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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 USAFlCV Gave Privatization in Place (PIP) Full and 
Fair Opportunity to Compete for This Workload With 30 
Sept 96 Closure Goal 

~ a w  Requires Closure by the End of FY99 

Personnel Resources Removed From AF Budget (FY97 
and Out) 







PLAN B ASSESSMENTS 

Air Force Cost Estimates 



NONRECURRING 
COSTS PLAN B 

Personnel Major Trainina Reats Major Projects 

Realigned 1,320 Gyro Mechanic Training Clean Rooms 

Eliminated 275 Software Eng Training Isolation Piers 

(Rolled Into Personnel #) 

Cost Summary fM) 

Construction $43.5 

Personnel $39.9 

Transportation $189.1 

Other $1 5.0 

lntm Supt $21.7 

Total $309.2 

Phasinq 

Fy95 Fy96 Fy97 Fy98 Fy99 EYeP 

$1.5M $31.9M $102.OM $124.61111 $38.2M $1.5M 



Plan B - Transition 
Schedule 





I I Coopers 
I & Lybrand 

Range Estimate Summary By 
Category For Option "B" 
Estimate 

Millions of Dollars 

IPS 

21.70 

21.70 

89.80 

Other 

15.00 

15.00 
-- 

15.00 

Low Range. 
, -- 

AFMC 

High ~ange. 

MilCon 

32.30 

43.50 
-- 

80.40 

Personnel 

27.56 

39.87 

39.87 

Transport 

51 .OO 

189.10 

205.00 
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SOU 
SCH 

27 Apr: 

3 May: 

17 Jun: 

30 Sep: 

I Dec: 

15 Dec: 

RCE SELECT10 
EDULE 

Offeror Conference 

RFP Release 

Proposal Receipt. 

Request BAFO 

SSA Decision 

Contract Awards 





i 
AIR FORCE PIP COST 
ESTIMATE' 

Nonrecurring (FY96197) $62.2M* 
I 

AGMC Transition Office Recurring Cost Estimates 

FY96** FY97 FY98 FY99 FYOO 

$1 17.3M $1 83.1 M $1 84.OM $1 68.1 M $1 71.2M 

(Quantity of Work As of 1 Dec 94) 

$70.6M $1 65.8M $1 66.4M $1 61.8M $1 58.9M 

(Quantity of Work As of 1 Mar 95) 

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

** Transition Year 







I Conclusions & Recommendations 
Coopers for PIP Estimate 
& Lybrand 

Methodology Appears Sound 

Source Documentation Appears Adequate, But 
Costs May Fluctuate Greatly 

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

Forecasted Workload to Actual Workload 

Other Variables 

AGMC Sales Prices 

I To Improve the Estimate's Accuracy and Reduce 
the Size of the C&L Range, We Recommend 
Revisiting the Three Critical ltems 

For Official Use Only May 1,1995 I 



CONCLUSIONS 

4 AF Aggressively Working PIP 

AF Recognizes Risk 

May Need Flexibility If Proposals Render 
PIP Effort Not Feasible 

4 Will Keep Congress and BRAC 
Commission Informed of Progress 
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CLOSURE OPTIONS 

4 Privatization in Place (PIP) 

Contract Most of the Current AFMC Workloads 

GuidancelNavigation Maintenance 

a Metrology Standards LablTech Order 

AF Metrology and Calibration MGM Remain Organic in- 
I Place 

Plan B 

Backup If PIP Does Not Work 

Move All AGMC Workloads to Organic Sources 
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PLAN B ASSESSMENTS 

Air Force Cost Estimates 



NONRECURRING 
COSTS PLAN B 

Personnel Major Trainina Reats Major Proiects 

Realigned 1,320 Gyro Mechanic Training Clean Rooms 

Eliminated 275 Software Eng Training Isolation Piers 

(Rolled Into Personnel #) 

Cost Summary (MI 

Construction $43.5 

Personnel $39.9 

Transportation $189.1 

Other $1 5.0 

lntm Supt $21.7 
Total $309.2 

Phasing 

FY95 Fy96 Fy97 Fy98 Fy99 FYOO 

$1.5M $31.9M $102.OM $124.61111 $38.2M $1.5M 



a 
Plan B - Transition 
Schedule 



I 

Coopers 
Approach For Option "B" 

& Lybrand Estimate 

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

+ Actual Estimates by Qualified Vendors 

I + 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 



Range Estimate Summary By 
Category For Option "B" 
Estimate 

Millions of Dollars 
250 

For Official Use Only May 1,1995 

Low Range . 
AFMC 

High~ange. 

Personnel 

27.56 

39.87 

39.87 

MilCon 

32.30 

43.50 

80.40 

Transport 

51 .OO 

189.10 

205.00 

Other 

15.00 

15.00 

15.00 

IPS 

21.70 

21.70 

89.80 

, 
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a 
PRIVATIZATION IN 
PLACE (PIP) 

4 Strategy 

Schedule 

Air Force Cost Estimates 
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27 Apr: Offeror Conference 

3 May: RFP Release 

17 Jun: Proposal Receipt. 

30 Sep: Request BAFO 

1 Dec: SSA Decision 

OURCE SELECTION 
CHEDULE 

1 15 Dec: Contract Awards 



ADDITIONAL PROGRAM 
FEATURES 

C&L Source Selection Participation 

Evaluation of Cost Analysis Process and 
Results 

Source Selection Evaluation Board Report 
Addendum 



AIR 
EST 
irecurring 

FORCE IP COS 

AGMC Transition Office Recurring Cost Estimates 

FY96** FY97 FY98 FY99 FYOO 

$1 17.3M $1 83.1 M $1 84.OM $1 68.1 M $1 71.2M 

(Quantity of Work As of I Dec 94) 

$70.6M $1 65.8M $1 66.4M $1 61.8M $1 58.9M 

(Quantityof Work As of 1 Mar 95) 

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

** Transition Year 





I 
Coopers 
& Lybrand 

PIP Range Estimate By Fiscal Year 

Range of Estimates Versus Point Estimate 
Millions of Dollars 

/ Fiscal Year 1 FY96 1 FY97 1 FY98 1 FY99 1 

1 I 
For Official Use Only May 1, 1995 
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CONCLUSIONS 

AF Aggressively Working PIP 

4 AF Recognizes Risk 

May Need Flexibility If Proposals Render 
PIP Effort Not Feasible 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE A I R  FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

3FclCE OF THE GEhERAL C3UVSEL 

MEMORANDUM FOR HQ USAFLGMM 
HQ AFMCIJA 

FROM: SAFIGCN 
1480 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 203 30- 1480 

SUBJECT; Newark AFB Disposal Issues 

A number of issues relating to the disposal and reuse of Newark Ohio, h:~ve bee11 
presented to this office for resolution Because these issues arc related, this opir~iorr will  :id(irttsh 
each of those issues. 

The issues arise fi-om the closure of Newark AFB under the direction of the 1993 L)cfense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission, rnade effective by the approval of the l'rexident arid 
the absence of congress~onal disapproval Under that direction, Newark ./U:R is to bc clo~ed, 
including the Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) depot Althoupjl the I)ol) 
recommendation anticipated the privatization m place PIP) of most of the workload. tlic 
Commission expressed some doubt about that potential and, while allowing PIP, s~rnply ~,~!.lcd fix 
the movement of some workload to other depot maintenance activities including thc private 
sector 

The issues include the following questions. (1) whether the Air Force Metrolob?. anti 
Calibration Materiel Group Manager (AFME'I'CAI, MGM), in whole or In par t, can r cr~lain in 
facilities at the closed Newark PLFB, (2) whether use restrictiorls described In the 6 F e b ~  ual q 

1995, memorandum from HQ AFMCIJA, a copy of which is attached, arc appropr-latc, anti  ( 3 )  
what impact on these issues, if any, is posed by the legal requirert~ent that the fedcr a! government 
retain title for long-term presence on closed installations. 

HQ AFMC is currently pursuing a privatization in place strategy fur the workload frorn 
the AGMC depot. This strategy involves the transfer of real property t o  the local I cdcvt:lopment 
authority, either by lease or deed, and a contract between the Air Force and a coritracto~ w h o  
would perform the work in the transferred real property, using government firmished equipment 
An exception to the privatization of the workload from AGMC is the rrurlagement of thc 
AFMETCAL program, which would remain an Air Force organic function The Air 1:or-ce ~n tcnds  
to locate this management function at the Newark facility to oversee the contractor's pclfrlnance 
of the AFMETCAL production work 



The stated purpose ofthe MMETCAI, filnction is the oversight ofthe corltractor work 
According to AFMC, collocation is critical becai~se of tile iriteraction with the  W O I  h pc.1 fill rr1r.d , i t  

present by the Air Force Measurement Standards laboratory, but which work is to be dssigned t o  
another depot or privatized under the base closure reconlrnendation As a result, AFhl(' ;isse~ rs 
the AFMETCAL hnction should be located wherever the Measurement work is beins perforn~ed 
In my opinion, this arrangement would pennit the location of the . W T C A T ,  fi~nctiorl wit11 a 
contractor, even if the contractor established their operation at the closed Ncwar k ,4Fl3 Of 
course, it should similarly be located with the contractor, or assigned to another depot, if thc 
workload is transferred to another location T h s  should be accounted for in the contract 
specifications, or accommodated in the event the work is ass~gned to :inothcr Don dcpc'r Kt rrlay 
well be that the AFMETCAI, workload should tr-ansfer to another Military Dcl~artrnent i f  rhc 
AFMSL workload transfers t o  that 1)epartrnent 

Turning to  the issue of the proposed restrictive covenants, wc do not fLel i t  is rleccssanl to 
retain access rights. The need fbr  such access arises only in the c \ m t  1 ti31 privatizatit~n in pl:icc: 
ultimately is effected. The real need, however, is thar the A f . ' A ~ l f ~ ' l ' C ' ~ l L  I)e prcn.idcd colloi-nric?ri 
rights with the workload. Since the AFmTCAL, function's rercntior~ is conringent on the 
contract award, the provision of sufficient space for AFhllETCrU, should be yar t 0 1 .  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) ths cotild be arranged between the  Imcal Kcdcvcloprntznt 
Authority (LRA) and the contractor. 

Any contrary arrangement, such as the restrictive covenants req~~estcd, would b e  
inconsistent with base closure policy and possibly the base closure law. Ttlr rccomn~cr~datio~\ of '  
the 1993 Commission, now given legal force, requires the clos~lr.c of the iristallatic.)n, w~tliollt 
reservation of an Ajr Force cantonmer~t area Foliouring a closule, tht: property is typically 
disposed of to private parties based on a determination that i t  is surplus property The declaration 
of surplus is based on a finding that the Govenlrnent has no need for the property (32 C:t-t< 
91.3(d), (i)). The proposed reservation of rights is arguably inconsisterit wit11 both the hast: 
closure direction and the declaration of surplus It is also inconsistent with the gener:tI policy of 
allowing the community to develop the plan for redeveloprnent of the property. The Doll 
implementing regulations do not provide for the retention of access rights except for purposes of 
carrying out our statutory obligations with respect to continued rer~~cdiation of environmental 
contamination. 

A final issue involves the requirement that any military unit or organization rhar utill 
remain long term on a pan of a closing .4ir  For-ce base must retain thc fbc t i~le t o  thc prnl.)ci\y 
This requirement does not conflict 4 t h  the opinion above. To the contrary, I ~ I ~  retcr~tion o f  title 
would be inconsistent with the only premise by whic11 ~\FbfL:'l'C:/ll. vvould tjc at~le ro r c ~ n s ; ~ ~  
the base. Since the AFMETCAL operation will be remaining at Newark only i r ~  t hc cvclir I tlat a 
contractor is performing work at the Newa~k  site, space for AlME'l'(: .4I,  in [hat casc ~voulcl l)r 
provided by the contractor. 
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In summary, it is my opinioo that the AFMETCAL could remain at the closed Newark 
AFB in space provided by a contractor in the event that the PIP proposal is successfitl. There is 
no justifkation to retain title to or burden with restrictive covenants conveyance of the property 
on which the privatized AGMC workload wilt continue to be performed. Any space and access 
requirements should be addressed in the negotiations with an eventuaI contractor. 

Assistant General Counsel 

Attachment 
HQ AFMC/JA Itr, 6 Ftb 95 



The stated purpose of the AFMETCAL hnction 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 hleasurement 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 hnction should be located wherever the Measurement work is being performed. 
In my opinion, this arrangement would permit the location of the AFMETCAL hnction 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 colIocation 
rights with the workload. Since the AFMETCAL bnction's retention is contingent on the 
contract award, the provision of suficient 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 (PLP) this could be arranged between the Local Redevelopment 
Authority FRA) 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 
9 1.3(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 pan 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 work at the Newark site, space for AFMETCAL in that case would be 
provided by the contractor. 



OFFICE GF THE GENERAL C X N S E L  

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR HQ USAFJLGMM 
HQ AFMCIJA 

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

SUBJECT: Newark AFEI 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 
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: ( I )  whether the Air Force Metrology and 
Calibration Materiel Group Manager (AFMETCAL MGM), in whole or in part, can remain in 
facilities at the closed Newark AFB; (2) whether use restrictions described in the 6 February 
1995, memorandum tiom 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 fiom 
the AGMC depot. This strategy involves the transfer of real property to the local redevelopment 
nuthority, either by lease or deed, and a contract between the Air Force and a contractor who 
would perfom 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. 





COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : Neuark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT .SFF 

Star t ing Year : 1994 
Final Year : 1999 
R O I  Year : Imnediate 

NPV i n  2013(tK): -97,652 
I-Time Cost(SK): 33,499 

Net Costs (SKI Constant Dol lars 
1994 1995 Total - - - - -  

-4,500 
- 234,969 
-13,229 

9,093 
238,308 

590 

Beyond - - - -  - - - -  
M i  lCon 0 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 60 45 
Moving 0 3,100 
Missio 0 0 
Other 100 245 

TOTAL 160 3,390 

1994 1995 - - - -  - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Off 0 0 
En1 0 0 
Civ 0 0 
TOT 0 0 

1998 1999 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 0 
En 1 0 0 
Stu 0 0 
Civ 0 0 



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 F i l e  : A:\NEWARK.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DoD\DEPOT.SFF 

Costs (SKI Constant Dol lars 
1994 1995 - - - -  - - - -  

M i  lCon 0 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 60 45 
Moving 0 3,100 
Missio 0 0 
Other 100 245 

TOTAL 160 3,390 64,632 69,027 69,020 69,016 

Savings (SKI Constant 
1994 - - - -  

M i  lCon 0 
Person 0 
Overhd 0 
Moving 0 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

Dol Lars 
1995 - - - - 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 0 0 39,694 83,086 78,586 78,586 

Total - - - - -  
0 

24,175 
2,935 
9,237 

238,308 
590 

Total - - - - -  
4,500 

259,144 
16,164 

144 
0 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

73,986 
4,600 

0 
0 
0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As O f  13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995 

Department : USAF 
Opt ion Package : Newark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Year - - - -  
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
201 1 
2012 
2013 

Adjusted Cost($) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
157,844 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 1/6 
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DW\DEPOT.SFF 

( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

Category - - - - - - - -  
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Fami l y  Housing Construct ion  
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personne 1 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
El iminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unenp 1 oyment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Envirormental M i t i ga t i on  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

Cost Sub-Total 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 33,499,459 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 
Fami l y  Housing Cost Avoidances 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Envirormental M i t i ga t i on  Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings ------------.--------------------------- 

Total One-Time Savings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA 6.08) - Page 2/6 
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR w Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: Newark, OH 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

Category - - - - - - - -  
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  R I F  
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
El iminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unenployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Cost Sub-Total 
- - - - - - - -  - - - - -  

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 273,545 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 2,275,200 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 459,406 
Freight 28,961 
One-Time Moving Costs 6,200,000 

Total - Moving 9,237,112 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
E n v i r o m n t a l  M i t i ga t i on  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 590,000 

Total - Other 590,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 33,135,459 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 4,500,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 144,440 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i ga t i on  Savings 0 
One-T ime Unique Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Time Savings 4,644,440 
- - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total Net One-Time Costs 28,491,019 



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

Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA9S\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: H i l l ,  UT 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

Category - - - - - - - -  
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
El iminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

HAP / RSE 
Environmental M i t i ga t i on  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 28,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i ga t i on  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Time Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 28,000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/6 
Data As O f  13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: Kel ly, TX 
(ALL values i n  Dol lars)  

Category - - - - - - - -  
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
FamiLy Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  Neu Hires 
Etiminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Enviromental M i t i ga t i on  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Cost Sub-Total - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

Total One-Time Costs 56,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Enviromental M i t i ga t i on  Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Time Savings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 



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

Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\Dm\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: Robins, GA 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

Category - - - - - - - -  
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construct ion 
Family Housing Construct ion 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construct ion 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Ear l y  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  Neu Hires 
El iminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdoun 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total - - - -  - -  - - - - - - -  

HAP / RSE 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 280,000 --------------------------------------------------------.-----------.--------- 
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construct ion Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Time Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tota l  Net One-Time Costs 280,000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6/6 
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Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRAPS\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: Base X 
( A l l  values in Dol lars)  

Category - - - - - - - -  
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
El iminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Movina 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
~nvit-oninental M i  t i g a t  i on  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i ga t i on  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Time Savings 0 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - -  

Total Net One-Time Costs 0 
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Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOO\DEPOT.SFF 

ALL Costs i n  SK 
Total I MA Land Cost Total 

Base Name Mi lCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Newark 
H i l l  
Kel ly  
Robins 
Base X - - - - - - - - -  
Totals: 



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 F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA9S\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

MilCon f o r  Base: Newark, OH 

ALL Costs i n  SK 
Mi lCon Using Rehab New New Total 

Descript ion: Categ Rehab Cost* MilCon Cost* Cost* - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Total Construction Cost: 0 

+ I n f o  Management Account: 0 
+ Land Purchases: 0 
- Construction Cost Avoid: 4,500 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TOTAL: -4,500 

* A l l  MilCon Costs include Design, S i t e  Preparation, Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs where appl icable. 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As O f  13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : Neuark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEWARK.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\D@O\DEPOT.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: Newark, OH 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1994, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

32 60 0 1,679 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: H i l l ,  UT 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - -. - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
O f f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl i s ted  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  l i a n s  0 0 9 0 0 0 9 
TOTAL 0 0 9 0 0 0 9 

To Base: Kel ly,  TX 
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl i s ted  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  1 ians 0 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 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl i s ted  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i e n s  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 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  0 0 32 0 0 0 32 
Enl i s ted  0 0 60 0 0 0 60 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  1 ians 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 92 0 0 0 92 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  Newark, 
1994 1995 1996 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  0 0 32 
En1 i s t e d  0 0 60 
Students 0 0 0 
C i v i  1 ians 0 0 101 
TOTAL 0 0 193 

OH): 
1997 1998 1999 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
0 0 0 32 
0 0 0 60 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 101 
0 0 0 193 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl i s ted  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 -1,578 0 0 0 -1,578 
TOTAL 0 0 -1,578 0 0 0 -1,578 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l i ans  



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

Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR w Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOO\DEPOTSFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: H i l l ,  UT 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1994, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En1 i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

582 3,558 0 9,045 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: Newark, OH 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
O f f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl i s ted  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  1 ians 0 0 9 0 0 0 9 
TOTAL 0 0 9 0 0 0 9 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
1994 - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  0 
Enl i s ted  0 
Students 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 
TOTAL 0 

( I n t o  H i l l ,  UT): 
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 9 0 0 0 9 
0 9 0 0 0 9 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Action):  
O f f i c e r s  En1 i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

582 3,558 0 9,054 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: Kel ly,  TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1994. P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  1 ians - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

828 3,771 0 14,251 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: Neuark, OH 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl i s ted  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 15 0 0 0 15 
TOTAL 0 0 15 0 0 0 15 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  Kel ly,  TX): 
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl i s ted  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 15 0 0 0 15 
TOTAL 0 0 15 0 0 0 15 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Action): 
O f f i c e r s  En1 i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - m e * -  - - - - - - - - - -  

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 F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 

(r Std Fctrs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOO\DEPOT .SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: Robins, GA 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1994, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  1 ians - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

725 3,025 0 11,313 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: Newark, OH 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl i s ted  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 77 0 0 0 77 
TOTAL o o n o o o 77 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  Robins, GA): 
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
En l i s ted  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 0 77 0 0 0 77 
TOTAL 0 0 77 0 0 0 77 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  1 ians - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

725 3,025 0 11,390 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: Base X 

BASE POPULATlON (FY 1994, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En1 i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: Newark, OH 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
Of f i ce rs  0 0 32 0 0 0 32 
Enl i s ted  0 0 60 0 0 0 60 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civi l i a n s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 92 0 0 0 92 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  Base X): 
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  0 0 32 0 0 0 32 
En1 i s t e d  0 0 60 0 0 0 60 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 92 0 0 0 92 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

60 1 2,535 0 7,843 



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 F i l e  : A:\NEWARK.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i ans  Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions Avai lable 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i l i ans  Avai lable t o  Move 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  
C i v i l i ans  Moving 
New C i v i l i ans  Hired 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 

1998 1999 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

0 0 101 
0 0 1 1  
0 0 5 
0 0 15 
0 0 60 
0 0 10 
0 0 91 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 1 6 9  0 0 0 169 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 01,007 0 0 0 1007 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 157 0 0 0 157 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 9 1  0 0 0 9 1  

* Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C iv i l i ans  Not 
Ui L l i ng  t o  Move are not  appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

+ The Percentage o f  C i v i l i ans  Not W i l l i ng  t o  Move (Voluntary RlFs) varies from 
base t o  base. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change of  Station. The ra te  
o f  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.00% 
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Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: Newark, OH Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 60.00% 
Civ i l i ans  Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions Avai lable 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear 1 y Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 60.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i l i ans  Avai lable t o  Move 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

Total - - - - - 
101 
1 1  
5 
15 
60 
10 
91 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New C i v i l i ans  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 1 6 9  0 0 0 169 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 01,007 0 0 0 1 0 0 7  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 157 0 0 0 157 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i ans  Not 
U i l l i n g  t o  Move are not appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. . . 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change of  Station. The ra te  
o f  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.00% 
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Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEWARK.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: H i l l ,  UT Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posi t ions Avai lab le 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i l i a n s  Avai lab le t o  Move 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the  remainder) 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

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 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 0 9 0 0 0  9 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 0 0 2 0 0 0  2 
New C i v i l i a n s  Hired 0 0 7 0 0 0  7 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 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 7 0 0 0  7 

* Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move are not  appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. . . 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements invo lv ing  a PCS i s  50.00% 





PERSONNEL IMPACT 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 F i l e  : A:\NEWARK.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\OOD\DEPOT .SFF 

Base: Kel ly, TX Rate - - - -  
ClVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 
C i v i l i ans  Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions Avai lable 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i l i ans  Avai lable t o  Move 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RlFs ( the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  
C i v i l i ans  Moving 
Neu C i v i l i ans  Hired 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RlFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
T O T A L C I V I L I A N P R I O R I T Y P L A C E M E N T S #  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 1 4  0 0 0 14 

* Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i ans  Not 
W i l l i ng  t o  Move are not appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change of  Station. The ra te  
of PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.00% 
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Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEWARK.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: Robins, GA Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civ i  1 i an  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFsI* 10.00% 
Civ i l i ans  Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions Avai lable 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Ret i rement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFsI* 10.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i l i ans  Avai lable t o  Move 
C iv i  l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  
C i v i l i ans  Moving 
New C i v i l i ans  Hired 
Other C i v i l i a n  Additions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RlFS 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 

Total - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

* Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C iv i l i ans  Not 
W i l l i ng  t o  Move are not appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The ra te  
of  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.00% 
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Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEWARK.CBR w Std Fctrs F i  Le : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT .SFF 

Base: Base X Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 
C i v i l i ans  Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions Avai lable 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i l i ans  Avai lab le t o  Move 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the  remainder) 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
New C i v i l i ans  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 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 0 0 0 0  0 

* Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i ans  Not 
W i l l i ng  t o  Move are not  appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. . . 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change of  Station. The ra te  
of  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS D E T A I L  REPORT (COBRA v5 .08)  - P a g e  1/18 
D a t a  A s  O f  13 :58  02 /20 /1993,  R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  1 2 : 5 7  0 4 / 2 8 / 1 9 9 5  

D e p a r t m e n t  : USAF 
O p t i o n  P a c k a g e  : N e w a r k  
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR w S t d  F c t r s  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  ($K)--- - -  
CONSTRUCTlON 

M I  LCON 
Fain H o u s i n g  
L a n d  P u r c h  

O&M 
C I V  SALARY 

C i v  R I F  
C i v  R e t i r e  

C I V  MOVING 
P e r  D i e m  
POV M i l e s  
Home P u r c h  
HHG 
M i s c  
H o u s e  H u n t  
PPS 
R I T A  

FREIGHT 
P a c k i n g  
F r e i g h t  
V e h i c l e s  
D r i v i n g  

U n e m p l o y m e n t  
OTHER 

P r o g r a m  P l a n  
S h u t d o w n  
New H i r e  
I - T i m e  M o v e  

M I L  PERSONNEL 
M I L  MOVING 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

HHG 
M i s c  

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
E n v i  r o t m e n t a l  
1 n f o  M a n a g e  
I - T i m e  O t h e r  

TOTAL ONE-TIME 
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Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 1994 1995 1996 - - - - -  ($I<)----- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 0 0 
O&M 

RPMA 0 0 0 
BOS 0 0 73 
Unique Operat 0 0 0 
Civ Salary 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS 0 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 0 0 0 
En1 Salary 0 0 0 
House Allow 0 0 408 

OTHER 
Mission 0 0 34,044 
Misc Recur 0 0 217 
Unique Other 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 34,741 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COST 160 3,390 64,632 69,027 69,020 69,016 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  (SK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

O M  
I-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 

Tota l  
- - - - -  

Land Sales 
Envirormental 
I-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (SKI-----  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 
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Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 

r) Std Fctrs  F i  Le : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT . I F F  

ONE-TIME NET 1994 1995 1996 - - - - -  ($K)-----  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 0 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 

O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 0 19,027 
Civ Moving 0 0 2,578 
Other 60 3,145 7,582 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 0 315 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 
E n v i r o m n t a l  0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 
I-Time Other 100 245 245 
Land 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 160 3,390 29,746 

Total 
- - - - -  

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (SKI-----  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

House Allow 0 0 22 22 22 22 
OTHER w ~rocurement 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 
Mission 0 0 34,044 68,088 68,088 68,088 
Misc Recur 0 0 217 433 433 433 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 -4,808 -9,585 -9,585 -9,585 

TOTAL NET COST 160 3,390 24,938 -14,059 -9,566 -9,570 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/18 
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Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DM\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: Newark, OH 
ONE-TIME COSTS - - - - -  (OK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Farn Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Ret i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Dr iv ing  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 

OTHER 
Elim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envirormental 
I n f o  Manage 
1 - T i m e  Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
- - - - -  
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Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i  l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR w Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: Newark, OH 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1994 - - - - -  (SKI- - - - -  - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
O&M 

RPMA 0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COSTS 160 3,390 63,788 68,546 68,540 68,535 

ONE-TIME SAVES 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 - - - - -  - - - -  1999 
(SKI- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
M I  LCON 0 0 0 4,500 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 

O&M 
I-Time Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i  1 Moving 0 0 144 0 0 0 

Tota l  - - - - -  

OTHER 
Land Sales 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Environmental 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I -T ime Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 144 4,500 0 0 

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (SK)----- 

FAM HOUSE OPS 
om 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House ALlow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 39,694 83,086 78,586 78,586 
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Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT 

Base: Newark, OH 
ONE-TIME NET - - - - -  (SK)----- 

CONSTRUCTION 
M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi rormental 
I n f o  Manage 
I-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
- - - - -  

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (SKI- - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

M i l  Salary 0 0 

Procurement 0 0 
Mission 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 

TOTAL NET COST 160 3,390 
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Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: H i l l ,  UT 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1994 1995 1996 - - - - -  (SK)- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M 1 LCON 0 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 0 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 0 0 0 
Civ R e t i r e  0 0 0 

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 0 
POV Mi les 0 0 0 
Home Purch 0 0 0 
HHG 0 0 0 
Misc 0 0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 0 
PPS 0 0 0 
RITA 0 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 0 0 
Freight  0 0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 0 
Dr iv ing  0 0 0 

Unemployment 0 0 0 
OTHER 

Program Plan 0 0 0 
Shutdown 0 0 0 
New Hires 0 0 28 
I-Time Move 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 

POV Mi les 
HHG 
Misc 

OTHER 
ELim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
E n v i r o m n t a l  
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



APPROPRIATIONS D E T A I L  REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - P a g e  8/18 
D a t a  A s  O f  13:58 02/20/1993, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  12:57 04/28/1995 

D e p a r t m e n t  : USAF 
O p t i o n  P a c k a g e  : N e u a r k  
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR w S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base:  H i l l ,  UT 
RECURRINGCOSTS - - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
U n i q u e  O p e r a t  
C i v  S a l a r y  
CHAMPUS 
C a r e t a k e r  

M I L  PERSONNEL 
O f f  S a l a r y  
E n 1  S a l a r y  
H o u s e  A l l o w  

OTHER 
M i s s i o n  
M i s c  R e c u r  
U n i q u e  O t h e r  

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  - - - - -  
0 

B e y o n d  
- - m e - -  

0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 33 5 

ONE-TIME SAVES 1994 1995 1996 1997 - - - - -  ( S K I - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 0 0 0 0 
Fam H o u s i n g  0 0 0 0 

O&M 
1 - T i m e  M o v e  0 0 0 0 

M I L  PERSONNEL 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

M i l  M o v i n a  0 0 0 0 - 
W O Z  S a t e s  0 0 0 0 

E n v i r o r m e n t a l  0 0 0 0 
I - T i m e  O t h e r  0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 0 0 

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  ( S K I - - - - -  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
U n i q u e  O p e r a t  
C i v  S a l a r y  
CHAMPUS 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
O f f  S a l a r y  
E n 1  S a l a r y  
H o u s e  A l l o w  

OTHER 
P r o c u r e m e n t  
M i s s i o n  
M i s c  R e c u r  
U n i q u e  O t h e r  

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a  1 
- - - - -  

0 

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

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRlATlONS 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 F i l e  : A:\NEWARK.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOO\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: H i l l ,  UT 
ONE-TIME NET 1994 1995 1996 - - - - -  ( $K) - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 0 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 

O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 0 0 
Civ Moving 0 0 0 
Other 0 0 28 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 
Envi rormental 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 0 
Land 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 28 

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (BK) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
08M 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 

Total 
- - - - -  

Total 
- - - - - 

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

0 
5 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
5 

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 F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DCO\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: Kel ly,  TX 
ONE-TIME COSTS - - - - -  (SKI-----  

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ R e t i r e  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Dr i v ing  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires 
I-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

MIL MOVING w Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
HHG 
Misc 

OTHER 
El im PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
E n v i r o m n t a l  
I n f o  Manage 
1 - T i m e  Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 11/18 
Data As O f  13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEWARK.CBR w Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: Kel ly, TX 
RECURRINGCOSTS - - - - -  ($K)-----  
FAM HWSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A 1  low 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 60 4 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  (SKI-----  
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
I-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i  L Movina 

Total 
- - - - -  

- 
OTHER 

Land Sales 
Envirormental 
I-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (SK)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
80s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 



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

Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT .SFF 

Base: Kel ly, TX 
ONE-TIME NET - - - - -  (SKI - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
I-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
- - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
- - - - -  ($K)-----  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OW 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

M i l  Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 0 0 0 0 
Mission 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 4 4 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 60 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 F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOO\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: Robins, 
ONE-TIME COSTS - - - - -  (SK)----- 

CONSTRUCTION 
M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Ret i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Dr iv ing  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires 
I-Time Move 

Total 
- - - - -  

MIL PERSONNEL M;;;yr 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 

OTHER 
E l im PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
E n v i r o m n t a l  
I n f o  Manage 
I-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 14/18 
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEWARK.CBR w Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: Robins, GA 
RECURRINGCOSTS - - - - -  1994 

(SKI-----  - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 0 
O&M 
RPMA 0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
CHAMPUS 0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
House Allow 0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

Tota l  
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 31 1 3 1 

ONE-TIME SAVES 1994 1995 1996 1997 - - - - -  (SKI-----  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 

OW 
I-Time Move 0 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 0 0 0 

Tota l  
- - - - -  

Envirormental 0 0 0 0 
I - T i m e  Other 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 0 0 

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (SK)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OW 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 15/18 
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEWARK.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: Robins, GA 
ONE-TIME NET 1994 - - - - -  (SK)- - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 0 
Fam Housing 0 

O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 0 
Civ Moving 0 
Other 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 
I-Time Other 0 
Land 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 

Total - - - - -  

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (SK)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OBM 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ  Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Total 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

M i l  Salary 
House ~ l l o u  

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 31 1 3 1 



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

Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i  l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 
Std Fctrs  FiLe : C:\COBRA95\AF\DaD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: Base X 
ONE-TIME COSTS - - - - -  (EK)----- 

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

08M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Ret i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Dr iv ing  

Unempl oyment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hires 
I-Time Move 

Total 
- - - - -  

MIL PERSONNEL -- 

MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 0 0 0 0 
POV Miles 
HHG 
Misc 

OTHER 
El im PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
E n v i r o w n t a l  
I n f o  Manage 
1 -T ime  Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



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 F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: Base X 
RECURRINGCOSTS - - - - -  (SKI-----  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
OBM 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 44 1 44 1 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - -  (OK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
HI LCON 
Fam Housing 

OBM 
I-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

Total - - - - -  

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
I-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  (SK)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OBM 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Total - - - - -  
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 18/18 
Data As O f  13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\OOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: Base X 
ONE-TIME NET - - - - -  ( $K) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
I-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
- - - - -  

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (SKI-----  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
OBM 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 

Tota l  
- - - - -  

0 

0 
134 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1,630 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1,764 

1 ,764 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 

0 
33 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
408 

0 
0 
0 
0 

44 1 

44 1 

House A1 low 
OTHER 

Procurement 
Mission 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 44 1 44 1 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 44 1 44 1 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA ~5.08)  
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:57 04/28/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i  l e  : A:\NEWARK.CBR 
Std Fctrs FiLe : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base - - - -  
Newark 
H i l l  
Ke l l y  
Robins 
Base X 

Base - - - -  
Newark 
H i l l  
Ke l l y  
Robins 
Base X 

Base 
- - - -  
Newark 
H i l l  
Ke l l y  
Robins 
Base X 

Personne 1 
Change %Change - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

RPMA(S) 
Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

-3,800,000 -100% 2,146 
0 OX 0 
0 0% 0 
0 0% 0 
0 0% 0 

RPMABOS(S) 
Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

-4,600,000 -100% 2,597 
4,644 0% 516 
3,609 0% 240 

31,156 0% 405 
33,461 0% 364 

SF 
Change %Change Chg/Per 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

-744,000 -100% 420 
0 0% 0 
0 0% 0 
0 0% 0 
0 0% 0 

BOS(S) 
Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

-800,000 -100% 452 
4,644 0% 516 
3,609 0% 240 

31,156 0% 405 
33,461 0% 364 



RPHA/BOS CHANGE 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 F i l e  : A:\NEWARK.CBR 

I11I1( Std Fctrs  F i  Le : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOO\DEPOT .SFF 

NetChange(SK1 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total Beyond 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
RPMA Change 0 0 -1,805 -3,800 -3,800 -3,800 -13,205 -3,800 
BOS Change 0 0 -485 -727 -727 -727 -2,667 -727 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

TOTAL CHANGES 0 0 -2,291 -4,527 -4,527 -4,527 -15,872 -4,527 



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 F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\OOD\OEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1994 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construct ion/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name - - - - - - - - - 
Newark, OH 
H i l l ,  UT 
Kel ly,  TX 
Robins, GA 
Base X 

Strategy: - - - - - - - - - 
Closes i n  FY 1999 
Realignment 
Real i gnment 
Realignment 
Realignment 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: - - - - - - - - - -  
Newark, OH 
Newark, OH 
Newark, OH 
Newark. OH 
H i l l ,  UT 

r ;:::: :; 
  ell;, TX 
Kel ly,  TX 
Robins, GA 

To Base: - - - - - - - -  
H i l l ,  UT 
Kel ly,  TX 
Robins, GA 
Base X 
Kel ly,  TX 
Robins, GA 
Base X 
Robins, GA 
Base X 
Base X 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from Newark, OH t o  H i  11, UT 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Transfers from Newark, OH t o  Kel ly ,  TX 

O f f i c e r  Posit ions: 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Distance: 
- - - -  - - - - -  
I, 724 mi 
1,338 mi 

717 mi 
1,000 mi 
1,356 mi 
2,006 mi 
1,000 mi 
1,038 mi 
1,000 mi 
1,000 mi 



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 F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e :  C:\CO0RA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers frm Newark, OH t o  Robins, GA 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
Of f i ce r  Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 
Enl is ted Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Positions: 0 0 77 0 0 
Student Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 

Transfers frm Newark, OH t o  Base X 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
Of f i ce r  Positions: 0 0 32 0 0 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 0 0 60 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: Newark, OH 

Total Of f i ce r  Employees: w Total En l i s ted  Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i ans  Not U i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
Enl is ted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mile): 

Name: H i l l ,  UT 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 582 
Total En l i s ted  Employees: 3,558 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C iv i  Lian Employees: 9,045 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 31.0% 
Civ i l i ans  Not W i l l i ng  To Move: 10.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 
Total Base Facilit ies(KSF1: 11,538 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 0 
Enl i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 9 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 96 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.10 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS Sh i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeouner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payrol l  (SK/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Sh i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

Yes 
No 



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

Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR - Std Fctrs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT .SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: Kel ly, TX 

Total Of f i ce r  Employees: 
Total En l i s ted  Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C iv i l i ans  Not U i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
Enl is ted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Name: Robins, GA 

Total Of f i ce r  Employees: 725 
Total En l i s ted  Employees: 3,025 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C iv i  1 ian  Employees: 11,313 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 51.0% 
C i v i l i ans  Not U i l l i n g  To Move: 10.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 
Total Base Facilit ies(KSF1: 11,795 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 0 
Enl is ted VHA ($/Month): 13 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 70 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le): 0.10 

Name: Base X 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total En l i s ted  Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i ans  Not W i l l i ng  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month) : 
Enl is ted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) :  

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Comnunications (SK/Year): 
80s Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Sh i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Sh i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Sh i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

Yes 
No 

Yes 
N 0 

Yes 
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 : Neuark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEWARK.CBR w Std Fctrs F i  Le : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT .SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: Neuark, OH 

I-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 
I-Time Unique Save (SK): 
!-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
I-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd(SK): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SKI: 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (%I: 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci l  ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: H i l l ,  UT 

I-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
I-Time Unique Save (OK): 
I-Time Moving Cost (OK): 
I-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-MiLCon Reqd(SK): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 
Construct i on  Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%): 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci l  ShutOoun(KSF): 

Name: Kel ly, TX 
1994 - - - -  

I-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 0 
I-Time Unique Save (SKI: 0 
I-Time Moving Cost (SK): 0 
I-Time Moving Save (SKI: 0 
Env Non-MiLCon Reqd(SK): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SK): 0 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 0 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 0 
Construction Schedule(%): 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%): 0% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 

1995 1996 1997 1998 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
245 245 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
3,100 3,100 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 34,044 68,088 68,088 
0 0 0 0 
0 217 433 433 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 100% 0% 
0 0 4,500 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

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: 

1995 1996 1997 1998 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
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 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Fami l y  Housing ShutDown: 



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 F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  Le : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT . I F F  

INPUT SCREEN F IVE  - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: Robins, GA 

I-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 
I-Time Unique Save (SK): 
I-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
I-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd(SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SKI: 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (%): 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: Base X 
1994 - - - -  

I-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 0 
I-Time Unique Save (OK): 0 
I-Time Moving Cost (SKI: 0 
I-Time Moving Save (SK): 0 
Env Non-MiLCon Reqd(SK): 0 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SKI: 0 
Ac t i vMiss ionSave  (SKI: 0 
Misc Recurring CostcSK): 0 
Misc Recurring SaveCSK): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 0 
Construction Schedule(%): 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (%): 0% 
MiLCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMWS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Fac i l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 

1995 1996 1997 1998 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
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 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1995 1996 1997 1998 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
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 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: Newark, OH 

Of f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Off Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  



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 F i l e  : A:\NEWARK.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 76.80% 
Percent En l i s ted  Married: 66.90% 
Enl is ted Housing MiLCon: 80.00% 
Of f i ce r  Salary($/Year): 78,668.00 
O f f  BAQ wi th Dependents($): 7,073.00 
Enl is ted Salary($/Year): 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ wi th  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unenploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  1 ity(Yeeks): 18 
C iv i  l i a n  Salary($/Year): 46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Ret i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular Ret i re  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: Depot Factors 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui ld ing SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Ahin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1994: 0.00% 1995: 2.90% 1996: 3.00% 

Civ Ear ly  Ret i re Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs (S): 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New Hire Cost($): 4,000.00 
Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs(t1: 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs(f): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  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: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
M i  [Con Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MiLCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
M i  [Con S i t e  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb): 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mile):  0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Enploy): 700.00 

Equip Pack 8 Crate(S/Ton): 284.00 
M i l  L ight  Vehicle($/Mile): 0.43 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mile): 1.40 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5,761 .OO 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category - - - - - - - -  
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
Operational 
Administrat ive 
School Bui ld ings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  
Comnunications Fac i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Amnunition Storage 
Medical F a c i l i t i e s  
Envirormental 

UM $/UM 
- - - - - - 

(SY) 0 
(LF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(EA) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(BL) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
( 1 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 ( ) 0 
OptionalCategoryG ( ) 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 ( ) 0 
Optional Category P ( ) 0 
Optional Category Q ( ) 0 
Optional Category R ( ) 0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - P a g e  1/2 
D a t a  A s  O f  13:58 02/20/1993, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  13:13 04/28/1995 

D e p a r t m e n t  : USAF 
O p t i o n  P a c k a g e  : N e u a r k  
s c e n a r i o  ~ i l e  : A:\NEWARK.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : A:\NEWAKFAC.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Y e a r  : 1994 
F i n a l  Y e a r  : 1999 
ROI Y e a r  : 2008 (9 Y e a r s )  

NPV i n  2013(SK): -7,140 
I-Time Cost($K):  30,759 

N e t  C o s t s  ( S K I  C o n s t a n t  
1994 - - - -  

M i  l C o n  0 
P e r s o n  0 
O v e r h d  60 
M o v i n g  0 
M i s s i o  0 
O t h e r  100 

i 'PY 3 

T o t a l  B e y o n d  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
-4,500 0 

,216,770 -67,810 
-10,359 -4,032 

9,237 0 
238,308 68,088 

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 

O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
E n 1  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v  0 0 1,578 0 0 0 1,578 
TOT 0 0 1,578 0 0 0 1,578 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 0 32 0 0 0 32 
Enl 0 0 60 0 0 0 60 
stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v  0 0 101 0 0 0 101 
TOT 0 0 193 0 0 0 193 

Sumnary:  - - - - - - - -  



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

Department : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 
Scenario F i l e  : A:\NEUARK.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : A:\NEUAKFAC.SFF 

Costs (OK) Constant Do1 la rs  
1994 1995 - - - -  - - - -  

M i  lCon 0 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 60 45 
Moving 0 3,100 
Missio 0 0 
Other 100 245 

TOTAL 160 3,390 61,944 69,079 69,073 69,068 

Savings ($K) Constant Dol lars 
1994 1995 - - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 0 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 
Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 0 0 35,186 75,408 72,808 72,808 

Total - - - - -  
0 

22,145 
2,254 
9,418 

238,308 
590 

Total - - - - - 
4,500 

238,915 
12,613 

182 
0 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

398 
568 

0 
68,088 

0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

68,208 
4,600 

0 
0 
0 
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AGMC 
PRIVATIZATION IN PLACE 

t + . t t  

INDUSTRY CONFERENCE 

Mr. Ira Kernp, SAFIAQC 
LtCol Paul Stipe, 00-ALCICCT 
Mr. Brent Parrish, 00-ALCICCT 

....* t n d  0 1  Sllde ""' 

INDUSTRY CONFERENCE 
AIR FORCE PIP STRATEGY 

/ PRIVATIZATION IS THE CHOSEN METHOD FOR CLOSING 
AGMC 

* SECAF WlLL RETAIN FINAL APPROVAL TO AWARD 

fik>l? Y! CONTRACT 

A .  '7"7 
1 (A 

NOTICE INCLUDED IN SOLICITATION 'r  C 
,+,/i 

PLAN B STUDY HAS BEEN COMPLETED -/- " > 13490 ' 

I ..... End of Slide ""' 

INDUSTRY CONFERENCE 
POLICY DECISION ON PIP 

PROPOSAL PREPARATION TIME WlLL BE / 
45 DAYS 

NEED TO MAINTAIN BASE CLOSURE DATE, 
END OF SEP 96 

EROSION OF TRANSITION TIME 

ONGOING EROSION OF AGMC SKILLS BASE 

*"** End of Slide """ 

Fiic OOC'OKFS 



INDUSTRY CONFERENCE 
PROPRIETARY DATA RIGHTS 

AIR FORCE NEVER I N T E N D E D  TO CONTRACT T H l S  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 RESTlCTlVE MARKINGS 

- OFFERORS WlLL THEN NEGOTIATE AS REQUIRED FOR 
REMAINING DATA 

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

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

"**." E ,nd of Slide ""' 

DATA ISSUE 

IED APPROX 7000 PCS DATA 
-INPUT FROM 

- &4%. unrestricted 

I 
- 16Yb restricted 

I . PROGRAM OFFICE DOES NOT INTEND TO PURCHASE DATA 

WE ARE PROVlDlNG INSTRUCTIONS IN RFP FOR OBTAINING REQUIRED DATA 

THlS APPROACH IS FAIR & REASONABLE AND SUPPORTS COMPETITION 

"***" End of Slide " "**  

(Insert Page I of OODA TA.XlS) 

.... t End of Slide "*" 



DATA ISSUE 
(CONTINUED j - 12 OEMs 

6 Will Grant GPLR'S (Govt Purpose License Rights) 
-ALLIED SIGNAL 
- HONEYWELL SPACE SYSTEMS 
-PARKER HANNIF IN - ROCKWELL INTERNATIONAL 
- ROCKWELL COLUNS 
-SMITH INDUSTRIES 

4 Will Negotiate Data Use Agreements 
- DELCO 
- HONEYNELL MILITARY AVIONICS 
- KEARFOTT 
- UTTON 

..(I... End of Slide *'""' 

DATA ISSUE 
(CONTINUED! 

2 Will Support Work At AGMC As Sub Contractors 
- NORTHROP 
- H U G H E S  (ADVANCED CRUISE MISSILE NO DATA AVAILABLE) 

tee. t  End of Slide * * ' " '  

DATA ISSUE 
(CONTINUED) 

SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONS FOR OBTAINING DATA ARE IN PROPOSAL PREPARATION 
INSTRUCTIONS SEC. - 1 .I .2 
-COMPANY NAME 
-ADDRESS 
- POC 
- TELEPHONEJFAX 

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

- WE WlLL REQUIRE CERTIFICATION TtiAT OFFERORS t-IAVE ACCLSS TO NEEDED 
DATA 

WE WlLL REQUIRE SEPARATE SUPPORT COST DATA FOR GAINING ACCESS TO 
NEEDED DATA 

*"" End of Slide ""' 



INDUSTRY CONFERENCE 
RFP CHANGES - IWO CONTRACTS 

, REPAIR AND METROLOGY ARE REALLY SEPARATE IN NATURE 
\ 

!( DO NOT U S E  COMMON WORKFORCE 

POTENTIAL COST SAVINGS ARE ASSESSED TO B E  MARGINAL 

EVALUATING AND AWARDING SEPARATELY WILL STREAMLINE PROCESS. SAVE 

I **"' End of Sl~de ""' 

INDUSTRY CONFERENCE 
RFP CHANGES - WORK SPECS 

- COMBINED WORK SPECS 
-AIRCRAFT NOW INCLUDES ALL AIRCRAFT NAV SYTEMS, INTERSERVICE, SAN ANTONIO TEST CWIP 
-ICBM INCLUDES M M  6, PK, DEMILITARIZATION. R S P  
- METROLOGY 

..... End of Slide " * * '  

INDUSTRY CONFERENCE 
RFP CHANGES - WORK CHANGES 

N A V Y  ESGN TO BE MOVED --- /J .W )A, r -J c ~ Z  J <  

ARMY PADS TO BE MOVED - JhId vz? k yJa2/< 

AIR FORCE F-111 TO BE RETIRED 
-NO REPAIR IN CONTRACT 

MINUTEMAN GRP REPAIR LOCATION TBD - - -0 &c ( -1  < ~ / - ! 9 + , 9  c..7p32?7p,6 
-NO REPAIR IN CONTFiACT 
-LIMITED SUPPORT OF EMD WORK IS INCLUDED L k-w' 19 ~4 \. 

**"' End of Slide "*"* 



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 & OUANTlTY VARlATlON 
-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 LJNE AND F A R 1  Y fiNOUGW 1 0  MEET 

BASE CLOSURE 

INDEFINITE DELIVERY 1 INDEFINITE QUANTITY 
-PROVIDE DOLLAR MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM BASED ON OVERALL WORKLOAD 
-WILL PROVIDE BEQ FOR EACH CUN 

.*..* 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 '"" 



INDUSTRY CONFERENCE .. 

RFP CHANGES - LOCATION 
\ 

;' LOCATION OF WORK IS NOT SPECIFIED 

f 
I NO SPECIFIC CRITERIA TO EVALUATE LOCATION 

f I 

: LOCATIONS OTHER THAN NEWARK AFB WlLL BE EVAl-UATED ON SAME CRITERIA 

i FOR COST, TECHNICAL, SCHEDULE RtSK 
', -AIR FORCE WlLL COMPLETE A MOST PROBABLE C3Si  EVA1 UAllON FOR u\CH PROPOSAL TO INCClIDE 

COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH WORK LOCATION 
\\ 

-- - -- . / '  . -- --.. - -- .._ - -  . A * * .  End of Slide *""' - -. * -  . . 

INDUSTRY CONFERENCE 
RFP CHANGES - NEW WORK 

THE AIR FORCE IS INTERESTED IN ALLOWING NEW WORK TO HELP LOWER 
OVERHEADRATES 

THE COMMUNITY IS INTERESTED IN ALLOWING NEW WORK 7 0  HELP BRING IN 
MORE JOBS 

ANY NEW WORK WlLL BE EVALUATED FOR: 
- NON-INTERFERENCE WlTH PIP CONTRACTS 
-NON-IMPACT TO SEISMIC LIMITS OF ONGOING WORK 
-USE OF GFE 

NEW WORK WlLL NOT BE EVALUATED IN SOURCE SELECTION 

Re... End of Slide *'*'" 

INDUSTRY CONFERENCE (9 
RFP CHANGES - LEASE Pd /& /q ,p<d? 

,,,-- 

/'* ) .,. 6.4 f? 
WE WlLL NOT ASK FOR LEASE COSTS IN PROPOSAL 

COMMUNITY WlLL PROVIDE AIR FORCE WlTH EXPECTED LCASC EXPENSE FOR USE 
IN GOVERNMENT'S MOST PROBABLE COST 

PROPOSAL WlLL INCLUDE A LETTER OF INTENT FROM OFFEROR AND COMMUNITY 
-UNDERSTAND COMMUNITY'S TERMSICONDITIONS 
-WILL ENTER IN NEGOTIATIONS AFTER CONTRACT AWARD 

""* End of Slide "*" 



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) 

*'**"End of Slide ""* 

INDUSTRY CONFERENCE 
RFP CHANGES - GFMICFM 

GOVERNMENT FURNISHED MATERIALS FOR TRANSITION PERIOD AND INITIAL 
OPTION 
-NO GFM FOR NAVY DMlNS AND SAN ANTONIO TEST EQUIP 

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

...*. End of Slide ""* 

=>RFP Release 

~Pre-Proposal Conf 

Proposal Receipt 

Release CRSIDRS 

Request BAFO 

Decision Briefing 

Award Contracts 

Base Closure 

File. aco\n.DOC 

OVERALL PROGRAM 
SCHEDULE 

3 May 95 

17 May 95 

17 Jun 95 

10 Aug 95 

20 Seb 95 

19 Nov 95 

S Dec 95 

30 Sep 96 



RFP OVERVIEW 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY HIGHLIGHTS 

APPROXIMATELY 7000 PAGES 

350 CLINS (SECTION B) 

COMMON USE APPENDIX B - 2600 PAGES 

* DATA LIST - 400 PAGES 

..*.. End of Slide ""* 

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 UBRARY 

RFP DIST RlBUTlON (ONE COPY ONLY) 
-HARD COPY AVAILABLE 2:00 PM BLDG 1285- 513d95 
- SPECIAL WRI7TEN REQUEST THHU PC0 - FED-EX - SPECIAL MAIUNG 

WE WILL BEGIN LOADING RFP ON BIB ASAP 

""' End of Slide ""' 
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OEM REPAIR 
$255M 

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

RECURRING $235M 

ASSUMES CONTINUANCE OF CURRENT RELATED GOVERNMENT 
CONTRACTS AT OEM FACILITES 

REPAIR ACTIVITLES CONTINUE AT SAME RATE FOR 5 YEARS 

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



NEWARK AFB REPAIR, 
$350M 

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

350 DIRECT HEADS 

SUPPORT PERSONNEL INCLUDING METROLOGY SUPPORT TO REPAIR 420 INDIRECT HEADS 
AUGUST 1994 ORG. CHART 

MANUFACTURING INDIRECT 
AUGUST 1994 ORG. CHART MINUS DIRECT LABOR 

BEAQs IzExB 
DIRECT 350 2982 

INDIRECT 870 1982 

BENEFITS/EXPENSES 1220 

FACILITY EXPENSE INCLUDING 77 HEADS 

TOTAL 

450 INDIRECT HEADS 

70.OM X 5 YRS. = $350M 



NEWARK AFB VS. OEM REPAIRS 

COMPARES LABOR COST OF GOVERNMENT REPAIR AT NAFB VERSUS 1-1 

L 

CONTRACTOR REPAIR AT OEM FACILITIES FOR FIVE YEARS 
L 

73 
1_1 , I - 

CURRENT NEWARK REPAIR EFFORT $350M 
- 
m 
r 
r 

MOVE REPAIR WORKLOAD TO PRESENTLY AVAILABLE $255M 
OEM FACILITIES 
- INCLUDES NON-RECURRING COSTS 

DIFFERENCE $95M 

PRICING ASSUMPTIONS 

PRICED IN 1995 DOLLARS 
OEM $'s INCLUDES 10% PROFIT 

5 
1-1 
-i 

YEARS 
I' r DOES NOT INCLUDE MATERIAL DOLLARS 
-n 



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 ~ i r -  ~orce'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 representatic~s 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 
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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 
"corew 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 GAOss recommendation and strongly urge you to revisit the 
Newark base closure decision. I look forward to discussing this 
issue with you. 

Best regards. 

Sincerely, /3 

John Glenn FA 
United States Senator 



WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-350 1 

CWMITTEC.: 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS. C~AIRMAN 

ARMED SERVICES 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

¶Bmted States Senate SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING 

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 "privatizen 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 

(CII 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 
"coreH 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. 



'v The Honorable Sheila Widnall 
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The decision to privatize Newark does not make sense 
operationally or from a cost perspective. I agree wholeheartedly 
with GAO1s recommendation and strongly urge you to revisit the 
Newark base closure decision. I look forward to discussing this 
issue with you. 

Best regards. 

Sincerely, /3 

John Glenn FA 
United States Senator 
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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 11 th 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. 



Secretary of Defense William J. Perry 
March 1, 1995 

w Page 



Actions that undermine the lona-term v iabtlltv of o rivamtion-in-olace 
. . 

\.I - 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 govemment 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 govemment $169,648 to perform this work at 
Newark AGMC and it costs $623,000 with the manufacturer. Another example is the 
ESGN workload 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 comoetition 

- 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 arbitrarilv and unnecessarilv drive UD costs to the aovernment 

- 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. 





'CI The Honorable John D e u t c h  
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The Base Closure Commission found that the Air Force 
recommendation to  close Newark " d i d  not deviaLe substantially 
from the force structure plan and final c r i t e r i a w  and approved 
the recommendation. The Commission spccificdlly rejected the 
community's argument6 that the workload at Newark is unique and 
i n s t e a d  s t a t e d  that "cont rac tor  facilities presently have the 
repair capability and have been doing it f o r  years." The 
Commission also determined that Newark had not been penalized 
because it did not have a runway. 

A t  the time of the recommendation, GAO concluded that  cost 
of closing the haee had been underestimated by a b o u ~  $7 million. 
GAO a l s o  found that after a period of 20 years, the net present 
va lue  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 Force's original justification for the 
closure, GAO found t h a t  privatization will not eliminate excess 
depot capacity because the  work performed a t  Newark is u n i q u e  and 
the Air Force continues to have a requirement for it. GAO 
further found that the 100% of the workload a t  Newark is 
considered to be "corew A i r  Force workload, which  s u s g e s t s  the 
base has a significant mllitary value, the prinlary 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 c o s ~ s  have doubled in 
one year from $31 million to $62.2 million. T h i s  figure does not 
take into account non-BRAC funded costs ,  such as $ 4 . 8 6  million 
for interim health care benefits f o r  separated government 
cmployeea and otl'ler costs such as the potential costs associated 
with purchasing proprietary data. In G A O 1 s  view, the projected 
annual s a v i n g s  are  unlikely t o  occur. 

GAO further indicates that projected increased coste for 
contractor operation of Newark wcrc confirmed by Lhe A i r  Force 
~cquisition Strategy Panel and that over the 5 year period 
between 1996 and 2000 the A i r  Force will pay $456 million more 
than the estimated costs of qovernrnent operations over the same 
time period. An Air Force Space Command message to Air Force 
Materiel Command confirms that Space Command alone expects to 
experience a $50-60 million a n n u a l  shortfall under privatization 
in place. The value of the t o t a l  workload a t  Newark is 
approximately $80-90 million. 



The Honorable John Deutch 
February 17, 1995 
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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 m i s s i o n  support." 
The Air Force states that there is "noL enough hard data to 
conclude otherwise." The A i r  Force takes  this position despite 
the f a c t  t h a t  t h e  u s i n g  commands have indicated that the cost- for 
their requirements will be substantially increased after 
privatization in place. 

The Air Force also i n d i c a t e s  that i t  is pursu ing  
walternativesw to privatization in place, including moving 
Newark's workload to other Air Force depots. Ir~ternal documents 
show that the Air Force knows t h a t  t h i s  op t ion  w i l l  result in a 
$200 million military construction cost to r e - c r e a t e  the 
facilities already exis~ing a t  Newark. 

John,  I be l ieve  the Air Force is making a serious mis take  
with respect to Newark. I don't say this simply because Newark 
i s  i n  Ohio. Rather,  I say i t  because I believe the functions 
performed at Newark are vital to our national 3ecurity and 
because I believe the decision to c lose  Newark will waste 

w taxpayer money. 

Consequently, I urge you t o  reverse the  decision to  close 
Newark.  Barring t h a t ,  a t  t h e  very  l eas t ,  I u r q e  you to include 
language in the  1995 base closure recommendation to keep the base 
open as an Air Force asset should privatization fail to produce 
the Cost savings the Air Force hopes to a c h i e v e .  

Best regards. 

Sincerely, - 

&John Glenn 
United S t a t e s  Senator 





.- 
THEDEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

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

Dear Senator Glenn: 

Thank you for your letter of February 17, 1995, 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. ~ i k e  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 
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 



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, a r e  given a full and fair 
evaluation. 

The General ~ccounting Off ice (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   arch 8, 1995. As the GAO reported, the cost estimates 
to implement this closure throuah 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. \ 



TECHNOLOGY 

OFFICE OF ?HE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFeNSE 

3000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20301.3000 

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 AhD 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 
effetive 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 methodologylcondusiom and an independent cost assessment of 
alternative approaches to privatization-in-place. The assessment of alternatives will be 
complete March 31,1995. The tme costs for privatization-in-place will be lmown 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 endosure. 

Sincerely, 
.- 

/ 
- 

James R Hugh 
Deputy Under Seaetary 

of Defense (Logistics) 

Enclosure 



GAO FINAL REPORT GAOINSIAD-95-60 
(GAO CODE 709110) OSD CASE 9333-F 

w 'AEROSPACE GUIDANCE AND METROLOGY CENTER: COST GROWTH 
AND OTHER FACTORS AFFECT CLOSURE AND PRIVATIZATION" 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE COMMENTS 

FINDINGS 

FINDING A: Closure of the Aerospace Guidance and Metrolorn Center. The 
GAO observed that, unlike other maintenance depot closures, the Newark Air Force 
Base Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AFB/AGMC) dosure 
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 dosure 
would cost $31.3 million, would result in an annual savings of $3.8 million, and 
have an &year payback period for closure and relocation expenses. The GAO 
estimated that the AFBIAGMC closure costs would be $38.29 million, with a 
13-year payback period. The GAO reported that the Defense Base Realigrunent and 1(1 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. 1-41 GAO Final Report) 

D o D  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 bidden. 

FINDING B: Air Force Imvlementation of Newark Air Force Base/Aerosvace 
Guidance and Metrolow Center Closure. The GAO reported that implementation 
of the Newark AFB/ AGMC dosure 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 deasion, as follows: 

- four systems - representing about 3 percent of the AGMC existing depot 
maintenance workload - will be t m f e m d  to other Air Force depots; 



- 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 manaGr function could not be privatized because the function is 
considered to be "inherently govenunental" 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 cilibration 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 1993. (pp. 4-6/GAO 
Find Report) 

DoD RESPONSE: Concur. The metrology and calibration mission are planned to 
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 tra& with the contract award planned for November 28,1995. 

FINDING C: Andvsis 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 deasion, as follows: 

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

- the $3.8 million annual savings projected to result from the AGMC dosure 
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 w e r  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 

r a Newark AFB/ AGMC dosum budget of $622 million, or $30.9 million more than 



the original budget. The GAO pointed out that almost all of the inaease is 
attributable to transition costs associated with transfening and separating personnel 
under the base closure process and for hansfemng 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-dosure operational cost savings originally projected by the DoD -- neither of 
which is likely because of cost uncertainties. 

The GAO also discussed other potential dosure 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 proprietaxy to contractors expected to bid 
on the AGMC maintenance workload. In addition, the GAO reported that some Air 
Force offiaals estimated that, rather than achieving savings, annual recumng costs 
could actually exceed current costs of operations. The GAO also noted that a 
December 1994, meeting of the Acquisition Strategy Panel confirmed projected 
inaeased funding requirements. (pp. 6-81 GAO Final Report) w 
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 tnin alongside the organic workforce and to 
demonsfrate 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 P. Other Closure and Privalization Issues. The GAO reported that 
other privatization issues relate to (1) proprietary data claims, (2) the effect of the 
dosure on excess depot maintenance capaaty, (3) the impact of privatizing core 
workload, (4) the segmentation of the metrology and alibration 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 contriiuted to the 
delay of several key program milestones, including preparation of the statement of 

V 



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

The GAO observed that the privatization of the AGMC will not reduce excess 
capadty 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 
capaaty. 

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 
comrnisslon. 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 

(r 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. Ml /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 right., 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 
reduang overall cost for that effort as opposed to any segment cost. 

Priva&ation-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 d i sae t ionq  budget docation authority and 
determinations of contractor conformance within its purview. However, the 
standards laboratory caliiration workload and technical order generation remain 
viable candidates for privatization. Furthermore, all the AGMC workloads 
(maintenance, metrology, caliiration, etc) are being evaluated for their 
intene~dng 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 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 
I d  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. 



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 dose the Newark 
AFB/AGMC, and the Air Force approach to implementing the closure decision 
through privatization-in-place. (p. 11 / GAO Fial Report) 

DoD RESPONSE: Partially concur. The Department agrees with the 1993 Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission deasion to dose 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 deasion 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 dosing 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 
condusions, 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 pnvatization-in-place will be h o w n  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 0 7  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 W available at Newark. 

Your point about the workload at Newark being considered 
100 percent ncoren 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. 

Sincerely J 

Sheila E. Widnall 

W& 
Secretary of the Air Force 

Attachment: 
Fact Paper 



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 

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 recuning costs are currently unknod  

Competition should drive costs down 
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 

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 

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 
GAO 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 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 
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 
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 
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 propertylfacilities 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 propertylfacilities 

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 

/ 

Expecting to convey the property to the local commission under very 
favorable knns 



GAO Recommendations: 

w SECAF and SECDEF reevaluate as a part of the 95 BRAC process: 
DOD's 1993 recommendation to close NewarWAGMC 
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 
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 

AFMCICC determine best alternative for disposition of workload 



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 

AF comments: The Air Force has budgeted an additional $31 million to close 
Newark AFB above the original $3 1 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 
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 

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 

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 
GAO 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 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 
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 
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 
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 propertylfacilities 

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



GAO Recommendations: 
SECAF and SECDEF reevaluate as a part of the 95 BRAC process: 

'IV DOD's 1993 recommendation to close NewarkfAGMC 
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 
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 a1 ternative approaches to PIP 

AFMCICC determine best alternative for disposition of workload 



JOHN GLENN 
OH9 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3501 

March 30, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 

SELECT COMMnrrE ON INTEUIGENCE 

S P E W  COMMlTEE ON AGING 

Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. t?5&&a: - 
In March 1993, the ~ i r  Force recommended closing Newark ~ i r  

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 ~ i r  Force 
indicated that "some workload will move to other depot 
maintenance activities including the private sectorm 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 REVIEN: 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 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  hour^.'^ 
(1993 Report to the President). Further, because Newark is "a 
stand alone, highly technical, industrial plant . . . operated 
predominantly by a civilian work forcen it was considered 
mconducive to conversion to the private sector." (1993 Report to 
the President) . 
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March 30, 1995 
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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 
recomendation 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. 

GAOIS NEW INFORMATION AND RECOMMENDATION: GAO has since 
conducted another review of the closure recomendation, a copy of 
which is attached. GAO determined in that report that the 
closure and privatization decisions 
note that this is the only recommend 
overturn a previous base closure dec 

The import of this recommendation is captured by GAOrs 
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 DODts 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 ~ i r  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 (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 nPlan 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 place]." - (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 B1s one time cost 
a t  $287 million w i t h  an a ~ u a l  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 Bw charts). 

100% CORE WORKLOAD: GAO further found that 100% of the 
workload at Newark is considered to be "corew 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. d his ability to guarantee 
delivery of flexible and responsive industrial support represents 
the essence of DoD1s depot maintenance mission." A copy of this 
guidance is attached. 
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The Air Porce 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 
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 Porce has failed to consider these costs, 
GAO found that the projected annual savings are unlikely to 
occur. 

On this point, the Air Porce admits that the closure costs 
have doubled because "transition and recurring costs are 
currently unknown.. (Air Force Fact Paper, page 1, emphasis 
added) . 
- -  - .  GAO rurther indicate, -- -- - . . - 
contractor operatl 
- * .  . - .  ~cquisitlon strategy Paneln and that- 
between - 
than the estimated 
time Derloa. 

s that projected increased costs for 
of Newark were sonfirmed by an "Air Porce 

over the 5 year period 
1 the Air Force will pay $456 million more 
bsts of government operations over the same - 

An Air Force Space Command message to Air Force Materiel 
Comaand, a copy of which is attached, confirms that Space 

just one of Newark's customers, expects to experience a 
,-killion annual tundlng shortf ail under privatization in 
place. Tne magnitude ot thls expected increase is revealed 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 bv 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 "greatlyn 
increase the cost of privatization. The ~ i r  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 ~ i r  Force does not try to dispute 
GAOfs report, but instead maintains only that privatization in 
place "may provide the greatest potential savings with least 
impact on mission support." 

C expressed to DeDutv S e c r w  John nputch, the Air - 
9 seems to be "-i~a L c h a n m  Force's lattltud -- - ,he 

or1 i T m a t t s r  yhaf, i-e., 
regardless of the increasing cost estima tes and GAO1s 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 ope 
shouldn't be whether the Air Force clos 
Rather, it should be whether the closure in the end is goins to 
save the tamayer money. The decision in this case actually 
cos~s 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. In 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 

has felt compelled to recommend revisitins a 
m 
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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. 

Sincerely, 

United States Senator 

Enclosures: 1) Excerpt 1993 BRAC Report to the president 

2) GAO Report 

3) Air Force Fact Paper 

4 )  "Plan BN Charts 

5) DoD Guidance on Core Workload 

6) Space Command Message 

h 
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development that would otherwise be eligible 
r federal financial assistance to serve the needs 
civil aviation at the recelvlng location), envi- 

ronmental impact analyses, moving, and any 
added costs of environmental cleanup resuldng 
from higher standards or a faster schedule than 
DoD would be obliged to meet if the base did 
not c!ose, without any cost whatsoever to the 
federal government, and further provided that 
cne c!osurdreaiignment must beg~n by J u ! ~  1995 
ar,d be completed by Juiy 1998. Chicago would 
dso nave to f u ~ d  the cost of reiocating the Army 
Reserve actincy, or leave i t  in place. ~f 'chese 
concitrons are not me[. :he unlcs should remain 
at O'Hare Internationai -4irport. The Commis- 
slon finds chis recommcndat~on is consscent wich 
the force-stiucmre plan and final criteria. 

Other Air Force Bases 

Gentile Air Force Station 
Dayton, Ohio 

Cate5or-y: Air Force Stanon 
Misslon:Principai and host organi:at~on is the 

Dejense E!ectronlcs Supply Center. In addinon 
there are over 20 tenant activities. 

w e-Time Cost: N/.4 
avlngs: !994-99: .VIA 
~nnua!: M/A 

Payback: .V/4 

SECRET-4RY OF DEFENSE 
RECOPVlbIENDATION 

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

COPvIMLNTY CONCERNS 

The community was ?r~marlly ~nteresied In 
reralning [he Deiense Electronlcs Suppiy 
Center (DESC) as the hos: on Gentile AFS. It 
argued keepng DESC at  Gentile .4FS was rnore 
cost effectwe than reiocatlng [he mlsslon to 
Columbus, Ohlo, as recommended by DoD. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 

The Commission found closing the Defensc 
Electronlcs Supply Center and re!ocacing i t  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 belng phased out 
within three to four years. The Commission did 
not ascertain costs associated with closure of 
Gentile AFS. The closure would be relatively 
inexpenswe because Gentile is a small installa- 
tion, owned by the Air Force (Wright Patterson 
.-\FB), which would be vacant excepc for the 
automatic switching center. 

COMXIISSION RECOiLlh.lENDATION 

The Commission finds che Secretary of Defense 
deviated substantially from final critenon 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 
Commiss~on finds thls recommendation is 
consistent with the force-structure plan and 
final criteria. 

Air Force Depots 

Newark Air Force Base, Ohio 
Cattgory: Depot 
.Mission: Aerospace Guidance ana 

Metrology &nter 
One-time Cost: S 31.3 mlllion 
Sav~ngs: i 994-99: S-17. i rnllllon (cost) 

Annual: 5 3.8 mzllion 
Payback: 8 years 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
RECOMMENDATION 

Newark AFB, Ohlo, ~s recommended for closure. 
The Aerospace Gu~aance and Metrology Center 
(AGhlC) depot wl l  be closed; some workload 
w11l move co other depot malntenance activltles 
Including the private secror. We antlclpate that 
most wi l  be pnvat~zed in place. 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFIC.4TION 

Due to significant reductions in force structure. 
the Air Force has an excess depot malntenance 
capacity of at least 8.7 million Direct Producc 
Actuai Hours (DPAH). When all eight cnteria 
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are applied to the bases in the depot subcat- 
egory, Yewark AFB ranked low In comparison 
ro the other five depot bases. The long-term 
rnllicary value ol  the base 1s low because It  does 
not have an alrfield and lt  1s not a tradit~onal 
Air Force base In any respect. Instead. ~t 1s a 
stand-alone, hlghiy technical. ~ndustnal  planc 
tinat ts operated predommancly by a c:wlian work 
force. .b a resuit. ~t 1s conducive to conversion 
:o ihe pnvace seccor. The closure of Newark 
r\FB will reduce the Alr Force excess depot 
capaclty by 1 7 m~lllon DP-AH and 1s consistent 
wlch OSD guldance to reduce excess capaclty. 
economize de?oc manayement, and increase 
cornpetinon and pnvatlzacion m DoD 

A11 slx Air Force depots were considered for 
closure equally in a process :hat coniormed io 
the Deiense Base Closure and Reailgment Act 
of 1990 (Publlc Law 101-510). as amended, and 
Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) guld- 
ance. Each base hosclng an Air Force depot was 
evaicated asamst the eight DoD ssiectlon crlte- 
na and a large number of subelemenis s p e c f ~ c  
to .41r Force bases. depots. and rnlsslons. Esten- 
slve daca. gathered :o support the evaluation of 
these bases under each cntenon, was renewed 
by ihe Base Closure Execunve Group (Execu- 
t:ve Group). The Execunve Graup u a group of 
seven general officers and SIX Senlor Esecuave 
S e n ~ c e  career cimllans appointed by the Secre- 
:ary of the Air Force (SECiFI EC.4F made [he 
d e c ~ s ~ o n  LO close Newark XFB wlth the admce 
of tne .Air Force Chef of Scaif and :n consulta- 
[lor, wlth the Execunve Group 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS 

T Ihe community a r p e d  the fac~iltles at Newark 

AFB were unlque, and repllcarion of [he work- 
!oad eisewhere w2s not cosi-eiiecnve. The com- 
rnunlty beileved the facillcy was the s~ngie center 
for re?aii of strategic-mlsslie guldance systems 
and certaln alrcraft Inerrla1 navlgatlon syier?!  
and, therefore. should remain open. The :or.- 
munlcy aiso rnaintalned the seismic stability a i  
the facllltv was cnclcai to both repalr functions. 
and Newark AFB was the oniy center available 
to meet these requirements. 

Additionally, the community believed privati- 
zation couid not be accomplished without 
significant cost to the USAF, and was not eco- 
nomically feasible. The communlty also believed 
the base was uniairly penalized for absence of a 
runway. Communicv officials argued a runway 
was not needed o r  :he Aerospace Guidance and 
b[e:roiogy Cencer mission: in fact, it would jeop- 
ardize selsmic stability. -Additionally, cross- 
uciiizacion of personne! capable of repairing 
both lnerrlai-navigation and inertial-guldance 
systems lvas cxrical &ring cnses as proven during 
[he k~ase's support a i  Bperaclon Desert Sheid/  
Desert Siorm. The community aiso arzued it 
rvzs :nconsisrent to remn bilnuceman 111 bases, 
ye: pri\rati=e the only guidance system repair 
capabi!ity ior ch~s weapon system. 

COblhlISSION FINDINGS 

The Commuslon found the workload at Sewark 
AF3 LS not unique. Coniractor fac:iltles pres- 
entiv 'nave :he repair capablllty and have been 
doing :t 'or :-ears. The workload can elcher be 
contracred out ro one or more o i  several exst -  
ing manuiac:urers or prlvat~zed in place Ic 
appears ~ndustry interest In privatization In 
place s ilmlted Thus. ~f prlvatlzatlon 1s noc a 
mabie optlon, rhe Alr Force can concract :he 
required workload ~ncremencally as the work- 
load ai Yewark dechnes. Addltlonailv, In 
response :o che commun~ty's  question regard- 
lng 3e:ng penailzed for lack oi  a runway, the 
C~mmisslon found Newark AFB dld not recelve 
a negatlve raclng for lack of a runway. thus there 
was no negatlve Impact to the base's overall 
perionr.ance ra t~ng 

The Conmiss~on hnds :he Secretary oi  Defense 
dld nor deviate s;lbstanciaily from the force- 
s i r x u r e  i a n  3na h a 1  cnierra. Therefore, the 
Comm~ssion recorcnex!s :he foilowng. Sewark 
AF3, 2510 ;s recsmmendea for c!osure. The 
.Aerospace Guidance and blerroiog Center 
(.-\G;\.lC) de?ot w l l  be closed; some workload 
w1i1 move to other depot maintenance actlntles 
Including :he prlvate sector. 
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The Honorable -71 Hutto 
Chairman 
91to Eonorable John R. Kasich 
Rwnking Minority Kember 
Subcotminee on Readiness 
C o d t t e e  on -ea Services 
Rouse of Representatives 

At your request, we reviewed selected issues related to the 
implementation of maintenance depot closures and 
realignments; resulting from prior Defense Base C l o s ~ r e  and 
Realignment Comxnission (BRBC) decisions (see app.1 for 
issues being reui ewed) . The Aerospace Guf dance a i d  
Metroll- Center (AGMC) at Newark kir Force Base (AFS) ; 
O h i o ,  is one of the activities being covered by t h i s  
review.' U n l i k e  other depot closrrres, the Newark AFBfAGMC 
implementation plan provides for continaag to perform the 
same-missions at this facility after closare--largely as a 

w privatfzed operation, although the Air Force would retain 
ownership of mission-related equipment valued at a b u t  
$326 U o n .  

. . 

Recently we briefed p u r  of f ice  on (1) the cost und savings 
issue related to *Sle Nesark AFB/AGMC facility closure and 
privatization and (2 )  other closwe and privatization 
issues. As mu its-, we are providing t h i s  report on the 
areas discussed at that  brie fhg  and w i l l  report hter on 
findings related to the closure of all maintenance depots. 

BACKGROUNI 

The sol* purpose of Hewark BFB is to house and support  the- - 
large industricl  complex comprising the AGMC. Supporting 

*he following mdntenance depots have been identified f o r  
closure: Lexington/Blaegrass A+w Depot, Sacramento Army 
Depot, Tooele Army Depot ,  Pensacola Naval Aviation Depot, 
Alatneda EJaval Aviation Depot, norfolk Naval Aviation Depot, 
Philadelphia naval Shipyard, Mare Island Naval Shipyard,. and 
A&rospace Guidance and Met=logy Center, 



In its second Air Force mission, metrology and cal lbra t ion ,  
AQC perForms overall technical direction and management of 
the Air Force Metrolow and Calibration program and operates 
the A ~ T  Force Measuremmt Standk-ds  Laboratory. About 200 
pezsonnel are inoolved in the metrology and calibration 
mission--109 in generating teclmick2 orders, certification 
of ca3Lbration equipment, and management operations and 89 
in the standards laboratory. As tho single manager fox the 
Mr Force H e t o l o g y  and Calibration Program, A- pravides 
a U  metrology engineering semlces t o r  t h e  Alr Force. The 
standa="ds laboratory complex. consisting of 47 lhoratories, 
s@r~es as the primary labcrataq for caLLhrating and 
certifying measurement etandazds used worldwide in a l l  Air 
Force precision maasuzement equipment laboratories. In 
fiscal year 1994, the standards laboratcq produced about 
11,500 calibrated items. 

!Fhe D e p m t  of Defense (DOD) considered AGMC's work 
c~nducive to conversiczn to the private s e w  and 
secmended. closing Hewark AFB/AGHC through privatization 
andfor transferriag the workload to other depots. W D  
justif ied closure by (I) identifying at least 8 . 7  mill ion 
hours of excess A l r  Pone  aepot maintenance capacity, w i t h  
closure of A= expected to reduce t h i s  excess by 
1.7 nillion and (2) applying the eight base closure 
criteria to Z U r  Force buses having depots and ranking Newark . - 
AF3 law relative to the others (see app. I1 for base closure 
Criteria). DOD assigned a l o w  militarp value t a  Newark AEB 
primarily became it was a single mission base w i t h  no 
airfield. 

DO0 estimated that implementing its recommendation on Newark 
.aEg/AGKC woafd cost $31.3 million, result in an annual 
savings of $3.8  million, and have an Byear payback period 
for  closure a d  relocation expenses. In our report on the 
base closure and realignment recommendations and select ion 
process, we estimated that t3e Newark AF~/AGMC closure costs 
would be $38.29 million, with a 13year  payback period.' 
BRAC deterniined that the A m C  workload could either be 

9he  '1.7 million hours came -rn his tor ica l  figures for . - 
d t e c t  p r ~ ~ c t  actual hours f o r  +de depot maintenznce 
induszrfal fund acti.tizy a t  AGW. AGMC downsized in f i sca l  
pears 1991 and 1993 to e 1.0 million hour capacity basad on 
changes in the force s t ruc tu re .  

93-173, A p r .  15, 1993). 



contracted ant or privatized-in-place at the same location, 
although M e  Cbmmissio~ noted that industry in te tesf  in 
privatization-in-place was limited, The Coarmission 
recomaended closing Newazk AFB/AGXC--noting tbat some 
workload  will move to other: depot xiaintewce activities, 
laclading the private Sector. The President agreed with the 
ove- BRBC recommendations dealing with mintenance 
depots, including t h e  closure of A G E .  rhe Congress did not 
challenge the overall BRAC recommendations. The A i r  Force 
has begun the implementation of the dlosare and 
privatization of Xewark AFBI-. 

RESULTS IH BRf- 

The justification of closing New& AFB/ZBC is n o t  clear. 
To date, the closure of Newark k'FB/AGMC is the only depot 
closure where almost dU of the work may be 
privat-tzed-in-place; As such, we believe it m e r i t s  careful- 
consideration before fmglementation proceeds. There are a 
number of issues associated with this privatization that  are 
barriers to i t s  imple3lentation. 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--depencLlag on the assaPqrtions used.. Eoreover, 
pm jected costs of conducting post-privatization operatiins 
could exceed the cost of carrent Air Force operations and 
reduce or e l u t e  projected savings. 

O t h e r  closure and privatization matters create uncertainty 
about the viability of t h e  Air Force's planned action: 
(I) the disposition o f  w i p m e n t  manufacturers' proprietary 
data claims, wfiich are a potential bazrier to privatization 
and could significantlp increase closure costs and/or 
post-closa;se operation costs; (2) the fzrt7=2 of the 
c l o s a r e / p r i ~ t i z a t i o n  to reduce excess depot maintenance 
capacitp by the 1.7 xLl l ion hours p-mzviously estimated; 
(3) the i n c o n p i t y  of privatizing workload that the Air 
Force has defined as "core" capability that generally should 
be retaaed in the 00D depot s y s t e m ;  ( 4 )  the practicability - 
or c&t-effectiveness of privatizing parts of the metral* 
and calibration mission wbile retalnfng the management 
function as a government activity; and ( 5 )  the delay in 
reaching agreement r e g a r d i n g  the transfer of property and 
facilities to the locaL reuae c o d s s i o n .  



AIR FORCE I E 3 P ~ T I O H  OF N E R U K  AFB/AC2C CLOSURE 

Implementation of the Bewaxk BPB/AQE closure through 
privatization is still in the early phases, with many 
details get to be worked out.  In general, the Force has 
developed a three-pronged approach to hqlement ing  BRAC's 
decision. First, four systems, representing a b u t  3 petcent 
of AGMC's -sting depot maintenance workload, -11 be 
transfened to othez Air Force depots .a Second, ownership 
of the BW/AGMC property and faciUUes .wL 11 be 
transfexred to a local reuse commission. The commLssion is 
to lease space to one prime guidance system regair 
contractor that w i l l  provide depot naintenance work, one 
prime me-10- contractor that will perform calibrations 
and author calibration manuals, and the remaLning organic 
netrobgp program management contingent. While 
privut%zation-in-place is the gual, based on a strategy 
option announced in the Commerce Business DcUy, conczactors 
may elect to move workload to other facilities. 
Eypothetically, t h h  option c o d d  result in a11 worUoad 
moving to other contractor locations--should the winning 
contractor(s) demonstrate that moving workload to other 
locatiuns would provide +he best value to the government. 
Third, the metrology and calfbration mission w i l l  be 
continued at A=, w i t h  some functions privatized and 
another conUmed as an Air Force activity reporting t o  X X C  
Headqai%mzrs or one o f  the ALCS, 

The ni= Porce originally planned to privatize a11 activities 
related to the netrology a d  calibration mission, but it 
later determined that the U Porce Hetrology and 
Calibration Program's materiel group manager function could 
not be prLvatizsd.because it is a function considered tc be 
''inherently guvemmmtal . .' In pezforming this function, 
A G E  civilian and military employees provide policy And 
directton for all precision measzurement equipment 

%?he Air Fozce daterained that relocation was practicable 
and cost-effective for sextants, A X - 2 0 0  radlos, clocks, and 
some test measurement and dL2qnostic equipment. 

.Office of Pranagement and Budget Policy Letter 92-1, 
Sept. 23, 1992, provides that an inherently governmental 
function is "...so int imately  related to the public interest 
as to mandate perfcrmunce by Government employees. These 
functions include those activitic. which require either the 
exercise of tiiscretion i a  applying Gov-ent authority or 
the making of value judgements in mzktng decisions fox the 
Government. * 



laboratories Air Porce w i d e ,  inspect these laboratories f o r  
compliance with required policies and procedures, and 
procure calibration standards* used in calibration 
laboratories. 

Cnrrent plans for the met=oloqp and calibration program 
praoide for (1) r&alnhg about 130 government employees to 
provide the metrology and calibration management 
function--with the Bir Force leasing space at AQ4.C from the 
local reuse commission and ( 2 )  conkracting o a t  the primary 
standards laboratory and technical order preparation, which 
will also remain at A m ,  with the coatractor leasing space 
from the reuse cammfsslon. 

The Air Porce glans to retain ownership of mission-related 
maintenance and metrology and calibration equipment, which 
will be provided the w t n n i a g  contractor(s) as 
government--shed equipment. accountable records 
W c a t e  the value of the depot m t e n a n c e  e q u i p n t  is 
$297.5 million and the value of the metrology and 
calibration equipment $28.5 mill ion.  Details such as the 
cost o f  the lease arrangement, a l locat ion of utility and 
support costs between the U Force and contractor(s), and 
the detemhation of whether the govezrunat or the 
contractor will be responsible for maintaining the equfpment 
are not yet bm. - - 
To manage the A- privatization, the A i r  Force-established 
a p r o m  management office at H i l l  AFS. This of ffce is 
responsible for developing the statement of work, request 
for proposal, acquisition plan, source.'selection plan, and 
related documents. The award is scheduled fo r  September 29, 
1995. Several key milestones leading up to contract award 
have slipped, compressing the schedule for the remaining 
task ln the pre-contract-award period. Air Force officials 
describe this schedule as optimistic. After contract awzrd, 
the afr Porce p l v l s  to initiate a phased process f o r  
transitioning individual maintenance uorWoods to the 
contractor. Air Force officials s ta ted  that this 12-mont?~ 
trznsition period reduces the r i s k  of interrupting ongoing 
opeations and allows the contractor(s) an opportunity to 
build up an infzastructure and trained workforce. Eowever; 
according to the program management off ice, a "tarn-keyw 
t rans i t ion  where the c3ni.tractor becomes f a l ly  responsible 
for the AQulC mrkload at one point i n  + h e  is  the preferred 
strategy. of the BLC spstaa managers and may be adopted. 

w e  acquisition cost of &this equipment is about $10 million 
P'= Y-• 



AMY.YSIS OF COST AFJD SAVIXGS RAISES CONCERNS 

hu work has identified s w e r a l  concerps zeQarding the cost,  
savings, and payback peribd for the &Lr Forcers 
inpl-taffon of the acau: BaAc decision. These include - 
concerns that (I) the projected cost of closing AGMC has 
donbled and may increase -her: (2) the $3.8 million 
annsal savings projected to resplt from W C ' s  closure fs 
not Likely to be realized because of potentially higher 
costs f o r  contract a d m i a l s t r i o n ,  contractor profit ,  
possible recurring proprietary d a t a  costs, and othor factors 
that have not been considered in the cost  computation; and 
( 3 )  the papback peziod could be extended to over 100 years 
or never, depending upon the Air Forcers ability to contain 
one-tirue closure costs and recurring costs of perfo-g the 
AGMC mission after privatization- 

Recognizing tha t  pzojected closure costs Mve increased, La 
hgust 1994, the A i z  Force base closure group validated a 
Newark AFBIAGMc clo- budget of $62.2 m i l ~ i o n . ~  T h i s  
amount is $30.9 nillion more t h a n  the or iginal  projection of 
$31.3 aillion. Almost a11 of the Incease is attributable 
to the estimated $30.5 million transition cost to convert 
from Air Pone to contractor opeation. According to Air 
Fone officials, the original cost estimate only included 

%e U r  Force. considered a range of clomre costs from 
$47 million to $76 million before validatfng the 
$62 - 2  mil l ion  estimate. 



We the payback geriod using DOD* s 1993 Cost  of 
B a s e  Realignment Actions (COBRA) model.u We used the 
estimated no-ring costs validated by the Air Force in 
Augast 1994 (adjusted for inflatLon) and asamned that 
post-clos~re operations would resul t  fn $3.8 million annual 
savings as DaD origiedUy projected in 1993. The m o d e l  
indicated that, wicth these costs axd assumptions, the 
payback period m l d  be over 100 years rather than 8 years 
as origfnally projected by the Department. However, the DOD 
approved discount rate used in the CSBRA model has been 
-=educed from 7 percent in the 1993 B R X  process to 
2 -75 percent ia 1995 Consequently, we adjusted the COBRA 
model to the revfsed discount factor-holding ell other 
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 arum& post-closure operational cost  savings 
originally prof ected by the Department. O u r  work has 
determined that neither of these assnmptions is likely 
because of significant cost uncertainties. 

3 0 the Air Force has reco-t e s t a a t e d  
, $62* 2 m i l l i o r , O  zeauired as BRBC funded costs of 
closure, i t  also recognizes there wUl be aaclr;runal 
oae-time closure costs not fanded by BRAC. For example, an 
estimated 54-86milf ion w i l l  be needed b cover costs such 

%OD uses the COBRA model t o  estimate the return on 
investmeDt of its closure and rea l igrmnt  decisions. The 
Ccst model consis ts  of a set of formulas or algorithms that 
use standard factors and base-specific data in i t s  
calculations. Each DOD component had its own s e t  or' 
stun- c o s t  factors derived fram readily available 
bformatian. Some factors are identical f o r  each component 
because they ax-e mandated by reg- lat ti on or law or prescribed 
b policy- 
=COBRA algorLthma incorporate a discount rate to calculate 
baa the number of pars r W C e d  to obtain a =sturn on 
Fnvestment and a 20-yeas net present value analysis. The - 
source of identi-@ing the appropriate discount ra t e  is 
Office of -3Ianzgement and Budget Circular A-94, "Guidefines 
and Discount Rztes fo r  Benefit-cost analysis of Fed-a1 
P r o g r ~ . "  Ln the 1993 SRAC, a discoant rate of 7 percent 
was used, undez .'he assrrmptlton COBRA. analyses w e r e  
"base-case" benefit-cost analyses as defined by the 
C i r c u l a r .  DOD determined that  the  approved discount rate' 
associated with "cost-effectiveness " analyses should be used 
far the 1995 BWC. 
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estimaw $4.86 million w i l l  be needed to covet costs such 
as interim heal& benefits for personnel separating from 
g o v v  Also, th- will be environmental 
cleanup costs of same undetermined amount. Thus far, 
$3.62 million has been identified for envizonmental cleanup- 

As already indicated, we have also identified o the r  
potential closare costs  that the A 3 r  Force has not fnclnded. 
One is the cost to acquire the right to provide data some 
equ ipment  mawfactarers consider proprietary to contracton 
expecting to bid on the BGMC maintenance workload. . 
Proprietary rights involve the claim of ownership by 
equipment muurfacttr-es of some uniqae information, such as 
technical data ,  drawings, and =pair processes, to protect  
the manufactttrer's =ket position by prohibiting disclosure 
outside the government. An A i r  Force official  said cost 
estimates were submitted by four  eqaipment manufacttlsezs 
claiming proprietary rights, and these estimates were 
"absurdly high." While we cannot'identlfy what these 
additional one-time costs will be, any nnidentified costs 
push the payback period wen furtter.  

At the time AGc was identified f o r  closure and 
prfvatization, DOD estimated $68.09 million annual cost  for 
contractor operations znd s u 4  -on in_ net annual 
savings in personnel and overhead costs-:resulting Itn an 
estimated annual savings 0f~S3.8 milJion. aecurring costs 
af tar A G E  closure and privatization probably cannot be 
deteLmfned with any defee of assurance until after contract 
negotiation and award. However, some Bir Force officials 
have estimated that rather than achieving savings, annual 
r e w g  costs could actually exceed current costs of 
operations. Por example, an Air Force V a t e r i e l  Command 
( B I Z )  memorandum noted thac pree i l ing  labot rates and 
private sector charges f o r  similar items2 suggest that it 
will be difficult to keep the annual cont=ct value the same 
as the current annual c iv i l ian  sa laq - -a  key assrrmption in 
achieving the originally projected $3.8 million annuaL 
savings. 

An AFHC:andLysis determined that, assuming these costs are 
ccmpkable, additional costs f o r  p r o f i t  and contract 

a4Anal.psis by the transition prog=am managanent office 
determined that for 230 Force items curxently repaired 
at AGMC t ha t  also have repair histosy in the private sector, 
the cont=ctor costs were generally 1.5 to 3 times higher 
than the AGMC cos t .  



$1-8 mi3.Uon. A d d i t i o n a l  costs f o r  p r o p r i e t q  data and 
taxes w u l d  increase the post-closure operation costs by 
$3.8 .million annually. 

- A November 1994 AE'KC memorandznn informed system managers of 
increased funding requiraents  for: AGMC workloads to cover 
anticipated increases in costs of operation under 
privatization-in-glace. A December 1994 meeting of'the 
Acquisition Strategy Panel confirmed the projected 
increases. For example, the projected fiscal p.ear 1997 
costs after privatization-in-place w e r e  about 107 percent 
higher than projected costs under government operation, 
Additionally, the projected c o s l  of contractor operations 
for the 5-year period between f isca y e l r s  1996 and 2000 
w e r e  estimated tu be over $456 million more than previously 
estimated costs of government operations over t h a t  period. 

OmER r;nSURE AEZD PRrv2xI=TOR ISSUES 

Other privatization issues relate to (1) proprietary data 
claims, (2) the effect of the clasnre on excess depot 
maintenance capacity, (3)  the *act of privatizing core 
workload, ( 4 )  the segmentation o f  the metrology and 
calfbxation mission, and ( 5 )  tfie transfer of A W  progeey 
and facilities to the local reuse c ~ s s i o n .  

Proprietary D a t a  Clafms . . 

lIhe proprietary r ights  to technical &+a is unresolved f o r  
s o m e  workloads to be contracted out and could greacdp 
increase the costs of privatization. 1n this case, when 
contractors have a legi thate  claim o f  ownership, the 
government cannot make &this information available to other 
private sectar..firms a t  compete f o r  the AGXC maintenance 
workload. The amount of depot maintenance workload at AGKC 
that involves proprietary data, the extenz to which  owners 
of proprietary rights =e willing to sell these rights to 
the government, or the potential cost of t h i s  acquisition 
have n o t  been determined. -3ir Force officials noted they 
are investigating possible methods for *the prospective 
bidders to gain the necessary data rights as part of their . 
proposd. Rowever, p r o p r i e t a q  data problems have already - - 
contributed ta the delay of several key program milestones, 
inclndfng preparation of the statement of work and 
acqaisition and source selection plans, and are a potential 
barrier to the AGHC privatization- 



E f f e c t  on Excess Cawcf- 

The privatization o f  AGKC will not reduce excess capacity by 
the 1.7 million hours previously eslimated if 
privatization-ln-pla- 1s completd as currently planned. 
Since a u y  of the systems and conxponents =ently repaired 
at AGHC are not repaired elseuhere, the AGKC depot 
m t e n a n c e  capability does not generally duplicate repair 
capabilrty found elsewhere. Mhere duplicate capability 
exists, consolidating Uka re~a iz  wor.klouds and eliminating 
redMdincies would be expected to generate economies and 
eff ic iencies .  CPrrently, it b planned that almost a l l  the 
sen: capability will De retained in place for use by private 
contractors: The Air .F+co w i l l  r e t a in  ownership of depot 
plant equipment and the s'tandarcis laboratory cqxiprnent, 
which K*IC accotmtable records indicate aze valued at about 
$326 million. W i t h  Lbis arrengement, it is d i f Z i C t l l t  t o  
~ndcrstnnd bow DOD projects the elimination of 1.7 million 
boars o f  excess capacity. 

Privatization. of Core Workload 

All of AGMCrs maintenance workload &s been identified as 
core work to be re-ed in govPtrnnent facilities. Since 
1993, when the Biz Force reconmended that A Q C  be closed and 
privatized, each of the services identified depot . 
arainterwce capability f o r  which it was Gnsidered essential 
that this capability be retained as organic DOD 
capability--referred to as cose c a p a b i l l ~ . ~  According to 
Office of  the S e c r e f a r y  o f  Defense guidance, core exists to . . manunire operztional risks and to guarantee required 
readiness for critical wezpon systems- The Air Force 
detezmhed tbat 100 percent of the AGXC depot maint-ce 
workload i s  core. AGMC is the 'only A i r  Force depot activity 
having kLI i- repai= workload defined as core--with other 
depots' core capability ranging from 59 percent at 
5 a 4 W m e n t O  ALC to 84 percent at Warner Robins ALC. An U X C  
memoranem noted some inconsistency in planning to contract 
out workload defined as 100 percent core, while continuing 
to support the need f o r  rataining core capabilifq. in IXlD 

lScore ls defined by DOD as t h e  capabl l iq  maintained within 
organLC Defense depots -4 meet readiness and sustainability 
requirements of the weapon systems tbrt support the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff contingen~y scenario. Core depot 
maintenance capabilities are inrendoff to cuqrise only M e  
~~ f ac i l i t i es ,  equfpment and skilled personnel 
necessary to ermxe a ready 'and controlled source of 
required technical competence. 



facilfties. However, the memorandum noted that the inherent 
rfsk  o f  contractiag out can be mfnimized if the  workload is 
zetained at BGHC as a result of privatization-in-place. Air 
Farce officials stated that reahzing govenunent ownership 
of the mission-related equipment at AGKC is essential to 
controlling the risk of privatizing this critical core 
workload, 

Sewentation of the Metroloqv and C a t s a t i o n  Mission 

The current plan to retain part  of the metrology and 
calibration mission to be performed by Air Force personnel 
w h i l e  privatizing the standards laboratory function may be 
neither practicable nor cost-effective. We found that t h e  
standards Laboratory function i s  generally the training 
ground where Air Porce civilian personnel develop the skills 
they need to perfom the otber metrology and calibration 
functions that will be continued at AGMC as a gwernment 
operation. We discussed this issue w i t h  personnel from both 
the Brmp and the .Xavy who maintain similar organic 
capabilities to support service met,vlogp and cal ibra t ion  
management fanctions. Pley noted that 2rom their 
perspective, contracting pazfC of this work while maintabing 
most of it as a government activity would not be desirable. 
navy officials noted that 100 percent of t h e i r  metrologp and 
calibration program management personnel yere formerly 
employed in the primary standards laboratory. Brmp and N a v y  
-officials stated that  the ezperience and t ra in ing gained 
from their prior work in-laboratories w a s  essential to 
peoonance of pcogram management responsibilities . 
We questioned the viability of having the Air Force 
intersenice its metrology andcalibration activities to the 
Army andlor N a y r  which have simi'la activities. Army and 
N a v y  officials said they believe it wuld be possible to 
combine the A 3 z  Parce metrology and ctlibration funct ion 
with that or' one or bath of &&e other services. Air Force 
officials s a i d  they considered interservicing but detezmined 
that neither the Axmy nor  tlre Navy facilities meet the 
tolerances required for  cdlibrzting some Air Porce equipment 
or have ,the capacity to assume +he Air Porce workload, Army. 
and fiavp officials stated t h a t  an &+Ling memorandum of 
agreement unong the three m i l l -  departments provides that 
if one of the primaxy standards labo=ztories loses its 
capability, the remaining laboratories would assist in 
meeting ca l ibra t ion  requirements. These officials said they 
belleve that iaters-icing or j o i n t  operations should be 
further considered by tbe Air Force. 



Transfer of P m e r t v  and F a c l l l t i e s  
to Local- Reuse Commission 

The AGMC privatization-in-place approad is'based on 
kansferr ing  ownership of the Newark AFBIAGMC property and 
facilities, which the A i r  Force ee-tes to be mrth about 
$331 million,16 to the local rease commission. To make this 
approach work, the Ais Force must tr-fer ownership of the 
proper* and facilities at no c o s t  or less than fair market 
value. Rhethez this t--aaafer w i l l  take place is unclear 
since (I) the  fair market value has not been determined and 
(2 )  agreements as to the cos t  o f  the property or means of 
payment aPd as to whethe the reuse commission is willing to 
assume responsibility f o r  opmting the property and 

. facilities have not been reached. !Po effect prop- 
transfer at below estimated fair market value, the Secretary 
of the atr Porce m u s t  explain the cost and apprwe the 
transfer. A k  Force o f f i c i a l s  noted that,  pending results 
of the envfxonmental impact analysis, they expect to convey 
the property through an economic development conveyance with 
very favorable terms to the local reuse commission. 

A local reuse commission o f f i c i a l  told us that u n t i l  
recently the comntission believed the H w a r k  AFB/AQdC 
property would be *aasferred to the commfssion at no cost. 
The official noted that It is questionable whether the 
commission w i l l  be interested fn acquirisg the property 
under other conditions. 

DClD hfs*&rically has encountered difficulties in t rytng to 
close military bases. This makes us reluctant--absent ve,q 
compel-ling reasons--to recornmelid that DOD revisit pr io r  
decisions of the Base Realignment and Closure Comissian.  
Eowev=, w e  believe that  the problems being faced in 
i m p l e m n t f n g  this decision are of such an unusual nature to 
w-t revisiting the planned closu=z and privatization of 
A W .  Therefore, we recommend that  *he Secretaries of the 
slLr Porce and Defense reevaluate, as a part of the ongoing 
BRAC 1995 process, -bath IXIDgs 1993 recomendatfon to close 

%hZs amount does not hclode the value of the snlssian- 
related depot plant equipment and the standards laboratory 
equi-ment, w U c h  w i l l  be retained as government-owned 
~~t - 



Newark AFB/AGMC and the Air Force's approach to implementing 
M e  closure decision through privatization-in-place. 

Part o f  the w r k  on this assignment resulted from our 
ongoing effort to review various depot ma-.tenance issues, 
including an analysis of the status of bOD8s efforts to 
implement depot closures resulting f r o m  prior BRAC 
decisions. We completed work for this report in November 
-94. we discussed a drafz of t h l s  repaFc w i t h  agency 
officials and have included their  comments where 
appropriate. Our work was performed in accordance w i t h  
genezalzy accepted gwermnent auditing standaxds. Our scope 
and methodology are discussed in greater detail in 
appendix I. 

B j o r  contributars were Julia Denman, Assistant Director,  
and Frank Lawson. C 
D& M. Heivilin 
D i r e c t o r ,  D e f  ewe M;lnageaent 
and NiSA Issues 



SCOPE AND b5?IXODOLOGY 

Ylm asked us to review &w the Department of D e f e n s e  (DOD) is 
maazgfng various issues related to the closute o f  depot maintexzance 
activities, including (1) the allocation of workload that is 
~rrrrently being performed at these activities, eitner to DOD 
activities 02 to the commercial. sector; (23 policies and procdmes 
f o r  the disposition of equipment at these activtties; (3) policies 
and procedures to provide the sting wozkforce opporcunfties for 
employment; ( 4 )  the potential for conversion of these activities 
into commercial repair activities; and ( 5 )  an update of IMD8s 
estimates f o r  closure costs and savings as a result of i q l exen t ing  
pmor Defense Base Closure and Realignment C o d s s i o n  (GRAC) 
decisions for depot closures - . 

W e  discussed the Bewark Air Force Base  clasure and privatization of 
the Aerospace Gaidance aad Xetroloqy Center (m) w i t h  Afs Force  
o f f i c i a l s  responsible for inplementhg the ERAC decision at AGMC, 
Air Force M a t e ~ i e l  Connnand (BFEIC) , and Air Force headquarters. We 
also (1) discussed estimated closare costs and savings with Air 
Force officials at various locations, and (2)  toured the AQ4C 
facflity, conducting interviews w i t h  center personnel and reviewing 
h i s to r i ca l  and w c l v i n g  docmaentation- In addition, we contacted 
Defense Contract Management Cammand, Defense Contract Audit Agency, 
and AEXC contracting personnel for contract-related information and 
A- and navy metrology officials responsible for the primary 

vdazds laboratories to obtain information on their capability to wtaia tlze AGMC metrology vcrkLoad and their views on privatizing 
WC of  the metrology functions while continning to keep the 
maaagement function as a govenmept operation. 

We ' analped  laws, policies, and regulations governing core 
capabiuty and Office of Management and audget Circular A-76 and 
Policy Lerter 92-1 f o r  infbnnation on inhezently governmental 
functions. To assess the impact of the increase in the estimated 
cbst of closing Sewark AE'B/AE~C, w e  used the 1993 Cost of Base 
Realignment A c t i o n s  model to cllculate Cr?e closure and relocation 
cost payback period, 

In conducting this review, we used the same r epor t s  and statistics 
the aFr Force uses _to monitor the cost of closure and estimate the 
r-lng costs -associated wi*A A m  privatization. We dFd not - - 
fn-pendently detmrmine their reliability. 





Fact Paper 
on 

The GAO and Newark AFB 
Background: 

At the direction of thc 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 

AF comments: The Air Force has budgeted an additional $3 1 million to close 
Newark AFEI above the original $3 1 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 
Firm cost proposals due mid June 95 

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

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 

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 meuologyicalibration 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 
GAO 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 AGlMC, the AF 
will reduce its organic depot capacity by 1.7 d i o n  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 
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 
Strategy presentes 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 
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 uncerainties associated with this m s f e r  due to fair market 
value determination and lack of agreements between AF and local reuse 
commission on assuming responsibility for propertylfacilities 

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 
Expecting to convey the property to the local cornrnission under very 
favorable terms 



GAO Recommendations: 
SECAF and SECDEF reevaluate as a part of the 95 BRAC process: 

DOD's 1993 recommendation to close NewarldAGMC 
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 

Currentseategy 
Continue to work PIP to reduce cost and risk 
Continue to assess alternatives to PIP 

lMoving all AGlMC workloads to other AF and inhrservice depots 
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 

AFMC/CC determine best alternative for disposition of workload 
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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 AFMClXP TO LEAD THIS TASK AND 
PRESENT TO GEN YATES FOR A DECISION. 



ASSUMPTIONS 

BRAC FUNDING WlLL BE AVAILABLE TO IMPLEMENT 
PLAN B . 

AF WlLL REPROGRAM MANPOWER AND FUNDING FOR 
FY 96 AND BEYOND 
INTERIM CONTRACTOR SUPPORT WlLL BE REQUIRED 
LOSS OF'SKILLED WORKFORCE, TRAlNIN-G WILL BE 
REQUIRED 
MILCON WlLL BE REQUIRED AT GAINING SITES 
STARTING DATE WlLL BE 1 OCT 95, TARGET END DATE 
IS 1 OCT 98, MUST FINISH BY 1 JUL 99 





ALTERNAT 

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 .A~RCRAFTTO*WR-ALC 

-MOVE MISSILES TO 0 0 - A L C  

ALTERNATIVE 83 
-MOVE AIRCRAFT TO OC-ALC 
-MOVE MISSILES TO 0 0 - A L C  



METROLOGY 

PERSONNEL M&JOR TRAINING REQTS. MAJOR PROJECTS 

Realigned 180 Precision Measi~re~nen t Microwave Stds. Lab 
Eliminated 13 Slandards Calibration & Repair Laser Sids. Lab 

Optics Stds. Lab 

COST SUMMARY [M) 

Const,ruction . : : 9 ' 4 . 4 .  . .  . - . .  
' I , . .  . . .  

I ; ' ~ersonnel . $1 .9  - 

Moving $ 46.3 
Other $.I 2 
TOTAL $52.7 

PHASING 

FYOO 

$OM ' 8 



PERSONNEL 

Realigned 
Eliminated 

MONRECU 
NAVY 

MAJOR TRAINING REQTS, MAJOR PROJECTS 

RLG Test 8001$161,950 Isolation Piers $0.21 M 
(rolled into personnel number) 

COST SUMMARY /Ml 

Cons[ruction, .. , .  $ ,45 . . , ! .  .. . .. . . . . . :  . - .  . .. 0 .  . ' .  

. ~ & ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i e l  . ,  $ l ; d 4  . .  . .  

Moving $ .29 
01t-1 Other $.24 
TOTAL $2.02 

PHASING 

FYOO 



PERSONNEL 

Realigned 
Eliminated 

MONRECUPR JNG 
ALTERNATIVE 61 

MAJOR TRAINING REQTS. MAJOR PROJECTS 

1,320 Gyro Mechanic Training Clean Rooms 
275 Software Eng Training . Isolation Piers 

(rolled into personnel number) 

COST SUMMARY [Ml 

. . I C,ohstryction . . , $43 .5  , . . . . , 
. , . 

... . . . . . . . . . '  . . . . . . .  .. ; P&rsdhh'&i, ' .  $39.9 . . , : ,  

Moving $ 189.1 
OIH Other j 5.0 
TOTAL $287.5 

PHASING 

FYOO 
$1.5M 

10 







ALTERNATIVE B2 

PERSONNEL --- MAJOR TRAINING REQTS. MAJOR PROJECTS 

Realigned 1,320 Gyro Mechanic Training Clean Roonis 
Eliminated 275 Software Eng Training . Isolation Piers 

(rolled into personnel number) 

COST SUMMARY (MI 

.. Construc!ion : $49.6 . ,  . . . . . . .  . - - .  . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . I .  . . .  ... , .. . . . .  . . . - .  . . .  - 
. . ~ 6 r s o n k 1  ., $ 39.7 . . . . ,  . ... . 

Moving $ 190.0 
O/H Other $15.3 
TOTAL $294.6 

PHASING 

FYOO 
$1.5M 1 
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Seismic 
Survey 

Equip Move 
& Set-up 

Training 

Pre-prod. 

product lot^ 

9514 9814 9712 9614 9711 9613 961 9713 9612 9811 9714 9812 9813 
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ALTERNATIVE COMPARISONS 
( PEs) 

B1 
PEs Elim. 
PEs Real. 

PEs Elim. 
PEs Real. 

8 3  
PEs Elim. 
PEs Real. 

FYOO 



ALTERNATIVE C MPARISONS 

( FY95 FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FY 00 Total 

B1 
Benefits (M) 
NlRCosls (M) 
Recurring (M) 
TOTAL COSTS 

0.0 0.2 1.3 10.1 17.9 17.9 47.4 
' 0.8 42.7 133.0 110.4 + 4.3 1.5 292.7 
38.2 38.2 38.2 38.2 38.2 30.2 229.2 
39.0 80.9 171.2 148.6 42.5 39.7 521.9 

B2 
Benefits (M) 

. . . : . .I NIRCOS~S (M) . 
.. Recurring (M) 
TOTAL COSTS 

0 .O 0.2 1 .I 9.5 17.5 30.3 586 
1 ;5 .; :, :;:' ; 31 q .  , . 

, , ,  . .  . , ... . ,. . -.; IU2.0 . . .. .  124.6 . . . . . 38,,2 . ,  , :  , .  1 . 5 : .  : : ?99;7 , .  . . 
. .  . .  . ' . .  , . . . .. . ._ ... . . - . .  . .  . 

30;'12 
' . '  

38.2.: 38.2 38.2' ' . 38.2' . .  38.2" . . ,  229.2. ; . . . , 

39.7 70, I 140.2 162.8 76.4 3g17 528,9 

Benefits (M) 
NlRCosts (M) 
Recurring (M) 
TOTAL COSTS 

0 .O 0.3 1.6 10.0 17.5 17.9 47,3 
3.3 34.1 99.0 11 8.2 38.5 1.7 294.8 
38.2 38.2 38.2 38.2 38.2 38.2 229,2 
41.5 72.3 137.2 156.4 76.7 39.9 524.0 







COST FOR OPTIONS CONSIDERED ARE ESSENTIALLY 
EQUAL. NEW TRC CONCEPT SHOULD DECIDE 
WORKLOAD OUTCOME. 

b 

ADVISE SECAF THE COST OF PLAN B WILL BE AT 
' 

. LEAST. $300M.,.': :, , 
, . . . , . . .  

11 . . . .  
, . 

PLAN I3 WILL DELAY CLOSURE. WILL REQUIRE 
BRAC 95 COMMENTS FOR IMPLEMENTATION. 



THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301 

4 May 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOIETT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARLES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROLER 
GENERAL COWSEL 
DIRECTOR. OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSTSTXNTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENClES 

SUBJECT: Depot Maintenance OperaGons Policy 

I have completed my review of the Defense Science Board Depot Maintenance Task 
Force rcport. As noted in my forwarding letter to the Congress, the report is a constructive 
contribution to tht challenge of rightsizing the depot infrastructure of the DoD for present and 
future national defcnsc ncds. 

The weapon systems and equipment resdiness, sustahbility and lifc-cyde support 
requirements of the Depatment demand a base of organic depots. To control risk, the 
Department's CORE depot maintenan- concept provides for idtntification and quantification of 
bpccific capabilities that need to be resident in organic depots The ability to guarantee &livery of 
ntxible and responsive industrial support represents the essence of DoD1s depot rnainttnance 
miision. 

CORE is the caphilily maintained wirhin organic Deertse depots to meet 
readiness apd susruinrdility nquirematr ofrhc weapon systuns rhcrt supporr rhe JCS 
wntingency scenun'o(s). Core depot nanintmawc tPPQbiIih'cs will comprise only the 
minimum foc~~lities, cquipmenr and skilIedpersonnel nccessury to mswe a ntuiy and 
wntroUcd source of required technical competence. (DoD Memorandrrm, Subjccf: 

J Depot Maintenance Capabiliry, dated Nmanbtr IS, 1993). 

The DoD CORE concept means detc-g Department wide the CORE capability 
nquiremcnts and identifying requisi tc wokload to maintain these capabilities, based on military 
service inputs. Tbis determination considers the level of risk snd the capabilities of all DoD 
depots. Tbe Task Force validaced the DoD CORE conctpt but remmmendcd adoption of Service 
CORE!. Our review determined that pater  flexibility is achievable by maintaining the current 
DoD CORE. 



t With regard to competition bctween tbe public depots and the private sector, thc Task 
Force &d other related studies and audits have concluded that: Databases and financial 
management systems in the Department and the Militay Scrviccs an not capable of supporting 
the detnmination of actual cost of specific workloads. &though, vigorous attempts have been 
made to execute fair publidprivatc cost competitions through the media of thc Cost 
Comparability Handbook. a Ievel playing field is not achievable in the near term, Based on th- - 
findings pubLidprivate cust competition will be discontinued at present. 

The Task Force concluded that the above findings pertaining to publidprivate cost 
competitions also apply to public/public competitions. Additionally, the Task Force observed that 
there is considerable expense in conducting pubiidp~lblic cost competitions, and that thc same 
cff!ciencfes can be gaincd by intersc~icing workloads to Centers of ExceUence. I agrcc with the 
Task Foru conclusion that interservicing of Depot Maintenance work is preferable to direct 
public/public cost competition. Therefore, public vs. public cost competition wilf also be 
discontinued, and interservicing decisions taken on the basis of efficiencies that wn be gaincd. In 
the future, if accurate and comparable cost data is available, the issue of cost competition should 

Major modifications and upgrades to increase the performance envelopc of systems arc 
not by definition part of depot maintemncc CORE The Government has traditionally obtained 
development and rnanufacm of kits for modificarions and upgrades h m  the private scctor. The 
Task Force concluded that major +modifications and upgrades should be primarily accomplished in 
the private sector. Ilk conclusion is sound and will be implemenred 

Efficient &pot maintenance support of new weapon systems is of utmost importance, 
However, the paradigm must cbange; we should no longer assume new weapon systems and 
equipment will transition to organic &pot suppoe In many cases, there is neithcr a strong 
economic case nor risk control requirement for establishing organic &pot maintenance support. 
The depot maintenance m g y  is an important element of the acquisition process for new 
system. It is clear that in this era of declining forct structure, the stmtcgy must k refined 
pcrid~cally throughout the entire acquisition cycle. The Defense Science Board Depot 
Maintulance Task Force has bcen given an ixlditional task of determining rhe process and 
procedures at, Department should Use in procuing rhc depot maintenance support for ncw 
weapons systems Their report win be completed in 30 days. 

The Militaxy Services and Dtfense Agencies will rdc the actions necessary to impltmtnt 
the above guidance. These policy changes arc ef:ec:tive irnmcdiattly and will be incorporated into 
DOD f)irectives. 
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BACKGROUND PAPER ON NEWARK AFB 

I, fi , v= 
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 $3 1.3M, with a 
steady-state savings of $3.8M. 

Discussion: 

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. 
The GAO recommended the Secretary of Defense and Air Force review the decision to 
close Newark AFB as part of the 1995 closure process. 
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. 

One Time Cost to Close: $62.2M (possibly as high as $270M) 
Annual Savings could actually result in increased costs to the Air Force. 

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 - $1 80M range. (AF estimate was $1 59M) 
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 contl-actor analysis, and the Air Force's intent to make 
privatization-in-place work. 

Frank Cantwell/AF Tearn/05/02/95 
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COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~4.04) 
Data As Of 13 : 58 02/20/1993, Report created 12 : 07- 03/19/1993 

Group : DEPOT 
Service : USAF 
Option Package : Newark 

Starting Year : 1994 
Break Even Year: 2008 (Year 15) 
ROI Year : 2008 (8 Years) 

Option NPV in 2013 ($K) : -6,532 
Total One-Time Cost ($K) : 31,264 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Beyond 

Misn 0 0 34,044 68,088 68,088 68,088 68,088 
Pers 0 0 -33,891 -67,807 -67,807 -67,807 -67,807 
Ovhd 60 45 -327 -2,132 -4,032 -4,032 -4,032 
Cons 0 0 0 -4,500 0 0 0 
Movg 0 3,100 5,989 0 0 0 0 
Othr 100 245 21,691 0 0 0 0 

TOT 

1994 1995 1996 ----- ----- ----- 
FORCE STRUCTURE REDUCTIONS 
Officers 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 
Civilian 0 0 0 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Officers 0 0 0 
Enlisted 0 0 0 
Civilian 0 0 1,578 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
Officers 0 0 32 
Enlisted 0 0 60 
Students 0 0 0 
TOT MIL 0 0 92 
Civilian 0 0 101 
TOTAL 0 0 193 

TOTAL 

Summary : -------- 

NEWARK. CBR 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v4.04) - Page 2 
Data As Of 13:58 02/20/1993, Report Created 12:07 03/19/1993 

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1994 1995 1996 ----- ----- ----- 

Misn 0 0 34,044 
Pers 0 0 25 
Ovhd 60 45 -327 
Cons 0 0 0 
Movg 0 3,100 6,171 
Othr 100 245 21,691 

Beyond ------ 
68,088 

25 
-4,032 

0 
0 
0 

TOT 160 3,390 61,604 65,981 64,081 64,081 64,081 

Savings ($K) Constant 
1994 1995 ----- ----- 

Misn 0 0 
Pers 0 0 
ovhd 0 0 
Cons 0 0 

C Movg 0 0 
Othr 0 0 

TOT 0 0 

Dollars 
1996 ----- 

0 
33,916 

0 
0 

182 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

67,832 
0 
0 
0 
0 



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): 
~ommunications Costs  ear) : 
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 







w o s t  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 " ~ i r  University ~eview" 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. 63 

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)$l80 to 210 thousand $90 to 110 thousand 
-90 

GITA-B Accelerometer$40. to 43, thousand, $1 4. to 1 5. thousand 
(my estimate). 

Peacekeeper ComputerG29. to 32. thousand, $1 3 to 1 5. thousand (my 
estimate) 

The number of ~uidance/Navigation systems processed from 1962 to 
1989 were in excess of 160,500. The number of Displacement Gyros 
were in 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,Gillion 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. Approx. 
the same number of people will stay employed , eitner in the 
Contractor plant or at AGMC. -- no in~provenent 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 oth.er 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 va1u.e; 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 

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   over nor George V. Voinovich 

C Roger P. Houck/Air Force Team19 Apr 93 



SIGNIFICANT ISSUES 

Single center for repair of strategic missile guidance systems 
and certain aircraft inerti'al navigation systems. 
Single center for precision measurement standardization. 
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 I11 bases, yet privatize 
those missilesf only guidance system repair capability. 
Base unfairly penalized for absence of runway; runway is not 
needed for AGMC mission; in fact, it would jeopardize mission. 

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 llpublic benefit transfer1@ 

- Employees at Newark incorporate and take over facility 

- Convert to a W C O  

- Contractor assumes workload. at location other than Newark 

- Movement of workload to a DoD organic source. 



CONTRACTOR PERSPECTIVE 

NEWARK AFB CLOSURE 

OCT 93 



Newark AFB Closure Status 

NEWARK AFB TO CLOSE IN 1996(?) 

AFMC AND WEAPON SYSTEM MANAGERS DEVELOPINGIASSESSING 
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 TRANSlTlONlNG TO RLG SYSTEMS 
--- NEWARK NOT FAClLlTlZED 

-- NAVY WORKLOAD (ESGN) SOON TO BE TOTALLY CONTRACT 

- METROLOGY TO RELOCATE WITHIN DOD 



Newark AFB Closure Status (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 SPOICONTRACTOR TRANSITION PLAN 
DEVELOPED 

WORKLOAD DISPOSITION CONCERNSIISSUES OW 
r' - 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 (19951) 

- PRIVATIZATION-IN-PLACE VS RELOCATION OF WORKLOAD 



ICBM Guidance Repair Issues 

REQUIREMENT TO MAINTAIN MINUTEMAN Ill 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 

PEACEKEEPER 

MINUTEMAN 





I 

/ GUIDANCE 
SYSTEM 

LN-12 

LN-14 

LN-I5 ~ 
LN-15J 

LN-39 

SPNIGEANS 

B I B  INU 

CAROUSEL 

FY SKI 2310 IMU 

F16 INU 

PADS IMU 

KT-73 IMU 

KT-76 IMU 

ESGN 

DMlNS 

WEAPON 
SYSTEM 

F111 A 81 F SERIES 

F14/A6/FI 8 

MC130E 

Fl6tAI O/FB111IEH60 

B521F117 

B1 B 

KC1 351C1411C5IC130 

ARMY SURVEY 

A7 

SRAM MISSILE 

NAVY ATTACK SUB 

AIRCRAFT 
CARRIERS; SUBS & 

I I SURVEY SHIPS I I 
* THOSE SYSTEMS FOR WHICH REPAIR CAPABILITY DOES NOT CURRENTLY EXIST WOULD 

REQUIRE RELOCATION OF DEPOT TEST EQUIPMENT OR REINSTALLATION 0 STORED 
FACTORY TEST EQUIPMENT d! Rockwell 

International 

MANUFACTURER 

LITTON 

LITTON 

LITTON 

LITTON 

LITTON 

HONEYWELL 

KEARFOTT 

DELCO 

KEARFOTT 

KEARFOIT 

LITTON 

KEARFOTT 

KEARFOTT 

ROCKWELL 

ROCKWELL 

DOES MANUFACTURER HAVE * 
CURRENT REPAIR CAPABILITY 

UNKNOWN 

UNKNOWN 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

YES 

NO 

UNKNOWN 

NO 

YES 

UNKNOWN 

UNKNOWN 

YES 

NO 



MANUFACTURER - SCHEDULED FOR TRANSITION TO DEPOT 
STARTING IN FY95 

TRANSITION OF MILITARY AIRCRAFT TO RLG SYSTEMS IS WELL 
UNDERWAY 

RLG SYSTEM 
DESIGNATOR 

1 .. 
LN-94 . 

H-770 

"-423 ) 
LN-93 

- STILL IN TRANSITION: F117, F I  6, F4 

- FORECASTEDlPLANNED: KC135, C141, C5, BIB,  852, ARMY SURVEY 
VEHICLE 

WEAPON 
SYSTEM 

F15 

F15 

{ F16: ':I30 
F4, MH60, MH53, 

F111 

f!!!!! Rockwell 
International 

MANUFACTURER 

LITTON 

HONEYWELL 

HOE4EYt"JELC 

LITTON 





ICBM SPO GUIDANCE SUPPORT PLAN (CONT.) 

ROCKWELLIHONEYWELLINORTHROP ARE WORKING TOGETHER 
TO SUPPORT THE ICBM SPO PLAN 

ICBM "TOTAL GUIDANCE PROGRAM" PLAN DEVELOPED 
- INCLUDES DETAILED MINUTEMAN REPAIR RELOCATION AND SET-UP 

PROCEDURES , I .  

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 

SYNERGISMIAGGREGATION 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: $ lM PER SYSTEM MINUTEMAN Ill: $300K PER SYSTEM 

INCLUDES DIRECT REPAIR COST PLUS ASSOCIATED SUPPORTJOVERHEAD 

Rockwell 
International 





NEWARK AIR FORCE BASE CLOSURE ISSUES 

ROCKWELLIHONEYWELLINORTHROP 

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 



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 SPOfS GUIDANCE PROGRAM 

ROCKWELL/NORTHROP/HONEYWELL DEVELOPED, PRODUCED AND HAVE 
CONTINUOUSLY SUPPORTED ICBM GUIDANCE SYSTEMS 

- MM I, 11, Ill AND PEACEKEEPER 
- FAClLlTlZED DEPOT AND TRAINED PERSONNEL 

SIMILAR CONTRACTOR CAPABILITIES EXIST FOR NON-ICBM GUIDANCE AND 
METROLOGY 

CONTRACTORS CAN DO THE REPAIR TASK IN THEIR FACILITIES 



ICBM SPO GUIDANCE PROGRAM 

SPO DIRECTOR'S PROGRAM 

- SINGLE CONTRACT FOR ALL ICBM GUIDANCE SUPPORT FUNCTIONS CURRENTLY 
ACCOMPLISHED BY GOVERNMENTICONTRACTOR 

REPAIR 
SPARES MANAGEMENT 
PARTS PROCUREMENT 
ITEM MANAGEMENT 
FIELD OPERATIONS SUPPORT 
TECHNICAL DATA 
TRAINERS 

ENGINEERING 
ASSESSMENT 
MODIFICATIONS 
OPERATIONAL SOFTWARE 
TEST EQUIPMENT 
DATA SYSTEMS 

RATIONALE 

- 50% REDUCTION IN SPO ORGANIC MANPOWER 

- RECOGNIZED LOSS OF INDUSTRIAL BASE 
AIR FORCE AND USSTRATCOM STUDIES 

- PENDING NEWARK AFB CLOSURE 



ICBM SPO GUIDANCE PROGRAM (CONT'D) 

ROCKWELL/HONEYWELL/NORTHROP WORKING TOGETHER TO SUPPORT 
ICBM SPO DIRECTOR'S PROGRAM 

- ICBM "TOTAL GUIDANCE PROGRAM PLAN" DEVELOPED 

DETAILED MINUTEMAN RELOCATION PLAN INCLUDED 

OPPORTUNITY FOR SIGNIFICANT COST REDUCTION 

- CURRENT REIMBURSEMENT TO AIR FORCE STOCK FUND BY ACC 

S 1 .OM/PEACEKEEPER AND $300KIMINUTEMAN PER REPAIR 
INCLUDES DIRECT AND SUPPORTIOVERHEAD COSTS 

- ROCKWELL/HONEYWELL/NORTHROP ROM REFLECTS LOWER COST 



MONUMENT STABILITY 

NEEDED FOR GUIDANCE SYSTEM ALIGNMENT STABILITY AND ACCURACY 
CHECKS 

USAFIBMO 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 



PEACEKEEPER ICBM IMU REPAIR QUALITY 

NORTHROP AND NEWARK AFB BOTH REPAIR PEACEKEEPER lMUs 

COMPARISON OF FIELD RELIABILITY SUBSEQUENT TO REPAIR 

- DIFFICULT COMPARISON 

DIFFERENT CONFIGURATION 
SMALL SAMPLE SIZES 

- NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCE 

UTILIZING ALL DATA SINCE INITIAL DEPLOYMENTS 



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 

C-L 
u 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 

Rockwell 
International 

Autonolks S t r a e g k  Syalernr Dlvhlon 



CONCLUSION 

THE CAPABILITY TO ACCOMPLISH THE UNIQUE 
ASPECTS OF THE NEWARK AFB MISSION EXIST 
IN PRIVATE INDUSTRY OR OTHER GOVERNMENT 
FACILITIES 

Rockwell 
International 

~ u t G l l c o  Slratoglc Systems Dlvlslon 



NON-ICBM GUIDANCE SYSTEMS 

AIRCRAFT AND NAVY 1 SYSTEMS REPAIRED AT NEWARK ORIGINALLY 
FAClLlTlZED BY CONTRACTORS 

- MANY CONTRACTORS RETAIN REPAIR CAPABILITY 

AIRCRAFT TRANSlTlONlNG TO RLG GUIDANCE SYSTEMS 

- CURRENTLY CONTRACTOR-ONLY REPAIR CAPABILITY 

- FAClLlTlZATlON OF NEWARK PLANNED TO START IN 1995 



CONCLUSIONS 

ICBM SPECIFIC 

- NO TECHNICAL ISSUES . I  

- ICBM SPO DIRECTOR'S GUIDANCE PROGRAM INCLUDES MINUTEMAN REPAIR 

MINUTEMAN GUIDANCE REPAIR CAPABILITY CAN BE RELOCATED 

GENERAL 

- INDUSTRY CAN PERFORM THE NEWARK AFB MISSION AT INDUSTRY'S FACILITIES 

a RETAINS INDUSTRIAL BASE 



METROLOGY 

AGMC METROLOGY CAPABILITY IS NOT UNIQUE 

- DUPLICATED BY INDUSTRY AND OTHER GOVERNMENT FACILITIES 

NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STANDARDS LABORATORIES DIRECTORY 

- LISTS LAB LOCATIONS/CAPABILITIES AVAILABLE THROUGHOUT U.S. 





Air ~4 ' Categories 

CATEGORY 

Flyi nglLn I-ge Ail'c1.a ft (~nissile) 

I;lying/Sn~nll Ait.c~.;ll't 

FlyingIPilot Training . 
FlyinglSpecial Opcr- CI 1' tolls 

1)cllots 

I'rod\~ction Cerilers 

Test Facilities 

l'eclinical I'rairling 
- 

Eclr~catiorial 

Heatlqrlartcrs 

Sl~ace Operations 

Cantonn~erils 

Air National Guard I 

Air Fo~qcc I<csc~.vc 

Gcograpliical/h4ission Esren~ial I ~ x c l ~ ~ s i o ~ ~ s  ' 

NUMBER 

21 (5) 

11 

4 

1 

6 

3 

1 

4 

2 

6 

3 

2 

13 

11 

1 G 
-- 
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Depots 
Cost 0 f' I,:1 IIOI* 

ISSUIC hlCC1,131,1,/\N 

$16.58 

$35,768 

$52.70 
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$32,775 

$50.52 
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$47.78 
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Newnrlc Air Porcc Base 

SCENARIO 11 

Do not closc Newark AFB 

Contractor facilities prescntiy 
do not have llic capability to 
absorb the Minr~teman IC13h4 
guidancc system workloatl 
req~~irenients in~nictliatcly (If / co~i~rnctctl out) 

Avoids i~nforseen costs clue to 
lack of  conlraclor proposals. 

CONS II 
Does not promotc DoD 

ini tialivc to privatize 

May rua [lie risk of keeping n (1 
faci!i!y ope:: ~ i t l i  ri iliiiiinisiling 
\vorkloatl reqi~irenicn t 

Does not ret l~~ce depot excess 
capacity 



McClella~l Air Force Base, California 

ISSUli 

Consideratio11 of dcpot perforrn- 
ance, cost efficiency, arid pro- 
dtlctivity indicators. 

- 

A F  I'OSITION 

Air Force soliciled data iri base 
questionnaire, but tlecide(1 riot to 
use because mucll of data is sub- 
ject to nianipulation by tlepots, 
is dependent upon specific work- 
loads accomplished by depots, 
and sul)jcct to factors l~cyond a 
rlepot's control, such as estab- 
lishing sales rates. 

I Concur with Air I;or.ce. 

Concur with Air I'orcc. 

Concur with Air 170rcc. Sclf- 
irnposed restrictions are r111- 
likely to change i f  figlltcr 
n~ission placcd on basc. 

-- 

COMMUNITY I'OSII'ION 

Air Force selcctiori of attributes 
wliich were uscd in rating rlepots 
was flawed. Sonic inclicators used 
(sucli as Unit  Cost Per Orrtpr~t and 
DMIF salary) are not appropriate; 
others, wliicli project cost effi- 
ciency, productivity, and per- 
forniance were not uscd. 

.-- - -- -- 
I<&A S'rAFI: IINI)IN(;S 

'Tlic Air Force proccss Ibr 
evalua~ing ctcpots was not 
designcti to itlcntil'y the "l~cst" 
or "worst" depot in  ternis or 
efficiency and pro<luctivity. 
GAO and OSI) data clainl tIi;11 

tlepols shoultl not l ~ c  coriip;~rctl 
for productivity arid cfli- 
ciency. Sucli attributes \vcrc. 
not used i n  tlic Cornniil;\iori's 
independent analysis. 

McC!e!!an not r ---J' u r L  , ,+,.A  ILL^ IUI C-- ~ I I -  -:- 

space expansion, both in Mather 
airspace arid over-water airspace. 

McClellan rated Yellow for 
MOAIRanges when tliere were 
four ranges listed under Falloti 
that are within 150 rim. 

McClellan's rating should liave 
been Iliglier for ability to sup- 
port fighter mission. 

I Airspace expansion I Altl~ollgl~ airspace is available, I 

MOAIRanges 

A\~ility to sr~pl~ort figlltcr 
~nission 

L -- 

the Air Force does not see future 
expansion. Base questionnaire 
stated tliat expansion would be 
difficult. 

Ranges were rated "Yellow" 
because tlie closest range was 
Navy ownetl. NAS Fallon llas 
good access, but Air Force 
cannot expect unrestricted 
access; use of Fallori expected to 
illcrease, with Navy aircraft 
llavirig first priority. 

Self-imposed restrictions rest11 led 
in McClellan's Yellow rating. 
17igllters will require formation 
takeoffs and night operations. 









ICelly Air Force Base, Texas 

- -- 

ISSUIC 

Airlift Support 

Unique faciliiics 

Eco~ioniic I ~npact 

Large nurnber of tenants 

Contingency support 

IIOD POSI'I'ION 

Not adclressed 

Not atltircssed 

COhfTVIUNITY I'OSITION 

Kelly is airlift cornplex; riot taken 
into account in co~n~nission staff 
analysis. 

Mrlltiple unique facilities wliich 
were not taken into consideration 
by conimission staff. 

-------A - - - -  

l<&A S'I'AIil? l;INI)lN(;S 

Kclly's riiilitary \laluc IV;IY 

taker1 into consitlcratiorl; 
prese~tce of C -  asscts aritl 
collocatcd dej)ot ~nairitcnnricc. 

Kelly's unique fi~cilitics 
con~itlercc!, par ticrllarl y [llc 

C-5 Iiangar ant1 the cyrogcl~ic 
sl~in coniplcx. 

Not addressed Severe economic disruption from 
closrlre of Kelly, particularly 

- I ; ~ l ~ ~ , d ~ t i ~ i g  iiispaiiic-~merics~is. 

Not addressed Large nu~nber of tenants on base. 

Not addressed Kelly tle~ilo~lstrated coritirigericy 
capabilities dr~rirlg Desert Stor111 
airlilt and munilior~s srlpport. 

Staff took co~ilrn\~tii ty's 
positio~i irito considcratiorl. 

Considerecl 1)rcscncc of Al:I(: 
and otlier tenants. 

Considered by staff a~talyYlq; 
mr~nitions complcx is olic of  
largest in  CONIIS. 

A- - -. - - 













Ti~llter Air Force Base, Olrlahama 

ISSUI': 

Excess Capxi ty 

- 

171cxit>ility 

Significa~ice of collocatccl 
AWACS and US Navy 
'TACA MO ~~\issio!?s 

Ecorioriiic lnipact 

Locatiori 

1)OI) I'osit ion 

Commission projection of excess 
capacity is ovcrstatctl. 

No1 Atlclressed 

Not Adcl ressed 

Not acldressecl 

Not addressal 

COMMUNITY I'OSII'ION 

Cor~imission overstated extent of 
cxccss capacity irl Air Force 
Depot system. 

Oklalio~iia City Air 1,ogistics 
Center, Building 3001, is 
highly flexible, and offers 
riunwrous rcconiiguration 
opportunities ,for increased 
workload. 

--- -- - -- -- 

l t & A  S r I . ~ \ l ~ l ~  li+INl)IN(~S 

Excess capacity exist? i n  tlicl 

Air Force depot systcril. 

- -. 

R C C O C , I I ~ ~ ~ ~  i ~ ~ c o r ~ I i g ~ r ~ ; ~ ~ i o r ~  
potential for Ih~iltling 300 1 . 

Base is host to AWACS and U.S. Significance of hotli A\VA('S 

Synergism from collocatioti . 
I Navy TAGAMO niission aircraf!. ntltl ?',\f'AhfO iiiiqsior~~ cori- 

sitlerctl in an;llysis. 

Scvcrc econotnic inipact to Cunlr~lative ecoiio~iiic i~iip;\ct i s  
Oklalioma City area. -7.4. 

Ideally located to support con- Pre~~iatr~re to tleter~ui~ic i f  It,- 

tirigelicy operations and two-level cation will rctlr~cc 
~naintcnaricc. transl,ortation cosls for t\t,o- 

level ~nairitcnattcc. 

- -- - - 





Tinlrer Air Force Base, Oltlahoma 

-. -- -- 

SCICNAI~IO 111 

'finkcr slays open. 

PROS 

I z g c  closiire cost avoitlcd 
Contingency capability intact 
Depot cnpabilitics intact. 
T!conon~ic impact avoitlctl. 

- 

CONS 

Air Force excess cap;~city 

-- 
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Ail 4 -  rce Depots 

BASE 

I< ELLY 

ROBINS 

Economic Impact Sr~~nlnnx-y 

IIASE CUMULATIVE 

I 

- 

UNEMPLOYMENT POTENTIAL DIRIIND RlS A 
KATE (%) RATE 

BASE IMPACT: REP DIRECTIINDIRECT EMPLOYMENT IMPACT ON # EMPLOYED IN COMMUNITY AFFECTED BY CIdOSIJRE 
CEI: REP CUM ECONOMIC IMPACT ACROSS 88/91 
UNEMPLOYMENT RATE: COMMUNITY'S LATEST UNEMPLOYMENT RATE 
POTENTIAL RA'TE: ASSUMES NO ECONOMIC RECOVEIIY - POTENTIAL WORST CASE 









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 equipment1 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 000) 

FY91 - FY92 - FY93 -- FY94 - FY95 - FY96 - N97 

1,666 1,232 1,128 1,120 1,106 1,079 1,079 
Capacf!y Index 1,597 1.643 1.468 1,435 1.379 1,320 1,330 
Utlllzation Index 104% 7546 77% 7 8 '10 80% 81% 81 46 
Competition Risk  -- -- -- -20 -20 -20 -20 

AGMC provides systems minagernent of 140 Precision Measurement Equipment 
Laboratories (PMEL) worldw~de. AGMC tests and repairs inertial guidance and navigation 
systems and components for a vanety of missile and aircraft woapon systems. Capacity 
reduction is constrained by required specialized equipment and facilities. 

6.3.6 Marine Corps 
I 

I 
Utilization percentages are hipher than normal for both Marine Corps depots during 

the N 9 2 - N 9 4  period because oi extensive use of overtime and temporay employees 
4 to execute the Desert Storm wcrkload. 

t Table H 0  
Marine Corps Logistics Base Albany (MCLB Albany) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 1,157 1.582 1.574 1.330 1.180 1,087 1,056 
Capacity Index 1,091 1,174 1,2C)1 1,211 1,218 1,218 1,218 
Utilltatlon Index 1 05O/0 1 S 5'/0 139% 110% 97% 89% 87% 
Cornpetltlon Rlsk -- -1 45 -118 -1 13 -93 -1 6 -1 1 

For MCLBA no adverse inpzcts to capacity utilization zre currently enticipated. 



1. Background. Ohio Senators Glenn and Dewiae sent a letter (Tab 3) to SAFIOS stating their concerns regarding the closure of 
N d  AFB and privatization in place of the AGMC workload. Their conctms include the intent of the Air ~orct's q u e s t  for 
proposal to achieve privatbtion in place and recent actions to move workload from Newark. The proposed rtsponses at Tab 1 and 2 
address these concern and are consistent with other Air Force and OSD correspondence on this topic. 

12 Recommendation. SAFIOS sign the proposed identical responses at Tab 1 and 2. I 

I 
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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 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 
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 all 
alternatives, the ~ i r ' ~ o r c e  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 DeWine. 

. Sincerely, 



SECRETARY 0.F 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 
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 all 
alternatives, the Air Force will render a.determination as to the 

w 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) worMoads 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, è his 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 
~egulations, the Air Force did advertise in the Commerce Business 
pailv 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, 





NEWARK AIFB CLOSURE 
AND 

AGMC PRIVATIZATION IN PLACE 
RESPONSE TO SENATORS GLENN AND DEWINJ3 



SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON 

- 

The  Honorable John Glenn 
U n i t e d  States Senate 
W a s h i n ,  DC 20510 

D e a r  Senator Glenn: 

Tbis is in response to yotu joint letter of Xarch 7 ,  1995, 
w i t h  Semator D e w h e  concernfag the closure and privatization in 
place (PIP) of Mawark A i r  Force  Base (AFB) , O h i o -  

The A i r  Force sypports the 1993 Deferwe Base closure and 
Realignment Oommission (BRAC) recamendation to close Newark BFB 
and is adhering to a viable strategy to achieve that end. !Phis 
strategy, developed in response to concerns raised by the 6ZW, 
includes assessing other alternatives for sustaining mission 
aapabilfw and closing Newark AFB while aggressinly pursuing the 
privatization in place option. Upon a camptehensive ~ i e w  of nC 

8 l t e r ~ t i v e ~  P ro p 
the air F o m e  p i t - t i o n  as to 
the best direction .for disposi.tion of the vorkload at Newark. 

In oriicr to thoroughly evaluate the m e r i t s  of the options fo r  
~10s- Newark, the Air F o r c e  has engaged Coopers and Lybrand to 
independently Msess the costs of transferring Aerospace Guidance 
and Iktrologp. Center (AGMC) w~+kloads to ather organic depots, the 
custs for PIP, .and the PIP @bposal evaua-on process. coopers 
and Lybrand rill obrerve .&e evaluation proqesa and advine the. 
source selection board members  and chairman, '--In addition, Coopers 

u+ k k d  and Lybrand u i l l  submit i?heirindependen-erkif icat:ion-=expressing 
4x1 &c ~ a i t h - ~ e ~ o d w 1 o g i ~ n ~ l ~ s i o ~  fr o M - n r a P - - A ' .  on "ril 19, 1995, mopers and 

.J'S -I?*J l; Lybrand w i l l  brief Aix Fotae officials at the Pentagon on the 
4++4/  7 results o f  their assessment of oryunic alternatives. t&& 

7 \ 
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/ p 4 1 2  
The A i r  Fomze received many substantive comments from 

,-\'2conkractors responding to the eft R e q u e s t  f o r  Proposal (REP) for 
c e C  PIP. All c o m m e n t s  presented throuvh this process w e r e  cansidered 

and incorporated as deem& approprxate during the acquisition 
planning arid RFP preparation proae6s. =.a result of the comments 
redved, we runah canfidqnt that the resultant RPP vill ensure a 
fair, best value competition f o r  privatization. In additiop, 
based on the responses received, we believe that  the majority of 
contractors vill propose to a.ccamplisb the work in place at Newark 
AFB, 



m response to your concern that workload is c v r r e n t l y  being 
moved out of Newark, --I w o u l d  1.- to clarify that the Azmy and the 

'1111111 
Navy intend to move a limited amount of workload from Newark prior 
to the PIP solicitation. T h i s  workload represents approximately 
five percent of the total workhours imolved at Newark,  at an 
estimated value of $3.4 million. The Air: Force, however, has not 
taken action outside the PIP effort to qntract  current workload 
from Nawark AFB. AB required by the Federal Acquisition 
Regulatio118,  tha Air Forcc did advertise ks the C m -  pusiness mi- for potential sources to contract general workload 
categories at Newark. This advertisement occurred on 10, 
1994, and vas used to identify pmspec=tive contractom in tarestmi  
in re8pondLng to the draft and final R e q u e s t s  for Raposal an the 
mP effort. 

W e  appreciate your interest in Newark AFB and t rus t  the 
information provided is useful. A similar letter is being 
provided Senator ~eWine. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

HQ USAFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330- 1670 

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, 19915 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. 

wlv 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 
2. SAFILL, 5 May 95 letter 



OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3000 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20301 -3000 

9 Y:, 19%' ACQUISITION AND 
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, "AFXOSPACE GUIDANCE Ah33 METROLOGY 
CENTER: Cost Growth and Other Factors Affect CIosure and Privatization" (GAO CODE 
709110), OSD Case 9333-F. The DoD generally concurs with the report. 

There is &nently not enough data available to condude 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 interservic:e 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 h e  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, 
,, .7 

/ James R Hugh 
Deputy Under Secretary 
of Defense (Logistics) 

Enclosure 



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 

FINDINGS 

FINDING A: Closure of the Aerospace Guidance and Metrolow Center. The 
GAO observed that, unlike other maintenance depot closures, the Newark Air Force 
Base Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center ( A m /  AGMC) closure 
implementation plan provides for contir~uing 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 &year payback period for closure and relocation expenses. The GAO 
estimated that the AFB/AGMC closure 1:osts 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 BastdAerospace - 

Guidance and Metrolow Center Closure. The GAO reported that implementation 
of the Newark AFB/AGMC closure 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 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 1993. (pp. 4 6 / G A O  
Final Report) 

DoD RESPONSE: Concur. The mehology and calibration mission are planned to 
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: Anal'vsis 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 dosing 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 dosure costs 
and recurring costs of performing the AGMC mission after privatization. 

The GAO explained that in August 1994, the Air Force base dosure group validated 
a Newark AFB/AGMC dosure budget of $622 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 

w under the base dosure process and for hansfemng 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. h addition, the GAO reported that some Air 
Force officials estimated that, rather than achieving savings, annual recuning costs 
could actually exceed current costs of operations. The GAO also noted that a 
December 1994, meeting of the ~ c ~ u i s i t i o n  Strategy Panel confirmed projected 
increased funding requirements. (pp. &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 assum,ing 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. 

QP 
The GAO observed that the privatization of the AGMC will not reduce excess 
capaaty 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 activity having all repair workload defined as 
core, with core capability at other air logistic center depots ranging from 59 percent 

(V 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 avilian 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 
intersenrice 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 transfemng 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 faalities 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 withbuying 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 
reduang overall cost for thateffort as opposed to any segment cost. 

Privatization-in-place does not affect excess depot capacity; however, in divesting 
itself of the facilities and personnel throiigh 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 assoaated 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 transfemng the 
workload out of core if the faalities, people, and equipment remained in place. The 
Air Force logistics mission is best served by the privatization-in-place option in this 

((I 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 caliiration workload and technical order generation remain 
viable candidates for privatization. Furthermore, all the AGMC workloads 
(maintenance, metrology, calibration, etc.) are being evaluated for their 
i n t e r s e ~ d n g  potential as an alternative to privatization-in-place. Uncertainties 
assoaated with the transfer of property and faalities to the local community are not 
considered impediments to privatization, since the AGMC faalities 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. 



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 dose the Newark 
AFB/AGMC, and the Air Force approach to implementing the closure decision 
through privatization-in-place. (p. I1 / GAO Final Report) 

DoD RESPONSE: Partially concur. The Department agrees with the 1993 Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission decision to close the Newark 
AFBI 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 dosing 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 dosing the Newark AFB. In order to 
thoroughly evaluate the merits of those options, the Air Force has engaged an 

'(r outside contractor to provide an independent certification of the source selection 
condusions, 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 h o w n  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: 

Thia 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) workload. 

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 asaeasing 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 PIP, end 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 ~ p r i l  1.9, 1995, Coopers and Lybrand briefed Air Force officials 
at the Pentagon on the result6 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 coinments presented through this process were considered 
and incorporated as deemed appropriate during the acquisition 
planning and REP 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 . 
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In summary, the Air Force closure strategy for  Newark AFB is 
consistent with the BRAC 93 recommendat%ons, 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 
costs of closing Newark AFB. Please be assured that your concerns 
were considered during the acquisition planning and request for 
proposal preparation process. 

We appreciate your interest in Newark AFB and trust the 
information provided is useful. A similar latter is being 
provided to those who joined you in your letter. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel, USAF 
Deputy Director 
Legislative Liaison 
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OHIO CONGRESSION44L 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 fiom 
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 indus'try, some wanting to  keep the status quo and 
others wanting ta 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 AF'B 
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 wil l  demonstrate a benefit to  accomplishing s p e f i c  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 procesa. No preference will be given to workload location; however, the 
cost, schedule, and technical risks of conducting repair operations at a new location 
will be evaluated. 
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FAX NO, 7036973520 

COMPETITION: 
w 

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 bdore by the Air 
Force and by Industry. The AF has determined that some portSon 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 dearly 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 t o  work out other arrangements directly with the 

offerors. When these GPLR.agreements arefinalized, 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 3s part of the proposals. 

Ohio Delegation Concern: Bidders are requ&ed to acquire par& from sole 
source providers in different ways depending on the type of system (i.e., missile, 

1 aircraft or support equipment). This wiU 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. Atter 2 years, the contractor(s).should have gained enough experience 
t o  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: 

0 hio Delegation Concern: The maintenance and metrology workloads 
may potentially be split between bidders requiring additional contract 
administration and management oversight. 

Response: The A .  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 &ort and this action alone 
captures the bulk of potential savings through a single management organization. 
Additionally, there are considerably more interested offemrs 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 

to  realize some eEciencies from a common management structure for all 
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of AGMC, these savings are assessed t o  be small. These savings would be balanced 

w 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 metrolow 
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. Siuce the repair and metrology 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 d.iE6cult. The RFP will provide an estimated amount of work for  all 
workloads, and the Air Force will make historical data available to potential 
offerors for use in this proposal process. 

The Air Force believes these actions will provide for a fair, best value 
competition. 
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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 @SN 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. 

David K. Steensma 
Deputy Assistant Inspector General 

for Auditing 
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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 JREZ9495 12 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 loth 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 ID. 
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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 101-5 10 
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-Mimating 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 
an 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: 

o 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 13 1. 

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 result 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 



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 139 1 is valid for building 13 1. 

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 am. 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 comer of the shaded section in the figure. - i -  / Y Y, 

+ \ \ $ A p r o n 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 

3 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.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, "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 
JREZ95950 1. 



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 JREZ95950 1. 

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 Comment.. 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 m ~ 9 4 9 5 1 2  
The Air Force included a non-BRAC requirement for a stand-alone 
heating system in the DD Form 1391 for project JREZ9495 12. 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. 



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 JREZ9495 12 
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 JREZ9495 12. 

b. Withhold awarding a contract for project JREZ949512 that includes a 
stand-alone heating system. 



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 JREZ949512 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, 
"FY s 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) Comment.. 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 

Litations 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. 



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 
BRAC MILCON requirements applicable to projects JREZ949512 and 
JREZ95950 1. 

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. 



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 -05 1 Defense Base Realignment and Closure December 9, 1994 
Budget Data for Closing Mare Island Naval 
Shipyard, California, and Realigning 
Projects to Various Sites 

95-04 1 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 Mirarnar, California 

95-039 Defense Base Realignment and Closure November 25, 1994 
Budget Data for Naval Air Station 
Mirarnar, 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 
Mirarnar, 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 



Appendix C. Summary of Potential Benefits 
Resulting From Audit 

Recommendation Amount andlor 
Reference Description of Benefit Type of Benefit 

* 
A-I., B.1. Internal Control. Requires revised Undeterminable. 

and resubmitted BRAC MILCON 
estimates to reflect the most 
cost-effective alternative and 
requires withholding contract 
awards. 

A.2. Economy and Efficiency. Reduces At least $1.3 million 
the FY 1993 BRAC MILCON of FY 1995 BRAC 
authorizations for overstated MILCON @rids put to 
requirements. better use. 

B.2. Economy and Efficiency. Reduces At least $1 million of 
the FY 1993 BRAC MILCON F Y  1995 BRAC 
authorizations for overstated MILCON @rids put to 
requirements. better use. 

* 
Exact amount of additional benefits to be realized will be determined by future budget 

decisions and budget requests. 



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 

4 16th 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 



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 



Appendix E. Report Distribution 

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 Committee 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 S herwood Boehlert , U . S . House of Representatives 
Honorable John M. McHugh, U.S. House of Representatives 



Part I11 - Management Comments 



Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) 
Comments 

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1 100 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301- 1 100 I 

3 1 15z.3 
COMPTROLLER I (Program/Budget J 

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GmERAL 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. Dh3maON 



Department of the Air Force Comments 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

* 8 lnRR 1995 

MEMORANJlUM FOR ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENERAL FOR AUDITING 
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1670 

SUBJECT Draft Audit Repon of Defense Base Realignment and Closure Budget Data 
for Grifiss Air Force Base, New York (I'roject No. 5CG-5017.19) 

This is in reply to your memorandum to !he Assistant Secretary of the AiiForce 
(Financial Management and Comptro11er) requesting Air Force Comments on the draft 
rtPoh 

The first DoD (IG) recommendation is on BRAC hULCON at Griffss 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 to: 

a Prepare a new DD Form 1391,"FYs 1995 ar~d 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 Cammission. Design of Building 102 renovation will be authorized in 
August 1995 if the commission accepts our ncommendations. 

The Second DoD (IG) recommendation calls for deleting the stand-alone heating 
system for project JREZ 949512,lOth Mountain Complex (ANG) 

DoD (IG) COMMENTS: B.1 We recommend the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the 
Air Force (Installations) direct the Air National Guard to: 



Department of the Air Force Comments 

a Repare a new DD Form 1391 "FY 1995 and 1996 Military Construction Roject 
Data": to exclude the stand-alone heating system for project IREZ 949512. 

b. Withhold awatding 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 entin project 
will be deleted. 

Our Point of Contact for this report is Mr. Lester K. Schauer, HQ USAFICEC, DSN 
2274559. 

h9&/ Y . BLUME, JR., Major General. USAF 

ecial Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
%ase Realignment and Transition 


