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BACKGROUND PAPER ON NEWARK AFB

' 4

I m\;; W
Background:

In 1993, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission validated the
recommendation of the Department of Defense to close Newark AFB. The Commission
recommendation allowed for both the distribution of workload or privatization-in-place
options. The One-Time cost to close on this action was determined to be $31.3M, with a
steady-state savings of $3.8M.

Discussion:

e December 1994, the GAO’s report on Newark Air Force Base stated that the Air Force
further validated that the closure costs had increased to approximately $62.2M, and that
the subsequent $3.8M annual savings would not be realized due to higher costs for
contract administration, contractor profit, and possible recurring proprietary data costs.

o The GAO recommended the Secretary of Defense and Air Force review the decision to
close Newark AFB as part of the 1995 closure process.

e DoD has not forwarded any recommendation to the Commission concerning Newark
AFB, it appears that the cost to close and the annual savings have changed dramatically.
e One Time Cost to Close: $62.2M (possibly as high as $270M)

V e Annual Savings could actually result in increased costs to the Air Force.

e The Privatization Source Selection contract proposals are due mid to late June 1995.
April 1995, independent contractor estimated the recurring costs to privatize-in-place to
be in the $128M - $180M range. (AF estimate was $159M)

e The same contractor estimated the workload distribution option range to be $147M -
$430M.

Both ranges vary as to the forecast of the workload.
The Air Force is to brief the Commission staff on May 3rd. Discussion is expected to

relay the results of the independent contractor analysis, and the Air Force’s intent to make
privatization-in-place work.

Frank Cantwell/AF Team/05/02/95
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COBRA
Data As Of 13:58
Group
Service

Option Package

Starting Year
Break Even Year
ROI Year

REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA Vv4.04)

02/20/1993, Report Created 12:07 03/19/1993

DEPOT
USAF
Newark

1994
2008 (Year 15)
2008 (8 Years)

Option NPV in 2013 ($K) : -6,532

- Total One~Time Cost ($K)

31,264

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars

NEWARK.CBR

1994 1995 1996 . 1997 1998 1999
Misn 0 0O 34,044 68,088 68,088 68,088
Pers 0 0 -33,891 -67,807 -67,807 -67,807
ovhd 60 45 -327 =2,132 -4,032 -4,032
~Cons 0 0 0 -=4,500 0 0o
Movg 0 3,100 5,989 0 0 0
Othr 100 245 21,691 0 0 0
TOT 160 3,390 27,506 -6,351 -3,751 -3,751
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
FORCE STRUCTURE REDUCTIONS
Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian 0 0 o] 0 0 0
POSITIONS ELIMINATED ’
Officers 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enlisted o} 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian 0 0 1,578 0 0 0
PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS
Officers 0 0 32 0 0 0
Enlisted 0 0 60 0] 0 0
Students 0 0 0] 0 0 0
TOT MIL 0 0 92 0 0 0
Civilian 0 0 101 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 193 0 0 0
Summary:




~.-' COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v4.04)
Data A

- Page 2

s Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:07 03/19/1993

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars

1994

Misn 0}
Pers 0
Oovhd 60
Cons 0
Movg 0
Othr 100
TOT 160
Savings ($K)
1994

Misn 0
Pers 4]
Ovhd 0
cons 0
r Movg 0
TOT g

TR TR S TR OO e

1995

3,100
245

3,390

Constant
1995

1996

1996

- -

67,832

e ———




INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFO (COBRA v4.04) - Page 13
‘Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:07 03/19/1993

Name: Newark, OH

Homeowner Assistance Program: No
Unique Activity Information: No

Total Officer Employees:

Total Enlisted Employees:

Total Student Employees:

Percent of Military Families Living On Base:
Total Civilian Employees:

Percent of Civilians Not Willing To Move:
Officer Housing Units Available:

Enlisted Housing Units Available::

Total Base Facilities (Square Feet):

Total Acreage on Base (Acres):

Officer Variable Housing Allowance ($/Month):

Enlisted Variable Housing Allowance ($/Month):

Per Diem Rate ($/Day):
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile):
Area Cost Factor: _

RPMA Non-Payroll Costs ($K/Year):
RPMA Payroll Costs ($K/Year):
Communications Costs ($K/Year):

Base Ops Non-Payroll Costs ($K/Year):
Base Ops Payroll Costs ($K/Year):
Family Housing Costs ($K/Year):

CHAMPUS On-Base In-Patient Cost/Visit ($):
CHAMPUS On-—Base Out-Patient Cost/Visit ($):

CHAMPUS Shift To Medicare

32

60

0
0.0%

1,679
60.0%

0

0

743,951

67

6

0

74

0.10

0.99

3,800
0

200
600

0

0

1,000
100
0.0%










“ost Comparisons ( Contractor VS In-House Repair) of Inertial
Guidance and Inertial Instrument Repair. ATTACHMENT # 8:

I have extracted these figures £from Technical Papers I had
written and were published by the "Air University Review" in 1969
and from other Papers I prepared during the same time period. -
Based on these costs and on other un-classified information that
has been published over the years; I have tried to project what
comparisons probably are at this time. '

Type of Item. Contractor- In-House FY-
MM-11 system $ 31,007. $ 10,576. 68
LN-12 System $ 11,500. $ 3,847. 68
LGM-25 System $ 37,000. $ 17,319. 68
AM-1 Accelerometer $ 5,669. $ 1,632, 68
LN-14 System $ 11,500. $ 3,398. 68

MM-111 Gyro(my est) $28 to 32 Thousand. $13 to 15 thousand. Fy-90

. acekeeper (my est)$180 to 210 thousand $90 to 110 thousand
-90

GITA-B Accelerometer$40. to 43. thousand, $14. to 15. thousand
(my estimate).

Peacekeeper Computer$29. to 32.thousand,$13 to 15. thousand (my
estimate)

The number of Guidance/Navigation systems processed from 1962 to
1989 were in excess of 160,500. The number of Displacement Gyros
were 1in excess of 76,000.

In 1969 the end item value of Inertial Guidance systems and
instruments processed per day was in excess of $2,000,000 or over
7.Billion dollars per year. From this data one can see the
amount of savings that exists by in-house repair at NAFB. As a
taxpayer I strongly object to paying Contractor prices. ApproxX.
the same number of people will stay employed , either in the
Contractor plant or at AGMC. -- no improvement to the work force.

As you will note the Government ( in-house )} can provide repair
for an average of around 30% of the Contract cost.




DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
Summarized DoD Recommendation

NEWARK AFB, OHIO

INSTALLATION MISSION: Air Force Materiel Command Base. Site of
Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center, the single center in Air
Force for repairing inertial guidance and navigation systems for
missiles and aircraft, and certain aircraft displacement
gyroscopes. Operates Air Force Measurement Standards Laboratories.

RECOMMENDATION

® Close; shift workoad to other Air Force depots.

° Most workload, however, will be privatized in place.
JUSTIFICATION

° Closure eliminates excess capacity (1.7M Direct Hours)
® Ranked low compared to other 5 depots.

. Low long-term military value; no runway.

Stand-alone facility conducive for privatization.

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS

. Sole USAF facility for missile guidance systems’ repair.
° Sole USAF manager of metrology and calibration program.
° Seismic stability critical to center’s repair function.

COST CONSIDERATIONS

° One-Time Costs: $31.3M

) Annual Steady-State Savings: $3.8M

. Break—-Even Year: 2008 (Year 15)

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS

BASELINE NET CHANGE

MILITARY 92 -92
CIVILIAN 1679 -1679

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

) Air Quality Non-Attainment Zone for ozone.

° Closure will have positive environmental effect.

. Not on National Priorities List.

REPRESENTATION

Senator John Glenn Representative Doug Applegate

Senator Howard M. Metzenbaum Governor George V. Voinovich

Roger P. Houck/Air Force Team/9 Apr 93




SIGNIFICANT ISSUES

MILITARY ISSUES

° Single center for repair of strategic missile guidance systems
and certain aircraft inertial navigation systems.

° Single center for precision measurement standardization.

o Seismic stability critical to both repair functions.

ECONOMIC IMPACT

. Potential employment loss: 2,963 jobs.
° Licking County Metropolitan Statistical Area job base: 64,529.
. Percentage: 4.6 percent.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

. Proposed privatization will cost more, not less.

° Inconsistent to retain Minuteman III bases, yet privatize
those missiles’ only guidance system repair capability.

o Base unfairly penalized for absence of runway; runway is not

needed for AGMC mission; in fact, it would jeopardize mission.

o
6(- Roger Houck/Air Force Team/9 Apr 93




AIR FORCE OPTIONS FOR NEWARK
Sell property and plant through competitive bid
State Ohio assumes ownership through "public benefit transfer"
Employees at Newark incorporate and take over facility
Convert to a GOCO
Contractor assumes workload at location other than Newark

Movement of workload to a DoD organic source.




CONTRACTOR PERSPECTIVE

NEWARK AFB CLOSURE

OCT 93
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Newark AFB Closure Status

NEWARK AFB TO CLOSE IN 1996(?)

AFMC AND WEAPON SYSTEM MANAGERS DEVELOPING/ASSESSING
OPTIONS FOR WORKLOAD DISPOSITION

WORKLOAD OBSERVATIONS
- MINUTEMAN 35-40 PERCENT OF NON-METROLOGY WORKLOAD

- PEACEKEEPER NOW SPLIT BETWEEN NEWARK AND CONTRACTOR
- NON-ICBM INERTIAL NAVIGATION SYSTEM WORKLOAD DECLINING

- MOST AIRCRAFT TRANSITIONING TO RLG SYSTEMS
---  NEWARK NOT FACILITIZED

- NAVY WORKLOAD (ESGN) SOON TO BE TOTALLY CONTRACT

- METROLOGY TO RELOCATE WITHIN DOD

OFODCHO02

(

Rockwell
( International (
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Newark AFB Closure Statu's (cont)

. WORKLOAD DISPOSITION FACTORS

- CONTRACTOR REPAIR LINES CURRENTLY AVAILABLE FOR MOST
INERTIAL NAVIGATION SYSTEMS

- NEWARK MINUTEMAN REPAIR CAPABILITY NOT CURRENTLY
DUPLICATED; WOULD REQUIRE RELOCATION OR TRANSFER IN PLACE

- 23 MONTH ICBM SPO/CONTRACTOR TRANSITION PLAN
DEVELOPED

.7
. WORKLOAD DISPOSITION CONCERNS/ISSUES D"f’wu

//

- AIR FORCE REQUIREMENT TO RETAIN CORE WORKLOADS

- AIRCRAFT INERTIAL NAVIGATION SYSTEM REPAIR SURGE
REQUIREMENTS

- TMDE AND OTHER MINOR WORKLOADS (IF MAJOR WORKLOADS
RELOCATED)

- LOSS OF LOCAL NEWARK WORKFORCE WHEN COLUMBUS
COMPUTER MEGACENTER OPERATIONAL (19957?)

- PRIVATIZATION-IN-PLACE VS RELOCATION OF WORKLOAD

OFODCHO03

Rockwaell
‘ . ( International (
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ICBM Guidance Repair Issues

REQUIREMENT TO MAINTAIN MINUTEMAN 1l BEYOND 2010
IMMINENT 50 PERCENT LOSS OF HILL AFB SPO MANPOWER

NECESSITY FOR CONTRACTOR TECHNICAL SUPPORT BEYOND
2010 |

INCREASING STOCKFUND REIMBURSEMENT COSTS FOR
REPAIRED GUIDANCE SYSTEMS

_ FY93 FY94
PEACEKEEPER 1.0M 1.3M
MINUTEMAN 300K 421K

OFODCHO04

(

Rockweli
( Inlernational(
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NON-ICBM SYSTEMS REPAIRED AT NAFB

CARRIERS, SUBS &
SURVEY SHIPS

GUIDANCE WEAPON DOES MANUFACTURER HAVE *
SYSTEM SYSTEM MANUFACTURER | CURRENT REPAIR CAPABILITY
LN-12 F4 LITTON UNKNOWN
LN-14 F111 A & F SERIES " LITTON UNKNOWN
LN-15 F14/A6/F18 LITTON YES
LN-15J MC130E ~ LITTON YES
LN-39 F16/A10/FB111/EH60 LITTON YES
SPN/GEANS B52/F117 HONEYWELL NO
B1B INU B1B KEARFOTT YES
CAROUSEL | KC135/C141/C5/C130 DELCO NO
FY SKI 2310 IMU F4 KEARFOTT UNKNOWN
F16 INU F16 KEARFOTT NO
PADS IMU ARMY SURVEY LITTON YES
KT-73 IMU A7 KEARFOTT UNKNOWN
KT-76 IMU SRAM MISSILE KEARFOTT UNKNOWN
ESGN NAVY ATTACK SUB ROCKWELL YES
DMINS AIRCRAFT ROCKWELL NO

(

FACTORY TEST EQUIPMENT

* THOSE SYSTEMS FOR WHICH REPAIR CAPABILITY DOES NOT CURRENTLY EXIST WOULD

Rockwell
Internatonal

REQUIRE RELOCATION OF DEPOT TEST EQUIPMENT OR REINSTALLATION giSTORED

1ICBM05-19.93/M 1.8

(

Autonslics Siralegic Systams Divislon

(
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( AING LASER GYRO (RL%) NAVIGATION SYSTEMS

* DEPLOYED RLG SYSTEMS CURRENTLY BEING REPAIRED BY
MANUFACTURER - SCHEDULED FOR TRANSITION TO DEPOT
STARTING IN FY95

RLG SYSTEM WEAPON '
DESIGNATOR SYSTEM MANUFACTURER
LN-94 ' F15 LITTON
H-770 F15 HONEYWELL
H-a23 ) | ([ Fi6,C130 HONEYWELL

F4, MH60, MHS53,
LN-93 F111 LITTON

- TRANSITION OF MILITARY AIRCRAFT TO RLG SYSTEMS IS WELL
UNDERWAY

— STILL IN TRANSITION: F117, F16, F4

—~ FORECASTED/PLANNED: KC135, C141, C5, B1B, B52, ARMY SURVEY
VEHICLE

‘ . Rockwell
international

Auvtonelics Sirslaglc Sysiams Division
1COMOS19-3VM 1.9 R
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ICBM SPO GUIDANCE SUPPORT PLAN (CONT.)

. ROCKWELL/HONEYWELL/NORTHROP ARE WORKING TOGETHER
TO SUPPORT THE ICBM SPO PLAN

- ICBM “TOTAL GUIDANCE PROGRAM” PLAN DEVELOPED

— INCLUDES DETAILED MINUTEMAN REPAIR RELOCATION AND SET-UP
PROCEDURES

. RELOCATION COMPLETED 23 MONTHS AFTER GO-AHEAD
- OPERATIONAL FORCE FULLY SUPPORTED DURING TRANSITION

— INCLUDES AN INCREASE OF THE ON-GOING PEACEKEEPER REPAIR
ACTIVITY AT ALREADY-FACILITIZED CONTRACTOR REPAIR LINES

. SYNERGISM/AGGREGATION OF ALL ICBM GUIDANCE SUPPORT
ACTIVITIES OFFERS POTENTIAL FOR SIGNIFICANT DECREASE IN
TOTAL COSTS TO AIR FORCE

— CURRENT REIMBURSEMENT TO AIR FORCE STOCK FUND BY AIR
COMBAT COMMAND OPERATIONAL ICBM WINGS FOR REPAIRED
SYSTEMS | |

- PEACEKEEPER: $1M PER SYSTEM . MINUTEMAN llI: $300K PER SYSTEM
- INCLUDES DIRECT REPAIR COST PLUS ASSOCIATED SUPPORT/OVERHEAD

‘ Rockwell
Internationat

Autonelics Strategic Systems Division

1ICBMA05-19-9M 1.5
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NEWARK AIR FORCE BASE CLOSURE ISSUES

ROCKWELL/HONEYWELL/NORTHROP

MAY 93




« « (

OBJECTIVE

PROVIDE INFORMATION RELATED TO NEWARK AFB CLOSURE
SHOW ALTERNATIVES EXIST TO CONTINUING MISSION AT NEWARK

PROVIDE OUR POSITION ON ICBM SPO DIRECTOR’S PLAN

— TOTAL ICBM GUIDANCE SUPPORT

IT IS NOT OUR OBJECTIVE TO QUESTION
NEWARK AFB’S CAPABILITIES
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MAIN MESSAGES

MINUTEMAN REPAIR CAN BE MOVED FROM NEWARK AFB TO CONTRACTOR
FACILITIES IN 23 MONTHS

PEACEKEEPER REPAIR ALREADY IN PROCESS AT CONTRACTOR FACILITIES
REPAIR IS JUST ONE PART OF THE ICBM SPO’S GUIDANCE PROGRAM

ROCKWELL/NORTHROP/HONEYWELL DEVELOPED, PRODUCED AND HAVE
CONTINUOUSLY SUPPORTED ICBM GUIDANCE SYSTEMS

— MM I, il AND PEACEKEEPER
—  FACILITIZED DEPOT AND TRAINED PERSONNEL

SIMILAR CONTRACTOR CAPABILITIES EXIST FOR NON-ICBM GUIDANCE AND
METROLOGY

CONTRACTORS CAN DO THE REPAIR TASK IN THEIR FACILITIES
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ICBM SPO GUIDANCE PROGRAM

SPO DIRECTOR’'S PROGRAM

—  SINGLE CONTRACT FOR ALL ICBM GUIDANCE SUPPORT FUNCTIONS CURRENTLY
ACCOMPLISHED BY GOVERNMENT/CONTRACTOR

ENGINEERING
ASSESSMENT
MODIFICATIONS
OPERATIONAL SOFTWARE
TEST EQUIPMENT

DATA SYSTEMS

REPAIR

SPARES MANAGEMENT
PARTS PROCUREMENT

ITEM MANAGEMENT

FIELD OPERATIONS SUPPORT
TECHNICAL DATA

TRAINERS

RATIONALE

— 50% REDUCTION IN SPO ORGANIC MANPOWER

— RECOGNIZED LOSS OF INDUSTRIAL BASE
J AIR FORCE AND USSTRATCOM STUDIES

—  PENDING NEWARK AFB CLOSURE
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ICBM SPO GUIDANCE PROGRAM (CONT'D)

'ROCKWELL/HONEYWELL/NORTHROP WORKING TOGETHER TO SUPPORT
ICBM SPO DIRECTOR’S PROGRAM

— ICBM "TOTAL GUIDANCE PROGRAM PLAN" DEVELOPED

o DETAILED MINUTEMAN RELOCATION PLAN INCLUDED

OPPORTUNITY FOR SIGNIFICANT COST REDUCTION

—  CURRENT REIMBURSEMENT TO AIR FORCE STOCK FUND BY ACC

$1.0M/PEACEKEEPER AND $300K/MINUTEMAN PER REPAIR
o INCLUDES DIRECT AND SUPPORT/OVERHEAD COSTS

— ROCKWELL/HONEYWELL/NORTHROP ROM REFLECTS LOWER COST
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MONUMENT STABILITY

NEEDED FOR GUIDANCE SYSTEM ALIGNMENT STABILITY AND ACCURACY
CHECKS

USAF/BMO SPONSORED GEODYNAMICS STUDY ASSESSED CAPABILITY

— LOCATIONS INCLUDED NEWARK AFB, CSDL, NORTHROP AND ROCKWELL
— ROCKWELL MOST STABLE

— ALL FOUR WITHIN ACCEPTABLE LIMITS

MONUMENT STABILITY IS NOT AN ISSUE AS FAR AS REPAIR LOCATION
CONCERNED
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PEACEKEEPER ICBM IMU REPAIR QUALITY

* NORTHROP AND NEWARK AFB BOTH REPAIR PEACEKEEPER IMUs

¢ COMPARISON OF FIELD RELIABILITY SUBSEQUENT TO REPAIR

—  DIFFICULT COMPARISON

o DIFFERENT CONFIGURATION
. SMALL SAMPLE SIZES

—  NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE

o UTILIZING ALL DATA SINCE INITIAL DEPLOYMENTS
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METROLOGY

. ALTHOUGH THE AGMC METROLOGY FACILITY IS UNIQUE, ITS
MEASUREMENT CAPABILITIES ARE DUPLICATED AT OTHER
GOVERNMENT AND COMMERCIAL FACILITIES. IN ADDITION, MOST

CAPABILITIES COULD BE MOVED WITHOUT LOSS OF ACCURACY, IF
DESIRED

 THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STANDARDS LABORATORIES
MAINTAINS A DIRECTORATE OF METROLOGY LABORATORIES AND
CAPABILITIES WHICH CAN BE USED TO COMPARE AGMC’S
METROLOGY ACTIVITY WITH OTHER ORGANIZATIONS

‘l‘ Rockwell
International

ics Strategic Sy Division
1ICBM05-19-9¥M 1-10
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CONCLUSION

« THE CAPABILITY TO ACCOMPLISH THE UNIQUE
ASPECTS OF THE NEWARK AFB MISSION EXIST
IN PRIVATE INDUSTRY OR OTHER GOVERNMENT
FACILITIES

’ Rockwell
international
Autonetic

s Strategic Systems Division

1CBM/05-19-9VM 1-11
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NON-ICBM GUIDANCE SYSTEMS

AIRCRAFT AND NAVY  SYSTEMS REPAIRED AT NEWARK ORIGINALLY
FACILITIZED BY CONTRACTORS

— MANY CONTRACTORS RETAIN REPAIR CAPABILITY

AIRCRAFT TRANSITIONING TO RLG GUIDANCE SYSTEMS

—  CURRENTLY CONTRACTOR-ONLY REPAIR CAPABILITY

—  FACILITIZATION OF NEWARK PLANNED TO START IN 1995
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CONCLUSIONS

ICBM SPECIFIC

— NO TECHNICAL ISSUES -

— |CBM SPO DIRECTOR’S GUIDANCE PROGRAM INCLUDES MINUTEMAN REPAIR

o MINUTEMAN GUIDANCE REPAIR CAPABILITY CAN BE RELOCATED

GENERAL

— INDUSTRY CAN PERFORM THE NEWARK AFB MISSION AT INDUSTRY’S FACILITIES

o RETAINS INDUSTRIAL BASE
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METROLOGY

* AGMC METROLOGY CAPABILITY IS NOT UNIQUE

—  DUPLICATED BY INDUSTRY AND OTHER GOVERNMENT FACILITIES

e NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STANDARDS LABORATORIES DIRECTORY

—  LISTS LAB LOCATIONS/CAPABILITIES AVAILABLE THROUGHOUT U.S.
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( Air Fo(\ Categories (

CATEGORY NUMBER

Flying/Large Aivcraft (missile) 21 (5)
Flying/Small Aircraft 11
Flying/Pilot Training T 4
Flying/Special Operations |
Depots 6
Production Centers 3
Test Facilities ‘ 1
Technical Training | ‘ 4

I Educational : : 2
Headquarters ' 6
Space Operations ‘ 3
Cantonments ' 2
Air National Guard \ 13
Air Force Reserve 11
Geographical/Mission Tissential Exclusions 16
Redirects 7

S
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Air ﬁ,rce Depots

Cost of Labor

NEWARK

ISSUL MCCLELLAN KELLY TINKER ROBINS
INDIRECT COSTS AS % OF
TOTAL COST (AVG, FY'87- 44.12% 43.75% 29.80% 44.72% NA
'92)
MATERIEL COSTS AS % 24% 35% 3% 27% NA
OF TOTAL COST (FY’92)
om— p=— R sy S S ‘h""::.{
lSSUF, MCCLELLAN KELLY TINKIER ROBINS NEWARK
HOURLY $16.58 $12.72 $15.24 $13.71 LI dS
(WG-1H/STEP 3)
COST OF - o
LABOR AVERAGE
’ DEPOT $35,768 $28,609 $32,775 $30,910 34418
SALARY
TOTAL OPS
COST (MINUS $52.70 $47.20 $50.52 $47.78 $47.12
MATERIEL) ,
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Scenng. Summary
Newark Air Force Base

SCENARIOQ 11

® Do not close Newark AFB

PROS

CONS

¢ Contractor facilitics presently
do not have the capability to
absorb the Minuteman ICBM
guidance system workload
requirements immediately (If
contracted owt)

® Avoids unforseen costs due to
lack of contractor proposals.

®  Avotids economic impact to
the community

® Does not promote DoD
initiative to privatize

® May run the risk of keeping a
facility open with a diminishing
workload requirement

® Does not reduce depot excess
capacity
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McClellan Air Force Base, California

(

[SSUE

AF POSITION

COMMUNITY POSITION

R&A STATFEF FINDINGS

-

Consideration of depot perform-
ance, cost cfficiency, and pro-
ductivity indicators.

Air Force solicited data in base
questionnaire, but decided not to
use because much of data is sub-
ject to manipulation by depots,
is dependent upon specific work-
loads accomplished by depots,
and subject to factors beyond a
depot’s control, such as estab-
lishing sales rates.

Air Force selection of attributes
which were used in rating depots
was flawed. Some indicators used
(such as Unit Cost Per Output and
DMIF salary) are not appropriate;
others, which project cost effi-
ciency, productivity, and per-
formance were not used.

The Air Force process tor
evaluating depots was not
designed to identify the "best”
or "worst" depot in terms of
efficiency and productivity.
GAQO and OSD data claim that
depots should not be compared
for productivity and cffi-
ciency. Such attributes were
not used in the Commission’s
independent analysis.

Airspace expansion

Although airspace is available,
the Air Force does not see future
expansion. Base questionnaire
stated that expansion would be
difficult.

McClellan not credited for air-
space expansion, both in Mather
airspace and over-water airspace.

Concur with Air Force,

MOA/Ranges

Ranges were rated "Yellow"
because the closest range was
Navy owned. NAS Fallon has
good access, but Air Force
cannot expect unrestricted
access; use of Fallon expected to
increase, with Navy aircraft
having first priority.

McClellan rated Yellow for
MOA/Ranges when there were
four ranges listed under Fallon
that arc within 150 nm.

Concur with Air Force.

Ability to support fighter
mission

Self-imposed restrictions resulted
in McClellan’s Yellow rating.
Fighters will require formation
takeoffs and night operations.

McClellan’s rating should have
been higher for ability to sup-
port fighter mission.

Concur with Air Force. Sclf-
imposed restrictions are un-
likely to change if fighter
mission placed on basc.
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Kelly Air IForce Base, Texas

(

ISSUE

DOD POSITION

COMMUNITY POSITION

R&A STAFF FINDINGS

Airlift Support

Not addressed

Kelly is airlift complex; not taken
into account in commission staff
analysis.

Kelly's military value was
taken into consideration;
presence of C-5 asscts and
collocated depot maintenance.

Unique facilitics

Not addressed

Multiple unique facilities which
were not taken into consideration
by commission staff.

Kelly's unique facilities were
considered, particularly the
C-5 hangar and the cyrogenic
spin complex.

Economic Impact

Not addressed

Severe economic disruption from
closure of Kelly, particularly
iimpacting Hispanic-Americans.

Staff took community’s
position into consideration.

Large number of tenants

Not addressed

Large number of tenants on base.

Considered presence of AIFIC
and other tenants,

Contingency support

Not addressed

Kelly demonstrated contingency
capabilities during Desert Storm
airlift and munitions support.

Considered by staff analysts;
munitions complex is one of
largest in CONUS.

%
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Tinker Air Force Base, Oklahoma

ISSUE

DOD Position

COMMUNITY POSITION

R&A STAFF FINDINGS

Excess Capacity

Commission projection of excess
capacity is overstated.

Commission overstated extent of
cxcess capacity in Air Force
Depot system.

Excess capacity exists in the
Air Force depot system,

Flexibility

Nol Addressed

Okiahoma City Air Logistics
Center, Building 3001, is
highly flexible, and offers
numerous reconfiguration
opportunities for increascd
workload.

Recognizes reconfiguration
potential for Building 3001,

Significance of collocated
AWACS and US Navy
TACAMO missions

Not Addressed

Base is host ld AWACS and U.S.

Navy TACAMO mission aircraft.
Synergism from collocation.

Significance of both AWACS
and TACAMO missions con-
sidered in analysis,

Economic Impact

Not addressed

Severe economic impact to
Oklahoma City area.

Cumulative economic impact is
-7.4.

Location

Not addressed

Ideally located to support con-
tingency operations and two-level
maintenance.

Premature to determine if lo-
cation will reduce
transportation costs for two-
level maintenance.
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Scenarfg summary
Tinker Air Force Base, Oklahoma

SCENARIO IT1

Tinker stays open.

PROS

CONS

Large closure cost avoided
Contingency capability intact
Depot capabilities intact
Fconomic impact avoided.

e Air Force excess capacity
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‘ | , Ail! ',rce Depots (

Economic Impact Summary

BASE BASE CUMULATIVE | UNEMPLOYMENT POTENTIAL - DIR/IND MSA
IMPACT (%) IMPACT (%) RATE (%) .RATE
MCCLELLAN -4.2 -5.6 8.7 14.3 30,761 750,823
KELLY -5.7 -6.0 6.6 12.6 33,930 595,454
TINKER -1.0 -1.4 5.0 12.4 33,237 479,429
ROBINS -22.8 -23.9 ' 6.3 30.2 27,113 123,014
NEWARK -4.6 -4.6 7.3 11.9 2,963 64,529

® BASE IMPACT: REP DIRECT/INDIRECT EMPLOYMENT IMPACT ON # EMPLOYED IN COMMUNITY AFFECTED BY CLOSURE
e CEl: REP CUM ECONOMIC IMPACT ACROSS 88/91

® UNEMPLOYMENT RATE: COMMUNITY’S LATEST UNEMPLOYMENT RATE
® POTENTIAL RATE: ASSUMES NO ECONOMIC RECOVERY - POTENTIAL WORST CASE
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Depot
Definitions

Capacity Index- The amount of workload, expressed in actual direct labor hours, that a facility can
effectively produce annually on a single shift, 40 hour week basis while producing the product mix that the
facility is designed to accommodate.

Capacity Index = work positions X annual production hours X availability factor
( production hour = 1615 and availability factor = .95 )

Work Position- The designated space of equipment/ process usage that can be occupied consistently by one
direct production worker to accomplish the assigned task on a full time basis.

May include more than one location if the worker moves to other locations to accomplish the assigned task.

Annual Production Hours- Annual paid hours, 2080 hours minus indirect factors: leave, training, holidays
= 1615

Availability Factor- Accounts for equipment downtime, power outages = .95

Funded Workload
Utilization Index- Measures work positions against funded workload-- Utilization Index = Capacity
Index

Excess Capacity- Capacity for which no requirement exists

% Source is August 22, 1991 Draft DoD 4151.15H




Table 6-39
Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC)

(DLH GaQ)
Fyas  FYg2 FYg3 FYg4 FY95 FY36 FYg7
Workioad 1,666 1,232 1,128 1,120 1,106 1,078 1,079
‘Capacity Index 1,597 1,643 1,468 1,435 1,379 1,320 1,320
Utilization Index ~ 104% ~~  75% -~ T1% 76% 80% 81% 81%
Competition Risk - -- - -20 -20 - -20 -20

~ AGMC provides systems management of 140 Precision Measurement Equipment
Laboratories (PMEL) worldwide. AGMC tests and repairs inertial guidance and navigation
systems and components for a variety of missile and aircraft waapon systems. Capacity
reduction is constrained by required specialized equipment and facilities.

6.3.6 Marine Corps

Utilization percentages are higher than normal for both Marine Corps depots during
the FYS2-FY34 period beczuse of extensive use of overtime and temporary employees
to execute the Desert Storm workload.

Table 6~40
Marine Corps Logistics Base Albany (MCLB Albany)

| (DLH 000)
FY91 Fye2  FYg3 FYg4 FYS5 FYas FYg7
Workload 1,151 1,882 1,674 1,230 1.180 1.087 1,055
Capacity Index 1,091 1,174 1,201 1,211 1,218 1,218 1,218
Utilization Index 105% 185% 139% 110% 7% 89% 87%
Competltion Rlsk -- -145 -118 -113 -83 -16 -11

For MCLBA no adverse impzacts to capacity utilization are currently anticipated.
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Proposed Response to Senators Glenn and Dewine on Newark AFB 10 April 1995

Summary

1. Background. Ohio Senators Glenn and Dewine sent a letter (Tab 3) to SAF/OS stating their concerns regarding the closure of
Newark AFB and privatization in place of the AGMC workload. Their concerns include the intent of the Air Force’s request for

proposal to achieve privatization in place and recent actions to move workload from Newark. The proposed responses at Tab 1 and 2
address these concerns and are consistent with other Air Force and OSD correspondence on this topic.

2. Recommendation. SAF/OS sign the proposed identical responses at Tab 1 and 2.

(L ot Tabs -
',g:g ar G& ‘3,-53’ UOHF _ 1. Proposed Response to Sen Glenn
-ecter of Maintenance . 2. Proposed Response to Sen Dewine
w 3. Senators Glenn/Dewine Letter to SECAF
AF Form 1768, StaffTummaxy Sheet (Microsoft Word for Windows Version 6.0) 10 April 1995 8:45:16 AM
QUEST Template




SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE
= WASHINGTON

The Honorable John Glenn
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Glenn:

This is in response to your joint letter of March 7, 1995,
with Senator DeWine concerning the closure and prlvatization in
place (PIP) of Newark Air Force Base (AFB), Ohio.

The Air Force supports the 1993 Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission (BRAC) recommendation to close Newark AFB
and is adhering to a viable strategy to achieve that end. This
strateqgy, developed in response to concerns raised by the GAO,
includes assessing other alternatives for sustaining mission
capability and closing Newark AFB while aggressively pursulng the
privatization in place option. Upon a comprehensive review of all

; alternatives, the Air Force will render a determination as to the
QY  best direction for disposition of the workload at Newark.

In order to thoroughly evaluate the merits of the options for
closing Newark, the Air Force has engaged Coopers and Lybrand to
independently assess the costs of transferring Aerospace Guidance
and Metrology Center (AGMC) workloads to other organic depots, the
costs for PIP, and the PIP cost proposal evaluation process.
Coopers and Lybrand will observe the evaluation process and advise
the source selection board members and chairman. In addition,
Coopers and Lybrand will submit a written annex to the board's,
final report regarding cost estimating methodologies and
conclusions. On April 19, 1995, Coopers and Lybrand briefed Air
Force officials at the Pentagon on the results of their assessment
of organic alternatives.

The Air Force received many substantive comments from
contractors responding to the draft Request for Proposal (RFP) for
PIP. All comments presented through this process were considered
and incorporated as deemed appropriate during the acquisition
planning and RFP preparation process. As a result of the comments
received, we remain confident that the resultant RFP will ensure a
fair, best value competition for privatization. In addition,
based on the responses received, we believe that the majority of
contractors will propose to accomplish the work in place at Newark
AFB.




In response to your concern that workload is currently being
moved out of Newark, I would like to clarify that the Army and the
Navy intend to move a limited amount of workload from Newark prior
to the PIP solicitation. This workload represents approximately
. five percent of the total workhours involved at Newark, at an
estimated value of $3.4 million. The Air Force, however, has not
taken action outside the PIP effort to contract current workload
from Newark AFB. As required by the Federal Acquisition
Regulations, the Air Force did advertise in the Commerce Business
Daily for potential sources to contract general workload
categories at Newark. This advertisement occurred on May 10,
1994, and was used to identify prospective contractors interested
-in responding to the draft and final Requests for Proposal on the
PIP effort.

I appreciate your interest in Newark AFB and would welcome
the opportunity to discuss in more detail the Air Force's strategy
to comply with the 1993 BRAC recommendation, as well as those
issues which both you and the GAO have raised. A similar letter
is being provided to Senator DeWine.

. Sincerely,




SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE
~  WASHINGTON

The Honorable Mike DeWine
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator DeWine:

This is in response to your joint letter of March 7, 1995,
with Senator Glenn concerning the closure and privatization in
place (PIP) of Newark Air Force Base (AFB), Ohio.

The Air Force supports the 1993 Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission (BRAC) recommendation to close Newark AFB
and is adhering to a viable strategy to achieve that end. This
strateqgy, developed in response to. concerns raised by the GAO,
includes assessing other alternatives for sustaining mission
capability and closing Newark AFB while aggressively pursuing the
privatization in place option. Upon a comprehensive review of all
alternatives, the Air Force will render a determination as to the
best direction for disposition of the workload at Newark.

In order to thoroughly evaluate the merits of the options for
closing Newark, the Air Force has engaged Coopers and Lybrand to
independently assess the costs of transferring Aerospace Guidance
and Metrology Center (AGMC) workloads to other organic depots, the
costs for PIP, and the PIP cost proposal evaluation process.
Coopers and Lybrand will observe the evaluation process and advise
the source selection board members and chairman. In addition,
Coopers and Lybrand will submit a written annex to the board's
final report regarding cost estimating methodologies and
conclusions. On April 19, 1995, Coopers and Lybrand briefed Air
Force officials at the Pentagon on the results of their assessment
of organic alternatives.

The Air Force received many substantive comments from
contractors responding to the draft Request for Proposal (RFP) for
PIP. All comments presented through this process were considered
and incorporated as deemed appropriate during the acquisition
planning and RFP preparation process. As a result of the comments
received, we remain confident that the resultant RFP will ensure a
fair, best value competition for privatization. In addition,
based on the responses received, we believe that the majority of
contractors will propose to accomplish the work in place at Newark
AFB.




In response to your concern that workload is currently being
moved out of Newark, I would like to clarify that the Army and the
Navy intend to move a limited amount of workload from Newark prior
to the PIP solicitation. This workload represents approximately
five percent of the total workhours involved at Newark, at an
estimated value of $3.4 million. The Air Force, however, has not
taken action outside the PIP effort to contract current workload
from Newark AFB. As required by the Federal Acquisition
Regulations, the Air Force did advertise in the Commerce Business
Daily for potential sources to contract general workload
categories at Newark. This advertisement occurred on May 10,
1994, and was used to identify prospective contractors interested
-in responding to the draft and final Requests for Proposal on the
PIP effort.

I appreciate your interest in Newark AFB and would welcome
the opportunity to discuss in more detail the Air Force's strategy
to comply with the 1993 BRAC recommendation, as well as those
issues which both you and the GAO have raised. A similar letter
is being provided to Senator Glenn.

. Sincerely,




Roited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20810
March 7, 1995

The Honorable Sheila E. Widnall
Secretary

Department of the Air Force
The Pentagon

Washington, DC 20301

Dear Secretary Widnall:

As you are aware, the General Accounting Office recently
recommended that the 1993 decision to close Newark be
reconsidered in the current round of base closures. While the
Air Force chose not to reconsider that decision, we intend to
pursue the matter further with the Base Realignment and Closure
Commission.

Notwithstanding the fact that in our view the closure
recommendation remains unresolved, we recognize that the Air
Force intends to proceed with its privatization efforts. We are
writing to express our grave concern over the Air Force's actions
to date.

We repeatedly have been assured that privatization in place
is the Air Force's preference. Yet, we understand the recently
released draft request for proposals (RFP) does not appear aimed
to achieve that result. Further, we understand the Air Force has
taken action to contract out workload from Newark, simply
removing it to the private sector. Additionally, we understand
that the Air Force is reviewing the possibility of moving
Newark's workload to other Air Force depots. None of these
actions is consistent with the representations made to us that
privatization in place is the Air Force's preferred outcome.

Consequently, we request the opportunity to meet with you as
soon as possible to discuss these issues in detail to demonstrate
exactly how the Air Force plans to privatize Newark's workload in
place should the closure recommendation not be overturned.

Best regards. :
: Sincerely,

Mike DeWine hn Glenn
United States Senator United States Senator

cc: Secretary William J. Perry &16 ﬁf/
1, M
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SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON

Suesr (zEe. T> Go To D

The Honorable John Glenn
United States Senata
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Glenn:

Thig ie in response to your joint letter of March 7, 1995,
with Senator DeWine concerning the closure and privatization in
place (PIP} of Newark Air Force Base (AFB), Ohio.

" The Air Force supports the 1993 Defense Base Closure and
Realigmment Commission (BRAC) recommendation to close Newark AFB
and is adhering to a viable strategy to achieve that end. This
strategy, developed in response to concerns raised by the GAO,
includes assessing other alternatives for sustaining mission
capability and closing Newark AFB while aggressively pursuing the
privatization in place option. Upon a comprebensive review of ~¢ <
othar alternatives and-the-actual PIP proposale, the—Cemmandsrofl
the Air Force MrterielCommamt will render a determination as to
the best direction .for disposition of the workload at Newark.

In order to thoroughly evaluate the merits of the options for
v closing Newark, the Air Force has engaged Coopers and Lybrand to
indéependently assess the costs of transferring Aerospace Guidance
and Metrology Center (AGMC) workloads to other organic depots, the
costs for PIP, and the PIP ﬁ%'i'osal evaluation process. Coopers
and Lybrand will observe the evaluation process and advise the
. source selection board members and chairman. -In addition, Coopers
wwn Al and lLybrand will submit their—independent—certification-expressing
, 4o See tha extent-of their agraement.with-methodologies—and—conclusions—
-I‘s ‘F”""( of-the-source-selectionboard. On April 19, 1995, Coopers and

4 nco~” " Iresults of their assessment of organ

or y ™
I
»b
L ‘,; e The Air Force received many substantive comments from
A~ _->" contractors responding to the draft Request for Proposal (RFP) for
co” PIP. All comments presented through this procesa were considered

and incorporated as deemed appropriate during the acquisition
planning and RFP preparation process. 2as a result of the comeents
raceived, we remain confident that the resultant RFP will ensure 2
fair, best value competition for privatization. In addition,
based on the responses received, wa believe that the majority of
contractors will propose to accomplish the work in place at Newark
AFB.
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In response to your concern that workload is currently being
moved out of Newark, -T would like to clarify that the Army and the
Navy intend to move a limited amount of workload from Newark prior
to the PIP solicitation. This workload represents approximately
five percant of the total workhours involved at Newark, at an
estimated value of $3.4 million. The Air Force, however, has not
taken action cutside the PIP effort to contract current worklocad
from Newark AFB. As required by the Federal Acquisition
Regqulations, the Air Force did advertise in the Commerce Business
Dajily for potential sources to contract general workload
categories at Newark. This advertisewment occurred on May 10,
1994, and was used to identiry prospective contractors intaerested

in responding to the draft and final Requests for Proposal an the .
PIP effort. .

We appreciate your interest in Newark AFB and trust the
information provided is useful. A similar letter is being
provided to Senator DeWine.

Sincarely,

783 697 3986 P.OS
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON, DC

HQ USAF/RT
1670 Air Force Pentagon 02
Washington DC 20330-1670 JUN 1905

Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.

Air Force Team Leader

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
1700 North Moore Street Suite 1425

Arlington VA 22209

Dear Mr. Cirillo

This is in response to your April 7, 1995 letter requesting the Air Force comment on
Senator Glenn's March 30, 1995 letter to Chairman Dixon concerning the closure of the
Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center and Newark Air Force Base (AFB), Ohio. Many of
the issues which Senator Glenn raised in his letter were addressed by General Klugh, the Deputy
Undersecretary of Defense for Logistics, in response to the December 1994 General Accounting
Office report regarding Newark AFB. A copy of this letter is attached.

Air Force officials met with both Senator Glenn and Senator DeWine on May 1, 1995 to
discuss the Air Force's strategy for closing Newark. In addition, Air Force Legislative Liaison
sent the attached May 5, 1995, letter to Representatives Kasich, Ney, Hobson and Cremeans in
response to their concerns regarding the closure of Newark.

The Air Force is continuing its effort to evaluate several alternatives for closing Newark.
As discussed during our May 3, 1995 meeting with the Commission staff, these alternatives
include contracting existing workload under the concept of privatization in place (PIP), and
possibly moving functions to other organic sources. Initial assessments of these alternatives
were recently completed by the Air Force and by Coopers and Lybrand. These assessments
indicate that organic options for closing Newark probably would not be cost or operationally
effective. The Air Force, therefore continues to pursue PIP as the most viable and cost effective
option for closing Newark. Should the contractor proposals submitted on June 17, 1995, indicate
the PIP option would not be in the best interest of the Air Force, the Air Force will need to
reevaluate an appropriate direction for Newark that satisfies critical Air Force mission
requirements in a cost effective manner. Obviously, the Air Force shares Senator Glenn’s goals
of operational and cost effectiveness.



In summary, the Air Force will continue to diligently pursue the option of PIP at Newark,

and will seek your continued support in addressing the unique circumstances associated with the
closure of Newark AFB.

Sincerely

Attachments:
1. DUSD (Logistics), 8 Mar 95 Letter E ;
2. SAF/LL, 5 May 95 letter & ‘

JA —~BLUME, Jr.
r General, USAF
pecial Assistant to the Chief of Staff

/ for Realignment and Transition
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OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

3000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20301-3000

“g w2 1909

Ms. Donna M. Heivilin

Director, Defense Management and NASA Issues
National Security and International Affairs Division
U.S. General Accounting Office

Washington, DC 20548

Dear Ms. Heivilin:

This is the Department of Defense (DoD) response to the General Accounting Office
(GAOQ) final report GAO/NSIAD-95-60, “AEROSPACE GUIDANCE AND METROLOGY
CENTER: Cost Growth and Other Factors Affect Closure and Privatization” (GAO CODE
709110), OSD Case 9333-F. The DoD generally concurs with the report.

There is currently not enough data available to conclude that privatizing the
Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) workload in place is not a cost
effective and viable alternative. The current Air Force strategy is to continue
privatization-in-place to mitigate implementation and operational risks and reduce costs.
Concurrently, the Air Force is reassessing organic alternatives (i.e., moving all the AGMC
workloads to other Air Force and interservice depots) to determine the most cost and
operationally effective approach to closing the Newark Air Force Base. The Air Force has
engaged an independent contractor to provide an independent certification of the source
selection board methodology/ conclusions and an independent cost assessment of
alternative approaches to privatization-in-place. The assessment of alternatives will be
complete March 31, 1995. The true costs for privatization-in-place will be known upon
review of contractor cost proposals in June, 1995. At that time, the Air Force will make a -
final determination of the disposition of the AGMC workload.

The detailed DoD comments on the report findings and recommendation are
provided in the enclosure.

Sincerely,

b2 [, Z//ch&

James R. Klugh
Deputy Under Secretary
of Defense (Logistics)

Enclosure

6 e L
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GAO FINAL REPORT GAO/NSIAD-95-60
(GAO CODE 709110) OSD CASE 9333-F

“AEROSPACE GUIDANCE AND METROLOGY CENTER: COST GROWTH
AND OTHER FACTORS AFFECT CLOSURE AND PRIVATIZATION"”

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE COMMENTS
* % ¥ %N
FINDINGS

FINDING A: Closure of the Aerospace Guidance and Metrologv Center. The
GAO observed that, unlike other maintenance depot closures, the Newark Air Force

. Base Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AFB/ AGMC) closure

implementation plan provides for continuing to perform the same missions at the
facility after closure -- primarily as a privatized operation, although the Air Force
would retain ownership of mission-related equipment valued at about $326 million.

The GAO also observed that the DoD estimated that implementing the closure
would cost $31.3 million, would result in an annual savings of $3.8 million, and
have an 8-year payback period for closure and relocation expenses. The GAO
estimated that the AFB/AGMC dlosure costs would be $38.29 million, with a
13-year payback period. The GAO reported that the Defense Base Realignment and
Closure Commission (BRAC) determined that the AGMC workload could either be
contracted out or privatized-in-place — although the BRAC noted that industry
interest in privatization-in-place was limited. The GAO further reported that the
Air Force has begun the implementation of the closure and privatization of the
Newark AFB/AGMC. (pp. 1-4/GAO Final Report)

DoD RESPONSE:  Concur. Closure of the Newark AFB and the privatization-
in-place of the AGMC workload is under way. A draft request for proposal was
released on January 18, 1995, with a high level of interest for this workload being
shown by prospective industry bidders.

FINDING B: Air Force Implementation of Newark Air Force Base/Aerospace
Guidance and Metrology Center Closure. The GAO reported that implementation
of the Newark AFB/ AGMC dlosure through privatization is still in the early phases.
The GAO found, however, that the Air Force has a t}u:ee-pronged approach to
implementing the BRAC decision, as follows:

- four systems -- representing about 3 percent of the AGMC existing depot
maintenance workload - will be transferred to other Air Force depots;

Enclosure




- ownership of the Newark AFB/ AGMC property and facilities will be

transferred to a local reuse commission; and

- the metrology and calibration mission will be continued at the AGMC -- with
some functions privatized and another continued as an Air Force activity
reporting to the AGMC Headquarters or one of the Air Logistics Centers.

The GAO reported that the Air Force originally planned to privatize all activities
related to the metrology and calibration mission, but later determined that the
materiel group manager function could not be privatized because the function is
considered to be "inherently governmental” under a 1992 Office of Management and
Budget policy letter. The GAO also reported that current plans call for retaining
about 130 Government employees to provide the management function and
contracting out the primary standards laboratory and technical order preparation.

. The GAO noted that the Air Force plans to retain ownership of mission-related
maintenance and metrology and calibration equipment and provide those items as
Government-furnished equipment to the winning contractor. Finally, the GAO
reported that the Air Force has established a program management office at Hill Air
Force Base, with contract award scheduled for late September 1995. (pp. 4-6/GAO
Final Report) '

DoD RESPONSE: Concur. The metrology and calibration mission are planned to

w remain in-place, but not as an entity of AGMC, since the base will be closed and the
property transferred to the local community. The program management office at
Hill AFB is on track, with the contract award planned for November 28, 1995.

* FINDING C: Analysis of Cost and Savings Raises Concerns. The GAO identified
several concerns regarding the cost, savings, and payback period for the Air Force
implementation of the AGMC BRAC decision, as follows:

— the projected cost of closing the AGMC has doubled and may increase further;

- the $3.8 million annual savings projected to result from the AGMC closure
is not likely to be realized because of potentially higher costs for contract
administration, contractor profit, and possible recurring proprietary data
costs; and

-- the payback period could be extended to over 100 years, or never,
depending upon the Air Force ability to contain one-time closure costs
and recurring costs of performing the AGMC mission after privatization.

; The GAO explained that in August 1994, the Air Force base closure group validated -
w a Newark AFB/ AGMC closure budget of $62.2 million, or $30.9 million more than




the original budget. The GAO pointed out that almost all of the increase is
attributable to transition costs associated with transferring and separating personnel
under the base closure process and for transferring a limited amount of workload to
other Air Force depots.

The GAO reported that applying the DoD 1993 Cost of Base Realignment Actions
(COBRA) model indicated that the payback period would be over 100 years. The
GAO reported, however, that the DoD approved discount rate used in the COBRA
has been reduced. Therefore, the GAO adjusted the model and recalculated the
payback period, which showed the revised payback period to be 17 years. The
GAO pointed out, however, that achieving a 17-year payback is dependent on no
further increases in one-time closure costs and achijeving the $3.8 million annual
post-closure operational cost savings originally projected by the DoD -- neither of
which is likely because of cost uncertainties.

The GAO also discussed other potential closure costs not included in the Air Force
estimate. The GAO reported one cost is the cost to acquire the right to provide data
some equipment manufacturers consider proprietary to contractors expected to bid
on the AGMC maintenance workload. In addition, the GAO reported that some Air
Force officials estimated that, rather than achieving savings, annual recurring costs
could actually exceed current costs of operations. The GAO also noted that a
December 1994, meeting of the Acquisition Strategy Panel confirmed projected
increased funding requirements. (pp. 6-8/ GAO Final Report)

DoD RESPONSE: Concur. The Air Force has budgeted an additional

$31 million to close the Newark AFB. That additional budget for workload
transition should minimize operational risk during the transition period by
allowing the incoming contractor to train alongside the organic workforce and to

demonstrate critical processes prior to assuming support for operational systems.
Transition and recurring costs are currently unknown, since firm cost proposals are
not due until mid-June 1995. Because of the competitive nature of the acquisition,
one-time and recurring costs should be driven down and could possibly be lower
than the current budget estimates.

FINDING D: Other Closure and Privatization Issues. The GAO reported that
other privatization issues relate to (1) proprietary data claims, (2) the effect of the
closure on excess depot maintenance capacity, (3) the impact of privatizing core
workload, (4) the segmentation of the metrology and calibration mission, and (5) the
transfer of AGMC property and facilities to the local reuse commission. The GAO
explained that the proprietary rights to technical data are unresolved for some
workloads to be contracted out and could greatly increase the costs of privatization.
The GAO asserted that proprietary data problems have already contributed to the
delay of several key program milestones, including preparation of the statement of




work and acquisition and source selection plans, and are a potential barrier to the
AGMC privatization.

The GAO observed that the privatization of the AGMC will not reduce excess
capacity by the 1.7 million hours previously estimated if privatization-in-place is
completed as currently planned. The GAO explained that, since many of the
systems and components currently repaired at the AGMC are not repaired
elsewhere, the AGMC depot maintenance capability does not generally duplicate
repair capability found elsewhere. According to the GAO, it is planned that almost
all the AGMC capability will be retained in place for use by private contractors, and
the Air Force will retain ownership of depot plant and standards laboratory
equipment. Under that arrangement, the GAO concluded it is difficult to
understand how the DoD projects the elimination of 1.7 million hours of excess

capacity.

~ With regard to privatization of core workload, the GAO observed that all of the
AGMC maintenance workload has been identified as core work -- the capability
maintained within organic Defense depots to meet readiness and sustainability
requirements of the weapon systems that support the Joint Chiefs of Staff
contingency scenarios. According to the GAO, the Air Force determined that 100
percent of the AGMC depot maintenance workload is core. The GAO noted that the
AGMC is the only Air Force depot ac’dvity having all repair workload defined as
core, with core capability at other air logistic center depots ranging from 59 percent
at Sacramento to 84 percent at Warner Robins.

The GAO concluded that the current plan to retain part of the metrology and
calibration mission to be performed by Air Force personnel, while privatizing the
standards laboratory function, may be neither practicable, nor cost-effective. The
GAO explained that the standards laboratory. function is generally the training
ground where Air Force civilian personnel develop the skills they need to perform -
the other metrology and calibration functions that will be continued at the AGMC as
a Government operation. The GAO questioned the viability of having the Air Force
interservice its metrology and calibration activities to the Army and/ or the Navy,
which have similar activities. The GAO added that a current memorandum of
agreement among the three Military Departments provides that if one of the
primary standards laboratories loses its capability, the remaining laboratories
would assist in meeting calibration requirements.

Finally, the GAO discussed the transfer of property and facilities to the local reuse
commission. The GAO explained that the AGMC privatization-in-place approach is
based on transferring ownership of the Newark AFB/ AGMC property and

facilities — which the Air Force estimates to be worth about $331 million - to the
local reuse commission. According to the GAO, to make that approach work, the
Air Force must transfer ownership of the property and facilities at no cost or less
than fair market value. The GAO pointed out that to effect property transfer at




below estimated fair market value, the Air Force must explain the cost and approve
the transfer. The GAO noted that a local reuse commission official believed the
Newark AFB/ AGMC property would be transferred to the commission at no cost
and that it is questionable whether the commission would be interested in acquiring
the property under other conditions. (pp. 8-11/GAO Final Report)

DoD RESPONSE: Concur. The AFMC is working the proprietary data issue
through the source selection process. All manufacturers with proprietary data
rights have agreed to allow, or will negotiate for, use of proprietary data under a
privatization-in-place arrangement. While current budgets do not include costs
associated with buying data rights, data costs could be minimal if the team of
manufacturers holding rights is selected through the planned competitive bid
process. However, through this competitive process, the Air Force is interested in
reducing overall cost for that effort as opposed to any segment cost.

* Privatization-in-place does not affect excess depot capacity; however, in divesting
itself of the facilities and personnel through privatization-in-place at the AGMC, the
Air Force could reduce its organic depot capacity by 1.7 million hours. The Air
Force evaluated the risk assodated with moving some of the core capability at the
AGMC to non-core status by shifting it to the private sector. It was determined that
the privatization-in-place option could mitigate the risk of transferring the
workload out of core if the facilities, people, and equipment remained in place. The
Air Force logistics mission is best served by the privatization-in-place option in this
closure action. Such a strategy should preserve all the elements of an essential
wartime capability at the least cost.

In an effort to maximize privatization at the AGMC, the Air Force chose to contract
those functions that were not considered ‘inherently governmental.” The Air Force
Metrology and Calibration Materiel Group Management function is considered
inherently governmental, due to the discretionary budget allocation authority and
determinations of contractor conformance within its purview. However, the
standards laboratory calibration workload and technical order generation remain
viable candidates for privatization. Furthermore, all the AGMC workloads
(maintenance, metrology, calibration, etc.) are being evaluated for their
interservicing potential as an alternative to privatization-in-place. Uncertainties
associated with the transfer of property and fadilities to the local community are not
~ considered impediments to privatization, since the AGMC facilities and property

- can be made available at any time with a lease in order to implement privatization-
in-place. The Air Force is developing a property responsibility agreement with the
local commission pending the outcome of the environmental assessment in March
1995. The Air Force is expecting to convey the property to the local commission
under very favorable terms.

*H e




RECOMMENDATION

W ° RECOMMENDATION: The GAO recommended that the Secretary of Defense and
the Secretary of the Air Force re-evaluate, as part of the ongoing Base Realignment
and Closure 1995 process, both the DoD 1993 recommendation to close the Newark
AFB/AGMOC, and the Air Force approach to implementing the closure decision
through privatization-in-place. (p. 11/GAO Final Report)

DoD RESPONSE: Partially concur. The Department agrees with the 1993 Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Commission decision to close the Newark
AFB/AGMC. The Department continues to have more depot maintenance
capability than is needed to support the forces. The DoD must size depot
maintenance infrastructure commensurate with the force structure that it supports.

~ The DoD agrees that the approach to implement the decision should not be limited

to privatization-in-place. However, the Air Force maintains that closing the Newark
AFB and privatizing the workload in place remains the best approach. The Air
Force will continue privatization-in-place to reduce operational and implementation
risks, and will evaluate the actual costs of the initiative. As the Air Force pursues
the privatization-in-place option, it is also reassessing organic alternatives (i.e.,
moving all the AGMC workloads to other organic depots) to determine the most
cost and operationally effective approach for closing the Newark AFB. In order to
thoroughly evaluate the merits of those options, the Air Force has engaged an

w outside contractor to provide an independent certification of the source selection
conclusions, as well as an independent cost assessment of organic alternatives. The
assessment of organic alternatives should be complete in late March 1995, and actual
costs for privatization-in-place will be known upon our review of the contractor cost
proposals in late June 1995. At that time, the Air Force will make a determination of
the best direction regarding the disposition of the workload at the Newark AFB.
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The Honorable John R. Kasich
House of Representatives
Washington, DC 205105

Dear Mr. Kasich:

This is in response to your joint letter of March 6, 1995, to
the Secretary of Defense regarding closure and privatization in
place (PIP) of the Newark Air Force Base (AFB), Ohio, Aerospace
Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) worklocad.

The Air Force supports the 1993 Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission (BRAC) recommendation to close Newark AFB
and is adhering to a viable strategy to achieve that end. This
strategy, developed in response to concerns raised by the GAO,
includes assessing other alternatives for sustaining mission
capability and closing Newark AFB while aggressively pursuing the
privatization in place option. Upon a comprehensive review of
other alternatives and the actual PIP proposals, the Air Force
will render a determination as to the best direction for
disposition of the workload at Newark.

In order to thoroughly evaluate the merits of the options for
closing Newark, the Air Force has engaged Coopers and Lybrand to
independently assess the costs of transferring AGMC workloads to
other organic depots, the costs for PIPF, and the PIP proposal
evaluation process. Coopers and Lybrand will observe the
evaluation process and advise the source selection board members
and chairman. In addition, Coopers and Lybrand will submit their
independent certification expressing the extent of their agreement
with methodologies and conclusions of the source selection board.
On April 18, 1995, Coopers and Lybrand briefed Air Force officials
at the Pentagon on the results of their assessment of organic
alternatives. We would welcome the opportunity to meet with you
to discuss the Air Force’s approach to the closure of Newark.

The Air Force received many substantive comments from
contractors responding to the draft Request for Proposal (RFP) for
PIP. All comments presented through this process were considered
and incorporated as deemed appropriate during the acquisition
Planning and RFP preparation process. As a result of the comments
received, we remain confident that the resultant RFP will ensure a
fair, best value competition for privatization. 1In addition,
based on the responses received, we believe that the majority of
contractors will propose to accomplish the work in place at Newark
AFB.




HATTIUTYD WED (b:Ub off/LLY FHA NU, (USRI (30U rouc

.

In summary, the Air Force closure strategy for Newark AFB is
consistent with the BRAC 93 recommendations, and is one which we
are confident should not obstruct competition for privatization.
We are enclosing a point paper which addresses your specific
concerns with respect to the long-term viability, competition and
coste of closing Newark AFB. Please be assured that your concerns
were considered during the acquisition planning and request for
proposal preparation process.

We appreciate ybur interest in Newark AFB and trust the
information provided is useful. A similar letter is being
provided to those who joined you in your letter.

Sincerely,

Colonel, USAF
Deputy Director
Legislative Liaison
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OHIO CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION CONCERNS
ON THE CLOSURE AND PRIVATIZATION IN PLACE
OF NEWARK AIR FORCE BASE, OHIO

LONG-TERM VIABILITY:

Ohio Delegation Concern: Current workloads are systematically being
moved from Newark and in some cases given to the companies on a sole source
basis.

Response: The AF is maintaining as much of the original AGMC workloads
for inclusion in this solicitation as possible. The AF workloads moving to other
depots have never been considered part of the PIP effort. They were consciously
segregated since they are non-guidance related efforts which were moved to AGMC
when there was excess work at other depots. The magnitude of these workloads
has decreased from 9% of the AGMC total in Mar 94 to under 5% today. In
addition, the Army and Navy have decided to remove two of their workloads from
w AGMC prior to awarding the PIP contracts. The disposition of Army and Navy

workloads is controlled via interservice agreements and is beyond the control of the
Air Force. This results in the loss of another 5% of the work. There has been no
change in the AF commitment to PIP.

Ohio Delegation Concern: The draft request for proposal (DRFP) permits
bidders to perform the work at Newark or at another location.

Response: The future location of the work has generated a constant barrage
of questions and comments from industry, some wanting to keep the status quo and
others wanting to move work to their home plants. It has been the considered
decision of HQ AFMC to allow industry to propose to accomplish the work at the
location it deems "best." We expect most work to be proposed at Newark AFB
because we are offering to provide significant amounts of specialized test equipment .
in place, the facility will be provided to the community at little or no cost, and a
skilled work force exists at AGMC. There will be some exceptions where good
business decisions will demonstrate a benefit to accomplishing specific pieces of the
work at other locations. The RFP has been structured to allow industry to propose
the "best" arrangement and for us to consider this information as part of our source
selection procesas. No preference will be given to workload location; however, the
cost, schedule, and technical risks of conducting repair operations at a new location
W will be evaluated.
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COMPETITION:

Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidders are required to negotiate for the use of
manufacturers' proprietary data for the repair of Government equipment under a
Government contract.

Response: Proprietary Data Rights have been handled before by the Air
Force and by Industry. The AF has determined that some portion of the data is
rightfully limited in use by OEMs. Rather than risk inappropriate or illegal
disclosure of data, we will only release that data for which the AF clearly has
rights. Currently, this amounts to over 80% of the data listed in the RFP.
Additionally, the AF is seeking Government Purpose License Rights (GPLR)
agreements with 6 of the 12 OEMs who have agreed to allow use of the data. The
remaining 6 OEMs are willing to work out other arrangements directly with the

“potential offerors. When these GPLR agreements are finalized, the additional data

will be released for use in preparing proposals and on the repair contract, We
believe there is adequate experience among the potential offerors to gain the needed
access to the remaining restricted data at reasonable cost. We will ask for the cost
associated with proprietary data rights as part of the proposals.

Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidders are required to acquire parts from sole
source providers in different ways depending on the type of system (i.e., missile,
aircraft or support equipment). This will add new risks and necessitate the need
for creation of costly logistics plans.

Response: The AF has decided to provide GFM for all workloads, except the
Navy's DMINS and San Antonio managed test equipment, for the initial 2 years of
the contract. After 2 years, the contractor(s).should have gained enough experience
to take over the parts supply function for the aircraft workloads. The ICBM parts
will continue to be GFM-supplied due to their nuclear hardness requirements.

COST:

Ohio Delegation Concern: The maintenance and metrology workloads
may potentially be split between bidders requiring additional contract
administration and management oversight.

Response: The AF has already made the major decision to keep all repair
work together as a single contract due to the commonality of support areas. The
repair workloads represent over 90% of the AGMC effort and this action alone
captures the bulk of potential savings through a single management organization.
Additionally, there are considerably more interested offerors for the metrology work
than for repair. A combined proposal for both efforts may limit the competition for
metrology, possibly discouraging a number of small businesses. While there is the
potential to realize some efficiencies from a common management structure for all
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of AGMC, these savings are assessed to be small. These savings would be balanced
by the probability that a combined team would still need to retain technical and
management competence in both areas and would then add a layer of management
to control the overall contract effort.

Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidders have been directed to incorporate two
separate wage scales.

Response: The Department of Labor has determined the metrology
workload to be covered by the Services Contract Act. The Walsh-Healey Act
provides wage scales for the repair. The result is the application of separate wage
scales. Since the repair and metrolcgy efforts will be awarded separately, this
should be workable.

Ohio Delegation Concerns: Despite 30 years of historical experience, the
Air Force has not stipulated the level or amount of workloads projected.

Response: Aggressive Air Force downsizing efforts, system modernization,
and the need for wartime surge capability make accurate workload predictions in
the out-years difficult. The RFP will provide an estimated amount of work for ail
workloadg, and the Air Force will make historical data available to potential
offerors for use in this proposal process.

The Air Force believes these achons will pr ovxde for a fair, best value
competition.




Document Separator



INSPECTOR GENERAL
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
400 ARMY NAVY DRIVE
ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22202-2884

April 13, 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (COMPTROLLER)
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE
(FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT AND COMPTROLLER)

SUBJECT: Audit of Defense Base Realignment and Closure Budget Data for Griffiss
Air Force Base, New York (Report No. 95-172)

We are providing this report for information and use. This report is one in a
series of reports about FY 1995 Defense base realignment and closure military
construction costs. Comments on the draft of this report were considered in preparing
the final report.

Comments on the draft report conformed to the requirements of DoD
Directive 7650.3 and left no unresolved issues. Therefore, no additional comments are
required.

We appreciate the courtesies extended to the audit staff. Questions on the
audit should be directed to Ms. Kimberley Caprio, Audit Program Director, at
(703) 604-9248 (DSN 664-9248) or Ms. Carolyn Milbourne, Audit Project Manager,
at (703) 604-9241 (DSN 664-9241). The distribution of this report is listed in
Appendix E. The audit team members are listed inside the back cover.

Sl X, danama_

David K. Steensma
Deputy Assistant Inspector General
for Auditing







Office of the Inspector General, DoD

Report No. 95-172 April 13, 1995
(Project No. 5CG-5017.}19)

Defense Base Realignment and Closure Budget Data
for Griffiss Air Force Base, New York

Executive Summary

Introduction. Public Law 102-190, "National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Years 1992 and 1993," December 5, 1991, directs the Secretary of Defense to ensure
that the amount of the authorization that DoD requested for each military construction
project associated with base realignment and closure does not exceed the original
estimated cost provided to the Commission on Defense Base Closure and Realignment.
If the requested budget amounts exceed the original project cost estimates provided to
the Commission on Defense Base Closure and Realignment, the Secretary of Defense is
required to explain to Congress the reasons for the differences. The Inspector General,
DoD, is required to review each base realignment and closure military construction
project for which a significant difference exists from the original cost estimate and to
provide the results of the review to the congressional Defense committees. This report
is one in a series of reports about FY 1995 base realignment and closure military
construction costs.

The 1993 Commission on Defense Base Closure and Realignment stated that the
Northeast Air Defense Sector would remain at Griffiss Air Force Base, New York, and
a minimum essential airfield would be maintained for mobility, training, and
contingency requirements for the 10th Mountain Infantry Division. To support the
Northeast Air Defense Sector, a building was to be constructed to house the command
and administrative functions. To support the 10th Mountain Infantry Division, existing
buildings were to be renovated. During the audit, the Secretary of Defense
recommended that the FY 1995 Commission on Defense Base Closure and Realignment
redirect the activities related to the 10th Mountain Infantry Division.

Audit Objectives. The overall audit objective was to determine the accuracy of
Defense base realignment and closure military construction budget data. This report
provides the audit results of the Defense base realignment and closure projects at
Griffiss Air Force Base, New York. We also reviewed internal controls applicable to
the audit objectives.

Audit Results. The Air Force identified a cost of $2 million on the DD Form 1391 to
construct a building to house the Northeast Air Defense Sector instead of considering a
lower cost alternative (Finding A). The Air Force included a non-base realignment
and closure requirement for a stand-alone heating system for project JREZ949512
(Finding B). As a result, project JREZ959501 could be reduced by $1.3 million and
project JREZ949512 could be reduced by $1 million. The Air Force had not corrected
previously identified material internal control weaknesses for base closure and
realignment military construction (Appendix A).

Recommendations in this report, if implemented, will allow DoD to put to better use
approximately $2.3 million of the FY 1995 Defense base realignment and closure
funds. Appendix C summarizes the potential benefits of the audit.




Summary of Recommendations. We recommend that the Air Force prepare new
DD Forms 1391 and withhold awarding contracts for project JREZ959501 for the
Northeast Air Defense Sector and for project JREZ949512 for the 10th Mountain
Infantry Division. We recommend that the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)
reduce the funding for base realignment and closure of Griffiss Air Force Base,
New York, by $2.3 million.

Management Comments. The Air Force agreed to withhold awarding a contract to
construct a new building for project JREZ959501 pending action by the 1995 Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The Air Force has placed the entire
project JREZ949512 "on hold" pending action by the 1995 Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission. The Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) agreed to
reduce the funding for base realignment and closure at Griffiss Air Force Base,
New York, by $2.3 million if funds were appropriated for projects JREZ959501 and
JREZ949512 in FY 1996. A summary of managements comments is at the end of the
findings in Part I. The complete text of managements comments is in Part III.
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Part I - Audit Results



Audit Results

Audit Background

Initial Recommendations of the Commission on Defense Base Closure and
Realignment. On May 3, 1988, the Secretary of Defense chartered the
Commission on Defense Base Closure and Realignment (the Commission) to
recommend military installations for realignment and closure. Using cost
estimates provided by the Military Departments, the Commission recommended
59 base realignments and 86 base closures. On October 24, 1988, Congress
passed, and the President signed, Public Law 100-526, "Defense Authorization
Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act,” which enacted the
Commission's recommendations. Public Law 100-526 also establishes the DoD
Base Closure Account to fund any necessary facility renovation or military
construction (MILCON) projects associated with base realignment and
closure (BRAC).

Subsequent Commission Requirements and Recommendations. Public
Law 101-510, "Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990,"
November 5, 1990, reestablished the Commission. Public Law 101-510
chartered the Commission to meet during 1991, 1993, and 1995 to verify that
the process for realigning and closing military installations was timely and
independent. The law also stipulated that realignment and closure actions must
be completed within 6 years after the President transmits the recommendations
to Congress.

The 1993 Commission recommended closing 130 bases and realigning 45 bases,
resulting in an estimated net savings of $3.8 billion during FYs 1994 through
1999, after a one-time cost of $7.4 billion. Griffiss AFB, New York, was
recommended for realignment. The Northeast Air Defense Sector was to
remain at Griffiss AFB, and a minimum essential airfield was to be maintained
for mobility, training, and contingency requirements for the 10th Mountain
Infantry Division. During the audit, the Secretary of Defense recommended
that the FY 1995 Commission redirect the activities related to the
10th Mountain Infantry Division from Griffiss AFB.

Military Department BRAC Cost-Estimating Process. To develop cost
estimates for the Commission, the Military Departments used the Cost of Base
Realignment Actions computer model (COBRA). COBRA uses standard cost
factors to convert the suggested BRAC options into dollar values to provide a
way to compare the different options. After the President and Congress
approve the BRAC actions, DoD realigning activity officials prepare
DD Forms 1391, "FY 1995 Military Construction Project Data," for individual



Audit Results

MILCON projects required to accomplish the realigning actions. COBRA
provides cost estimates as a realignment and closure package for a particular
realigning or closing base. The DD Form 1391 provides specific cost estimates
for an individual BRAC MILCON project.

Required Defense Reviews of BRAC Estimates. Public Law 102-190,
"National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993,"
December 5, 1991, states that the Secretary of Defense shall ensure that the
authorization amount that DoD requests for each MILCON project associated
with BRAC actions does not exceed the original estimated cost provided to the
Commission. If the requested budget amounts exceed the original project cost
estimates provided to the Commission, the Secretary of Defense is required to
explain to Congress the reasons for the differences. Also, Public Law 102-190
prescribes that the Inspector General, DoD, must evaluate significant increases
in MILCON project costs over the estimated costs provided to the Commission
and send a report to the congressional Defense committees.

Audit Objectives

Overall Audit Objectives. The overall audit objective was to determine the
accuracy of Defense BRAC MILCON budget data. The specific objectives
were to determine whether the proposed projects were valid BRAC
requirements, whether the decision for MILCON was supported with required
documentation including an economic analysis, and whether the economic
analysis considered existing facilities. The audit also evaluated the adequacy of
management's implementation of the DoD Internal Management Control
Program and assessed the adequacy of applicable internal controls.

Specific Report Objectives. This audit determined the validity of two BRAC
MILCON realignment projects at Griffiss Air Force Base, New York
(Griffiss AFB). Specifically, we reviewed project JREZ959501, to construct a
building for the Northeast Air Defense Sector, and project JREZ949512, to
renovate Griffiss AFB to support the 10th Mountain Infantry Division, Fort
Drum, New York, including the procurement of a stand-alone heating system.
See Appendix A for a discussion of the scope, methodology, and internal
management control program; Appendix B for a summary of prior coverage
related to the audit objectives; and Appendix C for other matters of interest.




Finding A. Adequacy of Justification for
Base Realignment and Closure

Project JREZ959501

The Air Force identified a cost of $2 million on the DD Form 1391 to

construct a building to house the Northeast Air Defense Sector. The Air

Force did not consider a previously identified lower cost alternative to

renovate an existing building. The lower cost alternative of renovating

gn existing building will reduce the cost of project JREZ959501 by
1.3 million.

Background

Supporting Requirements for BRAC Costs. Air Force Regulation 86-1,
"Programming Civil Engineer and Appropriated Fund Resource,"
September 26, 1986, describes the detailed documentation needed to support
MILCON project requirements and the estimated MILCON costs. The
regulation requires major commands to prepare detailed cost estimates on
DD Form 1391, "Military Construction Project Data," in sufficient detail to
permit cost validation. Further, the regulation requires that, as a part of
supporting documentation, the host installation prepare a detailed data sheet
listing existing facilities and space requirements for the proposed projects.

In April 1993, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Installations)
and the Chairman of the Air Force Base Closure Executive Group issued
instructions for preparing FY 1993 BRAC MILCON estimates. According to
the Air Force instructions, major commands are responsible for:

0 preparing cost estimates for BRAC actions,

o validating all costs and verifying that costs directly result from BRAC
actions,

o validating projects by site survey work, and

o validating that project estimates can be supported so that someone
totally unfamiliar with the area can reconstruct each step of the cost derivation.



Finding A. Adequacy of Justification for Base Realignment and Closure Project
JREZ959501

Program Realignment at Griffiss. The 1993 Commission on Defense Base
Closure and Realignment stated that the Northeast Air Defense Sector will
remain at Griffiss AFB and will be transferred to the Air National Guard. As
part of the realignment of Griffiss AFB, the Air Force identified a cost of
$2 million on the DD Form 1391 to construct a building to house the command
and administrative functions of the Northeast Air Defense Sector. Personnel
performing these functions are presently located in buildings 102 and 131.

Alternative to New Building Construction

Renovation Alternative. Air National Guard and Air Combat Command
personnel identified a lower cost alternative for project JREZ959501.
Specifically, in October 1993, the Air Combat Command completed a site
survey that recommended renovating building 102, a building that the Northeast
Air Defense Sector currently occupies. According to the site survey, the
renovation of building 102 would cost $700,000. The alternative of renovating
building 102 would resuit in a potential cost avoidance of $1.3 million.

Site Survey. The Air Force did not adequately consider the renovation of
building 102 before deciding to construct a new facility. Building 102, if
renovated, could accommodate the personnel currently in buildings 102 and
131. The April 1993 Air Force instruction for preparing BRAC cost estimates
states that major commands should survey the site to determine whether
proposed costs are valid. Cost validation should include support for all
calculations, assumptions, observations, options considered, and other relevant
justifications used to develop the requirements and estimates for projects.

For project JREZ959501, the cost validation was not adequate. We requested
documentation to support the decision to construct at a higher cost alternative.
Air Force personnel were not able to provide adequate support or valid
justification for their decision to construct a new facility instead of renovating
building 102.

Justification for New Building Construction

The justification for a new building is not valid. The DD Form 1391 stated that
the construction of a new building is justified because the currently used
buildings (102 and 131) are on the flightiness and are not within the retained
property area. The retained property area is real estate that will be retained
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Finding A. Adequacy of Justification for Base Realignment and Closure Project )
JREZ959501

by the Air Force as part of the realignment. We agree that building 131 is on
the flightline and outside the areas to be retained; therefore, the justification
provided in the DD Form 1391 is valid for building 131.

However, a tour of the currently used buildings at Griffiss AFB showed that
building 102 is not on the flightline, and is on the inside edge of the retained
property area. The following figure demonstrates the location of the buildings
at Griffiss AFB. The flightline is located above Apron 3 and the retained
property area is the shaded section of the figure. Building 102 is located at the
left upper corner of the shaded section in the figure.

+ + Apron 3 - + \\:

Location of buildings 102 and 131

We determined that building 102 could be retained by the Air Force because the
finalization of DoD retained property boundaries at Griffiss AFB has not
occurred. Therefore, renovation of building 102 should have been considered
instead of new construction.




Finding A. Adequacy of Justification for Base Realignment and Closure Project
JREZ959501

The Air Force was unable to justify why the lower cost alternative of renovating
building 102 was not considered. We determined that the lower cost alternative
of renovating building 102 is more appropriate. Selection of the lower cost
alternative should result in a potential cost avoidance of $1.3 million, which is
the difference between new construction projected to cost $2 million and
renovations projected to cost $700,000.

Status of Planned Construction

The planned Northeast Air Defense Sector building is at 100 percent design.
The Air Force should not award a contract for $2 million to construct a new
building because the renovation of building 102 is a reasonable alternative that
would reduce costs by $1.3 million.

We are aware that further closure or realignment of organizations and missions
at Griffiss AFB is being considered in the 1995 Defense base realignment and
closure process. We are making the recommendations for corrective action
because the new recommendations have not yet been approved by the 1995
Commission on Defense Base Closure and Realignment and could be reversed
during the approval process. The recommendations for corrective action
comply with the memorandum dated February 22, 1995, from the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Economic Security) on special construction controls for
installations, which appear on the Secretary of Defense's list of
recommendations for realignment or closure.

Recommendations, Management Comments, and Audit
Response

A.l. We recommend the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
(Installations) direct the Air National Guard to:

a. Prepare a new DD Form 1391, "FYs 1995 and 1996 Military
Construction Project Data," to renovate Building 102 for project JREZ959501.

b. Withhold awarding a contract to construct a new building for project
JREZ959501.




Finding A. Adequacy of Justification for Base Realignment and Closure Project
JREZ959501

A.2. We recommend that the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller):

a. Reduce the Defense base realignment and closure funding currently
allocated for the realignment of Griffiss Air Force Base, New York, by at least
$1.3 million for project JREZ959501.

b. Make future adjustments to the FYs 1995 and 1996 fund allocations,
as appropriate, based on the submission of a revised DD Form 1391,
"FYs 1995 and 1996 Military Construction Project Data."

Air Force Comments. The Air Force agreed to withhold the awarding of a
contract to construct a new building for project JREZ959501 pending action by
the 1995 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. Design of
building 102 renovation will be authorized in August 1995 if the 1995
Commission on Defense Base Closure and Realignment accepts Air Force's
recommendations.

Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) Comments. The Under Secretary
of Defense (Comptroller) agreed to reduce the appropriated funding for project
JREZ959501 by $1.3 million in FY 1996, revise the DD Form 1391, and
reprogram the savings to support other base realignment and closure
requirements.

Audit Response. The actions proposed by the Air Force and the Under
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) meet the intent of our recommendations,
and no additional comments are required.




Finding B. Adequacy of Justification for
Base Realignment and Closure
Project JREZ949512

The Air Force included a non-BRAC requirement for a stand-alone
heating system in the DD Form 1391 for project JREZ949512. The Air
Force included the requirement because the Air Force did not follow
instructions that BRAC requirements be the direct result of BRAC
actions and project cost estimates be adequately supported. Therefore,
the $3.2-million-cost of project JREZ949512 could be reduced by
$1 million for the stand-alone heating system.

Program Realignment at Griffiss AFB

The "Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 1993 Report to the
President” requires that a minimum essential airfield be maintained at
Griffiss AFB for the mobility, training, and contingency requirement for the
10th Mountain Infantry Division (10th Infantry). According to Air Force
personnel, Griffiss AFB had been providing the same services to the
10th Infantry since 1985. The Air National Guard will maintain and operate
facilities necessary to support the 10th Infantry at Griffiss AFB.

Project JREZ949512 Items as BRAC Requirements

Project JREZ949512 lists the renovations needed at Griffiss AFB to support the
10th Infantry. Renovation costs include a $1 million stand-alone heating system
for buildings 782, 783, 784, 785, and 786.

The Air Force did not include support for the DD Form 1391 to demonstrate
how the stand-alone heating system is a result of BRAC requirements.
Therefore, we believe that these items should be funded under normal MILCON
funds, and should not be funded with BRAC MILCON funds.

Support for the Stand-Alone Heating System. The DD Form 1391 for
project JREZ949512 states that, because of the sporadic and intermittent
requirements of the 10th Infantry, the buildings used by the 10th Infantry that
are currently on the central steam plant need to be removed from the central
steam plant for more economical operation through the construction of a
stand-alone system. The Air Force, however, provided insufficient support to
show that stand-alone heating is the result of BRAC actions; therefore, BRAC
MILCON funds should not be used.
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Finding B. Adequacy of Justification for Base Realignment and Closure Project
JREZ949512

Public Law. According to Public Law 101-510, "Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Act of 1990," November 5, 1990, BRAC MILCON funds are to
be used only for facility renovation to accommodate the realignment. BRAC
MILCON funds should be used only if the central heating plant ceased to exist.
The central heating plant will still be operational after the realignment.

Realignment Plans. The Griffiss Local Development Corporation plans on
taking over the central steam plant once the realignment occurs and plans on
selling back steam heat to facilities that would utilize the central steam plant.
Because the buildings remaining as part of the realignment will be able to
continue using the central steam plant, the stand-alone heating system is not a
BRAC requirement. Therefore, the DD Form 1391 for project JREZ949512
should be reduced by $1 million.

Status of Planned Construction

The 10th Infantry project, including the construction of the stand-alone heating
system, is at 100-percent design. The Air Force should not award a contract
that includes the stand-alone heating system because the system is not the result
of BRAC actions.

We are aware that further closure or realignment of organizations and missions
at Griffiss AFB is being considered in the 1995 Defense base realignment and
closure process. We are making recommendations for corrective action because
the new recommendations have not yet been approved by the 1995 Commission
on Defense Base Closure and Realignment and could be reversed during the
approval process. The recommendations for corrective action comply with the
memorandum dated February 22, 1995, from the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Economic Security) on special construction controls for installations, which
appear on the Secretary of Defense's list of recommendations for realignment or
closure.

Recommendations, Management Comments, and Audit
Response

B.1. We recommend the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
(Installations) direct the Air National Guard to:

a. Prepare a new DD Form 1391, "FY 1995 and 1996 Military
Construction Project Data," to exclude the stand-alone heating system for
project JREZ949512.

b. Withhold awarding a contract for project JREZ949512 that includes a
stand-alone heating system.

10




Finding B. Adequacy of Justification for Base Realignment and Closure Project
JREZ949512

B.2. We recommend that the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller):

a. Reduce the funding currently allocated for the realignment of Griffiss
Air Force Base, New York, by at least $1 million for project IREZ949512 for
the 10th Mountain Infantry Division.

b. Make future adjustments to the FYs 1995 and 1996 fund allocations,
as appropriate, based on the submission of a revised DD Form 1391,
"FYs 1995 and 1996 Military Construction Project Data."

Air Force Comments. The Air Force agreed to withhold awarding a contract
for project JREZ949512. The entire project will be deleted if the 1995 Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Commission accepts the Air Force
recommendation to relocate the 10th Mountain Infantry Division support
function to Ft. Drum, New York.

Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) Comments. The Under Secretary
of Defense (Comptroller) agreed to reduce the appropriated funding for project
JREZ949512 by $1 million in FY 1996, revise the DD Form 1391, and
reprogram the savings to support other base realignment and closure
requirements.

Audit Response. The actions proposed by the Air Force and the Under
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) meet the intent of our recommendations,
and no additional comments are required.
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Appendix A. Scope, Methodology, and Internal
Management Control Program

Scope and Methodology

Limitations to Overall Audit Scope. COBRA develops cost estimates as a
BRAC package for a particular realigning or closing base and does not develop
estimates by individual BRAC MILCON project. Therefore, we were unable to
determine the amount of cost increases for each individual BRAC MILCON

project.

Overall Audit Selection Process. We reviewed the FY 1996 BRAC MILCON
$1.4 billion budget submitted by the Military Departments and the Defense
Logistics Agency. We excluded projects that were previously reviewed by DoD
audit organizations. We grouped the remaining BRAC MILCON projects by
location and selected groups of projects that totaled at least $1 million for each
group.

Scope of Audit. We reviewed two construction and renovation projects, valued
at $5.2 million, required for the realignment of organizations and missions at
Griffiss AFB.

Audit Standards and Locations. This economy and efficiency audit was made
from January through February 1995 in accordance with auditing standards
issued by the Comptroller General of the United States as implemented by the
Inspector General, DoD. Accordingly, we included tests of controls considered
necessary. The audit did not rely on computer-processed data or statistical
sampling procedures. Appendix D lists the organizations visited or contacted
during the audit.
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Appendix A. Scope, Methodology, and Internal Management Control Program

Internal Management Control Program

DoD Directive 5010.38, "Internal Management Control Program,” April 14,
1987, requires DoD organizations to have internal management control
procedures in place and to periodically evaluate the adequacy of those internal
controls.

Internal Controls Reviewed. The audit reviewed internal controls over
validating BRAC MILCON budget requirements. Specifically, we reviewed Air
Force procedures for planning, programming, budgeting, and documenting
BRA% 9lvg%CON requirements applicable to projects JREZ949512 and
JREZ959501.

Adequacy of Internal Controls. Internal controls over MILCON budget
estimates and the adequacy of management's implementation of the DoD
Internal Management Control Program are discussed in Inspector General,
DoD, Report No. 94-107, "Griffiss Air Force Base, New York, Defense Base
Realignment and Closure Budget Data for Military Construction At Other
Sites," May 19, 1994. The report stated that the Air Force internal controls
were not adequate in the areas of planning, programming, budgeting, and
documenting the BRAC MILCON requirements related to the realignment
projects. As a result of having identified a significant overstatement of
requirements during our audit, we believe that the internal control weaknesses
have not been corrected, and still exist.
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Appendix B. Summary of Prior Audits and
Other Reviews

Since 1991, numerous Inspector General, DoD, audit reports have addressed
DoD BRAC issues. Selected reports are identified here.

Report No. Report Title Date

95-051 Defense Base Realignment and Closure December 9, 1994
Budget Data for Closing Mare Isiand Naval
Shipyard, California, and Realigning
Projects to Various Sites

95-041 Defense Base Realignment and Closure November 25, 1994
Budget Data for the Closure of Marine
Corps Air Stations Ell Toro and Tustin,
California, and the Realignment to Naval
Air Station Miramar, California

95-039 Defense Base Realignment and Closure November 25, 1994
Budget Data for Naval Air Station
Miramar, California, Realigning to Naval
Air Station Fallon, Nevada

95-037 Realignment of the Fleet and Mine Warfare November 23, 1994
Training Center from Naval Station
Charleston, South Carolina, to Naval
Station Ingleside, Texas

95-029 Defense Base Realignment and Closure November 15, 1994
Budget Data for Naval Air Station
Miramar, California, and Realigning
Projects to Various Sites

95-010 Defense Base Realignment and Closure October 17, 1994
Budget Data for Marine Corps Air Station
Tustin, California, and Realignment to
Marine Corps Air Station Camp Pendleton,
California

16




Appendix C. Summary of Potential Benefits

Amount and/or
Type of Benefit

Resulting From Audit
Recommendation
Reference Description of Benefit
A.l1.,, B.1. Internal Control. Requires revised
and resubmitted BRAC MILCON
estimates to reflect the most
cost-effective alternative and
requires withholding contract
awards.

A.2. Economy and Efficiency. Reduces
the FY 1993 BRAC MILCON
authorizations for overstated
requirements.

B.2. Economy and Efficiency. Reduces

the FY 1993 BRAC MILCON
authorizations for overstated
requirements.

Undeterminable. *

At least $1.3 million
of FY 1995 BRAC
MILCON funds put to
better use.

At least $1 million of
FY 1995 BRAC
MILCON funds put to
better use.

*Exact amount of additional benefits to be realized will be determined by future budget
decisions and budget requests.
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Appendix D. Organizations Visited or Contacted

Office of the Secretary of Defense

Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Technology, Washington, DC
Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), Washington, DC
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Economic Security), Washington, DC
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Economic Reinvestment and Base
Realignment and Closure), Washington, DC
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force Management and Personnel), Washington, DC

Department of the Army

Forces Command, Fort McPherson, GA
10th Mountain Infantry Division, Fort Drum, NY

Department of the Navy

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Alexandria, VA
Atlantic Division, Norfolk, VA

Department of the Air Force

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Installations), Washington, DC
Office of the Civil Engineer, Director of Plans and Programs, Washington, DC
Deputy Chief of Staff Plans and Operations, Washington, DC

Air Force Operations Support Center, Base Transition Division, Washington, DC
Air Combat Command, Langley Air Force Base, VA

416th Civil Engineer Squadron, Griffiss Air Force Base, NY

Northeast Air Defense Sector, Griffiss Air Force Base, NY
Director, Air National Guard, Washington, DC

Air National Guard Readiness Center, Andrews Air Force Base, MD
Air Force Base Conversion Agency, Rosslyn, VA

18




Appendix E. Report Distribution

Office of the Secretary of Defense

Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Technology
Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)
Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Economic Security)
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Economic Reinvestment and Base
Realignment and Closure)
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force Management and Personnel)
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Reserve Affairs)
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition Reform)
Assistant to the Secretary of Defense (Public Affairs)

Department of the Army

Auditor General, Department of the Army

Department of the Navy

Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Financial Management)
Auditor General, Department of the Navy

Department of the Air Force

Secretary of the Air Force

Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Financial Management and Comptroller)
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Installations)

Auditor General, Department of the Air Force

Defense Organizations

Director, Defense Contract Audit Agency

Director, Defense Logistics Agency

Director, National Security Agency

Inspector General, Central Imagery Office

Inspector General, National Security Agency

Director, Defense Logistics Studies Information Exchange
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Non-Defense Federal Organizations and Individuals

Office of Management and Budget
Technical Information Center, National Security and International Affairs Division,

General Accounting Office

Chairman and Ranking Minority Member of Each of the Following Congressional
Committees and Subcommittees:

Senate Committee on Appropriations

Senate Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations

Senate Commiittee on Armed Services

Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs

House Committee on Appropriations

House Subcommittee on National Security, Committee on Appropriations

House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight

House Subcommittee on National Security, International Affairs, and Criminal
Justice, Committee on Government Reform and Oversight

House Committee on National Security

Honorable Alfonse D' Amato, U.S. Senate

Honorable D. Patrick Moyihan, U.S. Senate

Honorable Sherwood Boehlert, U.S. House of Representatives
Honorable John M. McHugh, U.S. House of Representatives
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Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)
Comments

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
1100 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON. OC 2030i-1100

COMPTROLLER

(Program/Budget}

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR AUDITING, DOD IG

SUBJECT: Audit of Defense Base Realignment and Closure Budget
Data for Griffiss Air Force Base, New York (Project
No. 5CG-5017.19)

This responds to your March 10, 1995, memorandum requesting
our comments on the subject report.

The audit recommends funding be reduced by $2.3 million
for two projects associated with the closure and realignment
of Griffiss AFB, New York, on the basis that the projected cost
is overstated and include items that do not qualify for BRAC.

We agree with the audit recommendations. The funding
for the two projects is included in the FY 1996 budget request.
If funds for the projects are appropriated in FY 1996, we will
reduce the funding allocation, revise the DD 1391 forms, and
reprogram the savings to support other base realignment and

closure requirements.

RONALD A. DAVIDSCN
DEPUTY COMPTROLLER
(PROGRAM/BUDGET)
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Department of the Air Force Comments

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

28 mp 1005

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR AUDITING
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

FROM: HQ USAFRT
1670 Air Force Pentagon
Washington, DC 20330-1670

SUBJECT: Draft Audit Report of Defense Base Realignment and Closure Budget Data
for Griffiss Air Force Base, New York (Project No. 5CG-5017.19)

This is in reply to your memorandum to the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
(Financial Management and Comptroller) requesting Air Force Comments on the draft
Teport

The first DoD (IG) recommendation is on BRAC MILCON at Griffiss AFB, NY
concerning project JREZ 959501 for construction to house the Northeast Air Defense
Sector (ANG)

DoD (IG) COMMENTS: A.1 We recommend the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the
Air Force (Installations) direct the Air National Guard 1o0:

a. Prepare a new DD Form 1391, “FYs 1995 and 1996 Military Construction
Project Data,” to renovate Building 102 for project JREZ 959501.

b. Withhold awarding a contract to construct a new building for project JREZ
959501.

AIR FORCE COMMENTS: Concur., The project for a new building at a programmed
amount of $1.9 Million in FY 1996 has already been placed on hold, pending action by the
1995 Base Closure Commission. Design of Building 102 renovation will be authorized in
August 1995 if the commission accepts our recommendations.

The Second DoD (IG) recommendation calls for deleting the stand-alone heating
system for project JREZ 949512, 10th Mountain Complex (ANG)

DoD (IG) COMMENTS: B.1 We recommend the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the
Air Force (Installadons) direct the Air Nationa! Guard to:
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a. Prepare a new DD Form 1391 “FY 1995 and 1996 Military Construction Project
Data™: 1o exclude the stand-alone heating system for project JREZ 949512,

b. Withhold awarding a contract for project JREZ 949512 that includes a stand
alone heating system.

AIR FORCE COMMENTS: Concur. The Air Force has placed the entire MILCON
project “on hold” pending action by the Base Closure Commission. If the commission
accepts our recommendation, to relocate the function to Ft. Drum, NY, the entire project
will be deleted.

Our Point of Contact for this report is Mr. Lester R. Schaver, HQ USAF/CEC, DSN

227-6559.
. BLUME, JR., Major General, USAF
ecial Assistant to the Chief of Staff

for Base Realignment and Transition
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