
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
H E A D Q U A R T E R S  U N I T E D  STATES AIR F O R C E  

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Ms. Dierdre Nurre) ' 0  3 APR 1995 

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 

SUBJECT: Request for Information (RFIRT Tasker 320) 

In response to your telephone request of April 3, 1995, the attached roster is provided. 
This roster was developed fiom the certified Air Force database, and lists each base, whether the 
base is in maintenance or nonattainment status for air quality, and if in nonattainment the pollutant 
for which it is in nonattainment and its severity. 

I trust this responds to your need. Lt Col Bryan Echols, 697-6560, is my point of contact. 

. BLUME, Jr. 
Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

for Realignment and Transition 

DCN 143
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ISSUE: 1'0 ~tliat extent should respmsibility for rnmngcruent and execution of depot nlaintcnsnce bc 
restructured to ellsurc thc rcquircci scrvjcc is pro\,ided eft-t;ctively. but u i th  grcciter cficic~ncy? 

J J J ~ ~ ;  Depot 111ELilllcnclf7ci: cntails r c p r ,  rcbujldlug, mil major overhaul of weapon sysrcnls 
(e.g., ships. mks. and aircr'aft), parts, assemblies, and subasscmblies. It also includcs limittld 
manufacture of parts, t ~ h r l i c d  siipport. rnodificstions, testing. and reclamation as well a sofiware 
maintensnce. While depot-lcvel ficilities have historicail). had morc extenbivc lechnical capab i l i~  
than lower le\ els of nl3lrttenarlce, the cliffercnces between I c ~ ~ e l s  are becomlng less pronounced, 
workload is shifting anlong them. md in somc cases intern~eciiate and depot capabilities are being 
combined. 1r1 addition. ongoing reductions in military tbrce stIvcturc and weapon systemsiequipme~~t 
stocks are dccrming overall requirements for Dep~rtment of Defcnsc (DoD) mantenmce support. 

DoD currently expends about $12 billion annuaIl\l for depot rnsinrenznce work performed in both the 
public and private sectors. Principally becausc of continuing re.ductions in m i 1 i r q  force stru~ture, 
depot maintenance costs are projected to decline by about 11 percent (in constant doll=) from FY94 
to FY99. Workloads associated with ships and aircraft each account for about 40 percent hy dollar 
value of the total effort; the remaining 20 percent is for r ~ ~ s s j l e ,  combat vehicle. and other ground 
equipment systcnl workload. On a cost basis, approximatcl!. 70 percent of the work is performed in 
DUD (govemme:l!-owncd znd -a-prated) depors: 30 percen: is done by conmercid sources. 

- 
poi depai rr:zi:lten~r~ce, u for  arly orhi7 i n d u ~ z i i  xtivir:.. consoilcxion is 2n issuc of scope and sccll: 
Up to 2 iimi:. increzmg the size of r! p h i  a r̂d the orgmizarion (ha: manages it ~';lproves performar,cc 
tkrough more effec~ive u c  of labor and capital machinel?. i3eyond tixi: iimit. particularly whec 
noncomplemenrary workloads we aggregated l q e r  plant and management size d e p d e s  per fo rn l~nc~  
because of the dificulty in coordinzting activity across large hierarchies. There are indications, 
consistent wirh an inmirive sense of the situa~ion, that DoD depot maintenmce has lost some scale- 
related economies in this decade: probably because th:: existing piant is now larger than the workload i r  
was intendcd to suppan. ' P r e L G q  analysis indicates an uppei hound of 7 peicent on further 
cfficienc>. improvement through co~lsoliaation after closxre of the depots identified as excess thro~igh 
the Bast. Realignrne!~~ :~nd Closure (BTiAC) 03 p r o ~ s s . ~  

The pocenria! gains through process inpro\:emcnt are morc signifiwmt than hose fiom conso~idahon 
Process improvernenr. in this contest. includes chmgcs such as clL-rinzuon of non-vdue-added 
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activities, reor_ean~;.;lrion o f ' u ~ r k  into "ctlls" ur "focuscd hctones." rcduction 1x1 lor s i x ,  rcductiou irl 

cycle tirne. cn~pllasis 011 conunuous qu:iliiy i rnpro~erne~~t .  x ~ d  simiizi actions. . l l ~ c  aireragc wst  
rcdl~ction through process inmpro\~ement ovcr the PSI five yetm in h e  best U. S. firms ~ v a s  30 P~rct'iil.i 
Tha~ cost reduction \+xs aacwnlpauicd by a simultar~cous incre~ye in rcsponsii:encss to customer nccds 
Together, thcy art. rcsp~nsi'nle for the improved comptitivcness of U.S, firms. 

Tt should CC~ITI~:  3s 110 surprise thnt comptibon is anotlier importaii sourcc: of cosl s n v i n ~ s  and 
irr~proveti rcsymt~si\~cness. Hot11 \ v ~ h n  depot maintcnancc and n~orc ::cncrdly in DoD. s consistent :! 
30 pcrcenr reduction in cost has occurred thc first tirnc c worldoad ope~led to c ~ r n ~ c t i t i o n . ~  Thr: 
cvidcncc also indicates tha~  ztcompctition imp~oves responsiveness to the custorncr. Competition, 
howcvcr, is probably best thought of as an inincerltite to procxss ~mpro\.ement becauqc the samc ftlctors 
&st genoratt. proccss impro\*cincnts (elimination of non-value-nddeil activities. \\fork rcorganizatior,. 
ctc.) also drive competition savings.' 

; Thc current. ongoing efforts to downsize and consolidate DoD depot nlaintena~~cc 
operatiom and management be_ean in 1990 as part of the Defense Ma~agernent Review (DMK) 
process. To date, 1 I DoD maintenvlcc depots have Oeen closed or are currently closing, principal]>- 
through the BR4C process. Those ~c t ions  have reduced thc number of major maintenance depots to 
24, aad most of the remaining dcpots are being downsized in place. Siace, even with those actions, 
excess depot capacity at the end of the decade is projected to  be eppso:iimstely 17 BR4C-95 
is expected to identi@ additional depots for closure. 

DoD has also beg~m to Lmpro{*tr: is depor mahtetla;ice gicccsse.. The 3h2R :z:iati\~cs inclucicd . , .  ,, ,J, y,.. j.. p---* public-pri\~a~e depot compeGtio~s ig ~7 ctrcmp: to gcnExt: 3 2 2  I-;;:\-+ 1 7 7  ::L C .  l ~ ~ ~ ~ c c s  2.a~; 

w u  the kuc Despite i ~ s  h e s  efi'rts, however, DOT) d e p i  mzinrenmce of both nzird\vzre a d  
s o h a r e  is not yet zcilieving the kinds of sigmficnnt cost ri-.duc~ions a d  rcsponsivmtss improvements 

. . 
dzinonstrated by ths best films in the privatc sector.%ence, two fundmental questions r e m a ] :  1s 
increased relimce on the private sector the besi n:al* to realize process improvements and cost 
reductions; or c m  similar g i x s  'be schieved through htcrna! F iWCSS reengine&$ (and does s ~ c h  
rec.n&+cering ~?~:u:dz~e m i m g e n e n r  reorgmization)? 

O\.er the pas: + h e $  yea-s. se~venl majoi silldies h v e  examined dkrn2rives to Senice-mmaged depo; 
maintermze cmd h e  ;;lc:icq o l ' cnmg~lg  the publicipnvarc \ivorkload &?..ision. n2ey exznlined various 
ccn;rdizd maixigernznr conceuts bur rejectcd them bemuse o f 2  percepion that he). did not offer 
si_~nific~inr irn~rilr.ernen;. Similixt-i>-. D3D eS"ons ID incrsese b e  avaunt 9: d q w t  scpport pra\ridnrii 3:. 
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thc pnvatc ~ C C ~ O : .  have fnilr'ii 10 ~ i c l d  stibstu~tivc results bccsuse of coilgrcssional resistance and the 
insbilir), 10 csr:iblish n le\/el playing field for. j~ubiic-private dcpot corr~~)ctition. 

.I'hc reluctance t o  increase DoD's reli~nce on the private sector for depot ~nairltenance support is 
primxrily based or) the tollo\ving usttr~ious: 

I)ol> neck rcndy and con~ollcd sourws of depot nl:uotcnance capabilir):. 
+ OnIy govcrnn lent depots cru7 pra\~itlc that ~lpnbi l i ty .  

'I710 first of d ~ s c  assertions is well supported. Ijuring Opcrnrion Desert Stoinl (01)s). both 
go\lenlrueIlt depots and supporting contlacrors surged to irlcrease engine and reparable compncnt 
uporklond rquiren::nts (!?iring the conflict9--despite dle esCaordinay range and depth of spares rhar 
' L V C ~ C  i11 [hc si~ppl!. :;ystcru a: thcrt time a5 a result of the defense buildup in  [he 1980s. Marine Corps 
depots idso sut.;cxl for  reconstitution ojicr ODS." These ODs surge req~liren~ents have imponmi 
irnplicatiorls for major regional conflict (MRC) scenario pinnning k a u s c  ongoing inventory 
drawdow~is incrcxsc the likelihood that depot maintenance support \{'ill need to surge in support of 
future h4RC rquirements. 11.1 that regard, rxcustitution from the last of two ~xzir-simultaneous MRC 
scenwios is. of course, preparation for the nest hRC, which could occur at any time. 

The second assertion, that only government depots provide a ready and controlled capability! howcvcr, 
is no longer supportable. Tnere are prisatc firms that have capabiIities comparable to those of DoD 
depots and therc is reason to believe that the private sector might be more responsive because of 
successful process innovations that are not yet being realized in DoD (Appendix .4).11 Wiind, 
impediments ro inc.rcast=d relisiice on the +ate sector esist. They involve dificultics in speci&ing - 
ihc content ar,d mouii:  of  xvork to be done, the existence o:' ~iiii:a.p,-unique systems that ha-,-e no 
6irect comerci;..l cnmrerna*. rhe abst'ac:~ (j;: s 3 ~ l l c  CSCS) i7f n o r e  than one ccuce. md otje: s:nlii::: 

. . . . .  : . . . .  k, . . 7 \ .  . .  - -. ,- ........ .... b .  .., ..-....... ,, 'afi2:i:e +:\;;i!ElL?g L::' \.l>i:L)Q:< :!sZ,zrejS?c :I: lsSl!t; ?z!,y:. 
.- . ",- . . .  ,- -. 
& ,SL sine/: 2;: <!:;-7,,i;;;L 5pL~(:-L-:c p .ye 

. . . . 
G 

- :,;: ns ~t:t.r: SC~~GZXZ::  :.i. za::ac.z 9cD depo: czpacii?. ;jv;::; . . .  . I  , 
pro~i ip~ftd \ \ ' C : T I & G ; ~ ~ .  I: : S  assmed tiuit EX4C uri2 idenn!y actiors reqyakel! to eiiminate excess 
capaci?.. S:.i:i>:ic. niver, [ha: :!I? cx.er& curiiin. c i m a i f i ~ ~ ~ c : :  p r o ~ i d ~ d  b>- borh hr: ?ubiic and pi-;c:r 

. . ~. 
sectors 15 ' CC-. -. r7-,.-;. "L - wbw%d.i~- ,I~..-..--, XK~ esxz;idly :::;::~J.~czI. 132313~~7~: qgaii:). is [LO: an ~ssLI.:,., 

Five options u.e:e evaluated. Tie!. atre coilsidered to be mi:nlrJl\l exciusjvc 

Berelinc: Current mrxxigement, orgmizatiom, plans, and progis~~s. 
Reerrgitzeering in place: Three dejmt rnmsgemenr consolidztion ~lternatives. 

--Comnroail)) Ezccuiive ,+qger~ts 
-,loinr Depof Mainrenorice Comma?~cf 
--Dcfersc r?epar A,fair;;enanr~ .4gpr1~3. 

Pi&lic Corporufioc: Neu., sitered depot nanagemea: o r g ~ . ? i . ~ t i o n  sirniia to AMTFL4K. 
Phased Prhwtizatiot~: Incrcued. p h e d  o ~ t s o i ~ i c i ~  of d e y i  rnaintepei~ct? v:orklo:dds. 
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Rq~irl  Privnti:u~ion: Near-term outsourcirlg of all UoD dcpot rnaintcnimce \i.orhlc,:tds. 

lIet3ilcd descriptio:ls ofcach optiorl follow: 

~rrsclirzc: Each Serrice currently operates and manages its earn d e m t  i~lfrastnlcture. Errlpln!,mcnt in 
DoD n~ain~rnanw depots is prognmnlcd at a h u ;  95.000,~~nollnel for FY9-5, down tiom 1,56,000 in 
FY87: n r ~ d  projrcfad to dcclinc to about 81.000 in FY99. Tile Oflicc of thc Sccrelary of L)efinsc 
(OST)) providcs tiepot rrlair~lenlylw oversight. 111 icc.cnt years. SCIISEII nltcnldti~e ill:in~~eliioilt 

stn~ctures have bccr~ considcrcil. The 1990 Dh4R rernmolendillions origirldly pn)posed si~lgld 
managers for aeronautical, ground, a ~ l d  ship maintcnmce, but &au OSD-led study tesm undcr the 
direction of the Deputy Secrclaty of Dcfense subsequently reconlmcnded establjslmen~ of a llefcr?sc 
Depot M:iin~enwce Council (DDMC) rather than commodity-oriented shgle nlluugers. .I7he DDMC, 
colnpossd of the Depui) Under Secretary of Defcnsc (Logistics) and senior logisticiws from wdi oi' 
the Services. currently serves as the DoD executive-lcvel forum to integrate depot maintenance 
programs and opcntions. 

In addition to tlie ongoi~ig depot maintenance process improvements discussed previously. new suppon 
concepts a e  c~neqing ~ l t h i n  each of the Services. For example, the Air Force is impiemen~ing "Lem 
Logistics," which eliminates somc intermediate-level acriaties and relies on rapid repair cycle timcs 
coupled with premium transportation to reduc.e maintenance manpower and material inventoi). 
requirements. The Navy is consolidating intermediate- md depot-level mainrenance activities for 
aircraft, surface ships, and submarines into Regional Maintenmce Centers to eliminate redundant 
capabilities. The A r m y  is implementing Integrated Sustainment hlaintenance which integstes 
workloading, manage men^ contiol. and visibilil). of maintenance assets to more cfil:ientl> load r;.p3i!. 
capabilih m d  illlprove rcpaii responsiveness. These new conceprs v..ill in3ucnci. how dcpor 
m ~ n t ~ r i r u ; c c  !c  3 : ~ 7 ~ : ?  z,~:i": ~?:::cl!:ed 1I? C I ~  f m ~ r t '  since t!::.~ iirk <;$ 8 . c ~ t ' ~ ~ ~ i ,  closer :c. tjl:. t:!3typii,!:.: 

, . . . .  . 
I C T C ~ ~ :  ,1~-i?., :'!, - l,l'.i .., -,,-,: -,.- . e,. -,.-,: . ,>-, I -Y . - '  LLU rI p ; ~ ~ ~ j - ~ 2 ~ ~ =  ~ ! l ~ r ; ) ; ~ ~ 3 i . ~ - - :  ;: +.--- --;--.. . , -...... . , - b d . l , & ; . ! : .  Ie '" . ' . .  - ,,. & & . &  

nr;n!t:cr ?_;' "?:; ,-;..-?..I. *- - . ::. -..-,>-- *.,, :2:?2: >c27:. ~ 7 2  ;>?r~2~!:;  :~:!o:~?,.i ?.?I:? :~ : - : : ;~:~~! :~. .  , ,, :c:;dl:: fj,:::: 
. 1 .  . . , , . . 

, - .  fiec,!~zi:?c \;'J:~;Jo~; : '~i ;~yc"c, :~ ' -  r.?tjler s7.- ~ - ? - q \ , e c  - - > - ? +  - .  . . . . .  - . \ ,...- 2 i ;z ) '  j:]..' - - - '  ,-A. b'Lnc!~. ,-.2p2:: c:'ci2 :'-'-'. - -- . . . - i - C : L '  

- 7  1 '. or ::;:cI,czE!. ;Z-\.CC ir: c:t 5C- I;> iOO-asy m g e  Tor the ~zq 8 lqes;.. i:: adiirioi,. DoL) d e n :  
. 1: cosis ~XT.  dircct labo: b.ocr, mo-ber ks?. inaicstor. are srenciii>- increaln:. 

Brengince:?~rg in P1oi.c. lilus: a m a g e s  m i  1o~is:ici~ns rgrce thal prodccni?.  i z-.nro\remcil! i1;~o;:g:: 
process r.~-engi?e;.~ring is a :I:?. to c o g  raiuction s.ld i~cressed res~ns iveness .  Evidence d s o  si1ou.s 
thzt menagemmt itorgrnizatiizlloon tan facilitate PTOC'SS chmee-particulxly uhere tne rcorgmiza;ion 
breaks ciown oic! or_ranhtioual bamers. Consequentl~~, three mmagement rzorgmization d r m r i v e s  
were evd~z i t zd  in this contexi. Although nil three of tnesr alternatives are foomis of c~ lha i i za t ion~  h e  
purpose of inc.luclhg them in this analysis was to examine their potential for accelerating the pacs of 
proczss IrnpruvcmenC rather thm for centnlly managing depot opcrarions. Specific characteristics of 
these a i t e m t i ~ f e s  a e  presented in the tbLlowb_c subsections. 

-- Corurn~oa'ir~l Exccurir!e ./!ge~?!.s (CEAs). 
CEAs. notionally rcportiii~ rhough Service clisnnc!~. would be created for ma!or cornmodit\ 
gronps such a ship. aIiation. m d  sro~md sysrems. 
OSDiDDivlC a.ol;:d coii'huc to bc responsible for o \ ~ e d l  depo: rn.zintenmcc policy. 



CE.-'LS would k rcspnsible for wlorkload ~ssipmcntdprioritics and associatcti capital 
investment decisions related to thcir respective corrunodity a ~ s i g n ~ ~ s n t s .  
Individual Services would continue to establish dcpot maintenance rquircrncnts and ~ ~ ~ - o \ * i d e  
sustaining engineering support for their reslxctivc \vapon sysdcms. They \\-odd dso  corltiriuc 
to own and operate their respective depots in accordance \tiff1 0SDIL)L)MC policy g~iidclir~cs 
nrid CEA workload priorities. 

-- Joini Pcj~ol Main fenntrce Comn~and (JDJIC:) 
USD would continue to b:. responsible for ovcrdi depot mai~itenance policy. but DDhlC ~vould 
be disbanded. 
JDMC, notionally reporting to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, would be responsible for all dcpol 
rnaintenmce workload nssiprnentsipriorities and ussociated capital invcstrnen~ decision?. 
Individual Senices u~ouId contirlue to establish depot maintenance requirements and provide 
sustaining sngirleering support for fhcir respective wespon systems. Tliey would illso cont~nuc 
to own and operate their respective depots in accordance with OSD policy guidelines u ~ d  JDMC 
workload priorities. 

-- Definse Depot Mclit~tenance Agency (DDUA). 
OSD would continue to bc responsible for overall depot maintenance policy, but DDMC would 
be disbanded. 
DDMA, notionally reporting to OSD, would be responsible for dl depot maintenance tvorkload 
assignments/priorities and associated capital investment decisions. It would also oun m d  
operate the DoD depots within OSD policy guidelines. 
Individual stvices would conri?ue to establish depor rnainrenmce r,equirements 2nd p r i ~ ~ ~ i d c  

. . 
sisrskfin,g enc-ineerinl: sx;~o:-: far ';??ir reSs~Ci-,..c. -,-y.e:<yL\r: 5\.r:::n'i., '::,: t ~ y . :  \i.p:i!n !-,-a. 

L - r - 
nz\lc ;in!' xn : ro :  i ; ~  er ce??: ,!p:rear:::. 

. . .  - -  Pub[i,c C ' o r p a r a [ ~ ~ .  Sclm; jq:r . : : , - :xls  ~~:~~ ; : : :  5~:  &-?(,: -~.g;;~:'a\~.: x~;-~:;i:;ifip, k ;'z-zi--s -7: 
1 ,  , . hindere9 bv i dcx ib i e  persorbxi ~ ~ c s ?  rr?cSecG\.e c a p a c i t ) l - e q u s ~ n e ~  m.cshr>ais=. < ~ e  e,cru:r? ~5 

the Federal Acquisitioc Xeguiation (TAR ). and similar constraints hi. come ~ l t h  bciag part o: 
. . 

government. The Public Corporcrior: option would crsit:: 111 orgStii~ar-ion L~Z; is n O i  encurr,?erzc :-; 
such constmink. Speci5c oil&rxims:ics o i * h s  c o ~ o r z r i o ~ ~  would incl~c',? 

- operation as a not-for-profit orgmization, deriving operating funds fron: fees charged to users: 

provision of services using a cornbineijon of corporation depots (staffed by non-Federal- 
government employees) and private sector, commercia1 sources of repair: 
gancration of capital improvement funds in capital markets, although there msy he unusual 
circumstances where appropridons would be appropriate; and 
responsibility for management and sustaining engineering, with sustaining en-ginrering being 
provided on a kc-for-scrvice basis and management costs being caprured in  overhead. 

The current DoD mainienmce dcpots would either be transferred :o the pub!ic cm-pontion or be closei, 
but the Senices would retain rcquircments determination and sustaining engineering oversight to 
ensure strong user-provider Imkages. 

DRAFT 
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P/ju.~erl Pri~*uriza/ion. Atmilt 30 percenr ot'DoD depot nlaintcrlxlcc work is C U I T C I I I I ~  donc i r !  dlc 
prjvatc sector by more d u n  1500 commsrcizl prime contnciors. ranging from orignal cil~liprnent 
rnarlufacrurers with t ho~s~mds  of ernployms and ex-tensiilc capabilities to small ':job shops" w'th fc u 

employees a r ~ d  limitcd, specific capabilities. U'itllul this sct of private sector capabilities is R grcr\\.:r,g 
numbcr of colnrnercid r~ la in te l~a~~cc  facilities offcring support generally comnicnsu~~cttc ~ 4 t h  I ) ( . , I )  

1 R dcpot capxbilitics (Appendix A). Lending private sccror maintenance actiilitics arc 111:iking 
19 producrivity p i n s  and cost rc~l~rctions far in csccss of Don.  Therctfore, ir~tegrstinp, cxi.sti~~g 1')oI) 

work into t t ~ c  competitive "ru:tinstrc:uu" of the private sector :113y o f k r  the k s t  opportunit>, tc) rcdilc.c: 
costs nnd increcisc responsi\!eness 01.1 depot rn;lintcnancc work. 'The intent ofthis option is LO colnpcrt. 
r~carly all depot work in the pri\?ate sector. For ncn7 weapon systems lifecycle support decisions macfr 
early i r l  Ole acquisition process would require private sector support uriless malysisjustifictl no 
comtl~crcial capability availsblc: upon the systcms' fielding. Existing workloads associaled ~ v i t h  
qVstems (such as trsnspon aircraft) for which there is a wrm~~crcis l  cquivalenl \rould go to the privnte 
scctor first. I\4iiitarily-uniquc systems (except ships) would be rnsin'jmed i n  existing governinent 
dcpots [mosr of which \vould be converted to o v m e n t - o u n e d ,  co~itractor-epratcd (GOCO) 
facilities] for some period of time," but dlere would be m eventual h s i t i o n  of nearly ail dcpot ~ o i i :  
to the private sector. Details for existing depot workloads and func~ions follow: 

riviat'ion: Contract for depot work with the private sector as folIows: 
+ All airframe mzintenance for transport-like (.,.g., airlift and tanker) aircraft immediately. 

Catalogue lessol~s leaned and use that information as the bs is  for using exisring cornmercia: 
capabilities mdlor establishing government-owned, contracror-opsrated (GOCO) facilities fc: 
depot rnaiz?enmc;l of kgh-performance airc.rafi (c.g., tighter:; and bombersj and he!icopicr.s. 
.4i! comn~rrciail!~ suppo,=bie gas xrb ine  enein: - (GTE', m ? ~ n r e s ~ ~ c e  imlt.diztei>. x7.d GTF 
-T.* ,.,- - -.,,,2-,. 
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3 > . . , . . .  . 3oD-~rr. icur ac! ~\-u.-aci?s:?: com?nrlr:!fs c c . r . .  zrr-,t: race-. i ; :gn-vwcr eiezir0;;i~ 
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t Sj1ips: Conrrxt :he \+.orklo?d \s.i:S h c  ;rivztc sectcr ; a d  divcsr orgmic czpsbiiip except ?j; 2 

srnall mou ; : :  needed ensue tile esisterlce of a swond source of repair andioi to zvoid unzccep~ajie 
msinrenance backlogs. .4ltemztively, pri\,atization cocld en t i !  creation of GOCOs ratbzr t l h ~ ~  

outright divestiture of fxiiities. 

Ground systems 
+ Contract v,;lt;? the p h i r e  sector for au:omotive ailti commeiciaily compatibie 

communica~ionsiciectronics w,orkload and close related organic fizcilities. 
+ Catalogue expenencc wi7.h automotive and ccxnrnercid!!, compatible comuiiications! 

rlectr~nics a the b ~ s i s  for using coinmercial czpabilitim a;dior establishmg GOCO fsciliric,; 
to pzrfom depo: n ~ h t e n a n c e  02 an~:o; a i d  rmiirary-tmiquc wmn?~ca;ions/eiei:t1'0~;1cs. 
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Prodirc:linn rrrt-rrragcntc.nf- Transition to thc pri\*ate sector (llong \\11th the \r orklond 

Susfnining ct~gincering. The engineering howlcdge base that underpins sustaining cngirlecrinc Is 
held as much in the kiio\sled~t: of government teclmicians, govcrrlnlenr cngitlccrs, i ~ n d  ttlt'ir 
contrdct engineering a d  twlmicai assistlnce support conudotors, 2s it is in t o n l ~ d  (loc~uiucutntio~~. 
Since 111:it kllo\~:lcdge is c r i r id  LO being, a s111art buycr, sustaining engiriecrir~~: responsibility s!~ould 
remain stable 10 preserve contiiluity during the transition period (:~ctioimll~., 5 ycarx). M'hcn post- 
uansition stabilit>* bas bce1.1 rmcht:ci, the potential for reassig,,:ning sus~ailling cngii~ecrirtg tu rlir 
private sector should bt! rzexnmjncd. 

Req~rircmerrrs L)erernlin~iion. Rebin  as 9n inherent government function. 

The phased privatization optinti has two important premisss: first, :hat relief clln be obtained horn 
congressioi~al resvictions such as limitations on the use of conkacr depot mairienance sources": 
and second, that a fiindarnental change in depot maintenrincc procurzmenl plxtices (frorn man). 
small, limited duration, cost limiting contncts to fcwer. larger. longer-d~uat~on. b-alue enbanc~ ng 
contracts) would bc implemented. Failure to satisfi these premises compromises the viabilil: of 
privatization. 

?ctor car! Rapid Privatiiuiio~t. This option is based on ru-o additional premises: 5rsi. that the private s. 
provide all DoD depot ~naiiltetlancr support ~vithout the transition process described under Phased 
ft.ivufization a d  second, that DUD can successfulIy &ves-. iti cicpx infissuucitirt. b l a i n t e x n c e  . . 

maoapelllent wouid r r ~ ~ s f ~ ~ ~ d  nib the u-ork!oads, t:~; s u s t a i i ? . ~  cnf insr : ize  ivoc!d ;emu:;: 1:: 
. . . . ., - . .-. 
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pzpcr examillss ~1:- s m e  ie; of priva;;maon &i;li intem'j r c ~ r f ~ ~ z 2 : ; 1 2 r  oo:lil!ir ah d O r S  <?is pip::, 

. q h o u g h  ti,e Sam.= c?:ion i;aes not nnve to '& eiecte.', fo r  ::2a:crisl n-sremcr.: =id d ~ p o r  rn~ntena;;:: 
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peper exLrlules, for a;imicn ;aGl-:: +&-a mainicij3;l.'c, ciiln:!ai;)' ! 1 : ~  ;.i;iZ <;p::l!:;S ;;!"' :t" ~:'sc?.':cL 
. , 

here as reengineering In plzcc. 

EVALUATION 

The following criteria, 1is;ed in order of relative importance. were used ro evaluate each op:i:m: 

R r ~ p o r ~ ~ i v o ~ c s s :  ability ;c pro\-ide assured md timel? icpet  su:~o?. durins peacetime and  
contingency operations. 

Cost ( E C O E O ~ I ~ ~  unn'$'?cic;?cy). The degree to ~ v l i c h  shor t -  aad lnng-:ern: i c ? ~  ai'depot S ~ ~ ~ j ' l i ) f l  ca,ci:i 

be reiiliced by irnpleixentin? r! given option. 
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.4d'clplc~bili/~': The allility to tidjust to cllnr~gcs in force structure. technology, and msnagenlerlt methocis 
witl-lout undiic dcla),. 

The rcsj)onsi\,encss 2nd cost critur:~ s?cm directly fro111 the Issue stalemcnt, and impicnlentability is 
incl~~dct i  for ob\~ioi:> rccisc)ns. Adapth i l i t )  is includcd as a criterion since the depot niainte~~aricc form 
that 1s l)cst r~hlc lo adapt to cllnniging threat, tcchnolog!~, and sh~ilar cstcln~:il influences will crld up less 
costl!. 'and lliorc ~ C S ~ C I I I S J  \ (: jn t l ~  long run. 

Of rhest. criteria, responsiv~.nt.ss is judged to be the most important since DoD Inlist view support of i s  
fightills i'orccs as its primal-y objective. C o d  is suggested as the second most critical criterion. Ilepot 
maintenance is ;3 resource-consuming industrial activity -- to the extent that it inefficiently uses 
resources it d c t ~ l c t s  from rhe ~ b i l i t j ,  to support other, potelltially higher priority, requirements. 
Implementabiiiry is suggested as the third most important criterion since, other things being equal. the 
opti011 that is rnore readily implenzenrzbls. \tiill provide eulier 2nd more be.nefici31 results. Long-lsnn 
organizatiorlal ar:d process adaptability is unportmr but. becausc of the practical difficdties involved 
in anticipating long-term results, i t  is recommended that it be the least important of the fotu criteria. 
The evaluation of each option against these criteria follows. 

Baseline Optior~ 

Re.spon.c-ivc/~ss,c: The clJrrer?t depot ~nekrenmce sE?port S V ~ I C ~ C  is generaily considered to be 
resmcsi\'e ?o t;!r 3tzd:. o I '~h t t  o x r a t i q  forccs because z cicsz working relarionship e.xis?s hetweer: 

. . . .. - 
: ~ O , S O ~ I ' S I ~ .  : : ~ : ; 1 5  13: 3 ~ ! i ~ \ , i i 1 _ ~  :na; L\cg h25 :3tt teck1ic2j ~ C ~ C S  io .TC~LICC C>'C!S ri111es: thc .Ai:. 
- , .  . , , . . .  . 
o r  1: i i  tv;c,~-iv\.c: J~air,:er.zrrt?i;e ~ 2 s ~  of i ts  Le:m Lo~isr ics  i n ~ n a u \ ~ e : ~  has 

>: - .  -. d-.;;?oi.,syz:2> r-,-,c-- - ,..-. r.;.-i* L A .  --r-~-.c, , . . . ,  - -  p: 2;;;;er 10 cz!-s, I: is no: ~ i e ~ - .  houlejrer. ~y-";:"; 
3 .  , , . . pzstlign-!s ti-;;: :;i:h c).;I~' ;;me reoi;c::c!x c?-7 5r in~~iturionei izcd throughout Doi). 

Cosr (Econu~nj: nn~E.?iciencjg: The cur-rent depot maiii~enzncz annual cost is approsimseiy 
$12 biliion. .As s rougi~ estharc,  actions mdcrway -- such as irnp1c:nentation of thc Depot 
Ma in temce  Standard System ma elimination of excess capacity through BMC-95 -- will reduce , . 
avenge m u d  ~ s ~ n d i ~ e s  (in consmt  FYQjSj m t e r  thc period FY96-01 to a'wut $10.0 biilion -- 
Steady state a ~ ? u a i  cost (bcgiming in FJ704) ~ . i l l  be 2 b u ;  $8.6 billion in FY95S. 

I,j~ylcm~n/cri,i,;$, Since the: b:~selinc Is in place, its impiementabiliry is no! in ques~io~l  
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Ahprabii lr}:  Adaptability has pr-nvcd to be a problem for the baseline as evidenced by the 

signjficant difficulty t l ~  government has experienced in divesting excess depot facilities ant1 in 
taking advcintage of mxlagcment technology such as those incowrated into DMSS. 

Rcengineerving irt I'1sc.e -- Commodi~ Exccuti~c Agents, Joint Depot Maistcnnncc Coru~r~ancl 
and DcScnsc Depot blniuteuancc Agency 

-- Contmodrly E;rccuri'~v Agenis: I t  is not likely that cstablishcnt of CEA's would improve depot 
nsponsiveness. In fact, responsivel~ess would probably be degadcd in some cases. For example. 
cstabtisbent of  a CEA for fiscd-wirq aircrafi would undoubtedly create conflict between ttle ?\13\.>- 
and the Air Force W u s e  the Navy and Air Force have adopted maintenance philosophies that xtre 
designed to support significantly different fonvard deployment strategies. While the Navy 
continues co maintain a robust intermediate-level maintenance capability to make its foni.ard- 
deployed carriers virtually self-sufficient the Air Force has initiated an sggressrve plan to elitninaie 
much of its intermediate-lcvzl capabiiity to maximize the mobility of its stntegically deployable 
units. It is unreasonable to expect a single CEA to support both philosoplies as responsively ns the 
current Service-specific depot management structure. 

-- Joint Depol Mciflenance Contmnnd: Est&lishrnenr of a JDMC could improve depot 
responsiveness for joint opcmtions and facilitate sharing o f  depot process hpmvements across 
Service lines; bui it is not c l e a  thar a JDMC would be sufficiently effenivt: in this rcgard to ju.s;i?-,e 
creating rtiditio~al lwei of depot mxiiagernent bureaucracy. While major dficrences exlz: 

... . . . - - :~c:cr;;.c DEQO: l ; : ~ : r ; : ~ . v p . m ~ ~ ~  -<gci i~;~:  Although e s ~ n ~ i i s i n c c ~  o h  2!33.i4 i ~ ~ r h i  .. . ~ro\,id,: 
. . 

incresed opponunlhes for depo; consoiidation, there is n G  eiidence thai it \vo-dd be more eEecr:-, ;. 
than ths curienl a e ~ ~ t  rnmar_.znerlt s n c t u r e  i z  faciiitz~inf process improveiacii;. In fac:, 
experiencz iq ';nr priva~e sec7o; suggcsis t . b r  management consoliderion may acru.,!l>. icpscii: 
process im+xovernznt because ii rends to isolste rhe  decision-mnkcrs from the people nvho arc 
actualiy doing thz work." T~crefor:~ many 1,xge private-sector firms such as U3M have begun to 
decentralize in ordcr to foster more innovative management methods. Furthermore, 3 recent study 
conducted by the Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics) determiled that a DDMA w s  tine least 
de.simble depot management alternative from a responciveness \rieupoint.2b 

Cost {Econaitry aird Effiiency): Attempts to reengbecr in plae. whether t.h.ough commodity 
reoli-went, z cizpot command, csr a depot agency \\ i l l  have littie i f m y  additional benefjcial eftecr 
on costs. The basic rcason is that the three different depot maintenznce workloads, possibly 
excepting aviation. are ~ L r e ~ d y  at a natural scope. .a1 s h p  workload is centralized h i t b  the Fa\.-\... 
and nearly sli ground vehicle rnaintenmce is managed by the . h y .  Lirnited c~mplernentarit>~ 
eSists mlong shps,  zl;clxft, and p o u n d  vehcle maintenance. Additionally, the evidence to dare 
suggests that, because government-opcrated depots !ack competitive pressure. they will havc grezt 

DRAFT 



2/13!9.i I>IiAF"I' 
dif'ticrilty achic\-ing the lands of process i~r~~!ro\fcrncnfs typical of the pi\-ate sc~tor-. 

/rtplemerrfahilip: liecknr congressional guidance ha discourrigcd depot rnanngerncnt 
consoljdiaion." Hnlce. i t  is rrot rmsoo~ble to ylisumc that any reoorn~neildatiorl for a large-scalc 
depot rnmngemrnt consolidution lvill bc wcll rcccived on Capitol I-l i l l .  1-he Serviccs ~ . r d  @SI) :ire 
nlso likely to opysc any nxirligenlcnt consolidation option that tficy perceive would wc.&-en the  
hA3gc ~ C ~ L \ . C C I I  LI~C maint~'r~atice depots and the u~xr:-lting fcprccs. In fact, DoD considcrcd 
coi~solidariorl aitcnmtives in 1093 and dett.r-nlineif th:ti t i ~ c  preferred management optiotl Lvas ii) 
f-urthcr strengthen the DDMC." 

Adoptnbilif~:: h4uch evidence shouls h t  orgar~iz,ations urhosc mana cment is centralized tend lo bc 
less r~daptribltt k c n u s e  of their larger size and llierarchical s t r uc t~ t .  46 

I'uhlic Corporalion 

Rcsponsivencss: Some c ~ ~ i d c n c e  indicates that a public corporation might be more successti11 r l ~ a n  
DoD in improving processes. As examples, such 3 corporation would (nationally) have grezrer 
freedom in cstnblishing personnel policies (and hence greater latitude in establishing skill strucmes 
as well as iu downsizing) and ~ ~ o u l d  be able to go to the private capital market to finance process- 
impro~~ing capital acquisitions. It would also have grcater freedom in the methods it used to 
contract with private firms -- particularly in its ability to compete workload on the basis of best 
value rather t h m  price. To the extent that those factors are sctually ~peratiire, more rapid process 
improvements could resdt in greater rcsponsi\leness. The primary difficulty with 3 depot 
maintenance public corporation, however. is that it would by i t s  monolithic nature crezie addition:! 
hiemchv. As s non-DoD en:ity, it would creare 3 greater barrier benveen maintenance md 

. . 
rnaterie! rnrtnagemer,: b e x e e n  depot rnaiilrc~lance w d  csers. .+-wbly, h e  grates: ~zul r .  tr,?;r 
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v:ir-~Id a c c n ?  fr:'ro:::. cpricn t . e c u x  toc n c c k  i ~ l e r r & n t y  exss a'cout the organization of z 
. . - .  

d r a t  n5n t tnzmce  ccrForzuos s r : : x s  or :nr reiationsilips nifi- i:s DoD cuslomcrs a d  its ~ri\..i: 
scctcr sup2li~rs." 

- 
i~~plcrncniahiiiq*. p r o s  rhe staxipoint cf the enabl~ng pubiic is\v. there are no mped;,7;ents to 

3 1 putting in place a pubLic corporation to perform depot maintenance. However, the Y e q  reasom 
that such a corporation might be attractive (e.g.. relief from the Employtte Classification Act. the 
Smd1 Bus i~ess  .4ct the Competition in Contracting Ac t  and similar laws a well ss congressionel 
oversight) ru-t: dsc reasons why Congress is likely to oppose such s chaiige. The Senrices 2~s.e l ikcly 
to oppose hi: corporation since the)' will probably perceive it as weakecing the Iiniiage beween rhe 
maintenance depots ma the operating forces. 

Arll~plabiiilv: B e c ~ i u e  2 Eoverrrmcnr corpxi t icn  urould be able to opeizte llke z tor;-ierc~A 

entity, ulouid :w\.e access to privnte capita! markets. and nould be relieved from a wide range of 
x.estricti~'c. g o v c m e n t  reguiations la;$,;, i t  \vould be moic aaeprabie than thc baseline. 
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Phnscd Priv:~ tizutiou 

Kesponsi~~cttcss: Kevic-bv of thc currcnt intlusfrial situation indicates that airlincs :LY w~!11 a air.cr;iti 
nlmufrrcrwcrs and third-j~arty mxintenance conractors have rnaintenmce capabilities and IJro\.cn 
rcsl~onsi\:cnsss e q u 1  to or bcttcr then thc orgrirlic sviarion depots (Appendix A)." Similarly, no 
real diff~'l.c~ice exists in thc rcq,oari\~rness ofput.~lic and privarc s l ~ i ~ ~ s r d s . ' ~  In addition, r.he b t :~i  
commerc,ial fims have dt?monst~.ated a k n c r  capability than DoD to ir~tsoduce process chrlngcs Ih;it 

irnprove responsi\.encss to their custornzrs. By aggrcssivcly pursuing privrztizltion of 
c o ~ n ~ n e r c i ~ l l y  suppoitable depot work and sc l~ . r i \~c ,  use of existing go\~t.rnment/GOCO faci!itic.c. 
Dol) can ob;zin thc bencfits of the inno\lative proccss irnp~.ovemmts t f~c l t  are being n u d e  in t4c 
priLiate sector. 

Cost (Economy and Eficicncj:): Privatizatio;~ optlous hold more promise for substanrial c o ~ t  
rcductions than tbe baseline, given rclief from current legislarive and regulator): constritinvs, 1-hi. 
best privatc firms, by redesigning tbcir processes, have been reducing COST by 30 percent or nior? 
while improving responsiveness to their customers. Similarly. DoD has realized gains on the same 
order of magnitude when it  opens up depot rnaintenancc workload to competition. However. thc 
substantial costs of divesting depo: infrastructure will offset near-term savings. 

Imple~tzenrnbiliq: Depot rnaintennnce mmagement and operations have long been sut~!ect ;(I 
d c k l e d  congressioual oversight and guidance. Current public law states: "...it is essential !',1r ;kc 

. . .  rxiional defense that Depximent of Defense Xt lv iZCs maizt,-ir. a lo&istics c q ~ b i l i h :  !inc!ud;nr 
r . I . .  .. - . , , , .. . 
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.:;z~i~i:ecs [ac; i<ss cqx: :)!: pcrccc[:-. md ;ap:;;:-2:: ,.vc:izfia,j S ~ Z S  ~xc:: 3 ~ l )  L:yz;:. - - . , , . . ,. . .  . - Lonseau:r,r!)', c ; ? ~ !  ~ v o r k  czyiin; 0: s~gm::cr~?:iy ;:i:,zr:zcc \+it;lo~!t ch~:?es ro jcglslcr!or.. I:- 
eddition. the Srsn-ices a-r: 1ii:eIy to oppose nn:. pki.nfizition opiion that u m i d  require t h c x  I < .  

contracr cepo: xz;i;iozG ihr;, consicicr nccssszTr ro ~ G n i s ~  essenrid a q m t  mmnrenz.yc-; 
cspabiiities. i n  acidition recimicd bziiers in;! exis: to t i e  pn\:arimiou c:^rni!i;;irl;-urcyu:: .~c?':: 
13-orkloads iGet iequirc s,pciaiizec' xacilitics mJld;'o; suppori eq.3:prnen? thar is nor :cadi]\. s-\;s::?>i: 
in the private sector. This oation, however, provides tthc 1s:itude to retain capabiliiies far \~!:ic!l ti:- 
private sector cenzot ensure ready and controlled support. 

r l d n p i ~ b i l l ~ ~ :  This op iou  will provide 'ktter adaptability than the baseline because depot 
m a i n t e ~ ~ w c e  support !\.ill be provided by &he priv~tc sector, and the best private-sector firms I ; J \ . c  
sh0n.n bertsr abiliiy to adzpt to new mwagemen: methods zhm have DoD depots. 

Rapid I'rintization 

Responsivettess: Responsi~~cness is m src:, of serious uocer;inry for the follonring rsssons: i t  
i a c e s  more thz? S8 bil!ion of tvorkload ia thc prixrste sector in a reixjvely sh0r-1 period oi':hlc; 
s i g ~ i f i c ~ r r  pnns of thar ~ \ 'o rk  (such ;?s on milimp,-utique s:.s:emsj ma). not find read>- and 
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co~~rrol lcd sources; irr~plcrncntation is ;oral rattler than phriscd so lirrlc or r l o  opportunii): is a\p~ilrit,lc 
to lcirn fioln n is 'dcs ;  a i t l  the radicnl "brczAagc" ot'cstzt~lishcd rnainten:i~~cc-distnburion-s~~p~~l)  - 
transportatiori c!x~nncls hill 1 ikcly create considerable trarlsitional confilsion. Consqucnt I!), 
rcslx)rlsi\~cness is likcl> to bc dcgraticd until trcinsitiotl dii'ficultits can ht- rcsol\lcd. 

C b s r  (ECurro~t!~~ and Iyfi(.icpnqy: Sincc :hc. difference txtxvccn this opt1011 x ~ l d  phust:ti pr-i\.ntizntior~ 
is onc. of tirnilq ratha. t h o t ~  cnd stntc. c)vcr;ili cost i.spcctotiotls r u t  sirnil:~. 

Itr~plerncnfuhili~: A11 oi' tile in~~.)lerncr~tabil i t  concerns addrcsscd for  pha.\.c?t-lprivc~~izc7rion apj~!!, 
to this option. Additionally, moving more b n n  $8 billion in \vorklond into rhc priva1.e scctol \ i - i t t~in  
a short time would probably irupose significant contmctability issues. Fiildl?, because rhis is arl 
dl-01.-nonc approach, it has none of the mitigating fe~iturcs of phsi?d p r ~ v a t i ~ t i o n .  

..ldn~.fabililj,: The considerations cnurneratcd for phased yij\.af.kn[ion apply here as wc!l. 
S ~ ~ r n r n n l - y  Table 

The table beionf is a s~unmay  cornparisor1 of the options. Costs are in FY95 dollars aud arc averaged 
over the period shoun. The other criteria are evaluated on a 7-point (-3. -2, -1. 0, 1> 2, 3) scale with the 
baselinc set at 0. Positive scores indicate improi~ement compared LO the baseline and negz-jve scores 
indicate a degraded result. 

E~aiuation Shrnmary - Depot hlainterjance 
1 Toto! Cost Annual Stcndy !' I 

! I 
(?DT~o.?: ' 0 - 1 ' I  ! Sc+te Cost I I < t . s y ~ n r ~ v e r ~ c ; c  . % U f ! ? ? : : i i ~ i i i ~  irnplclnc111:ibiiifi i .-, , , -  ? .'-. .: ...... . . . . . . .  !,I-' 
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FORCE STRUCTURE VERSUS INFRASTRUCTURE 

Overview 

The United States has reduced its armed forces by approximately 30 percent, since the end of the 

Cold War and the dissolution of the Soviet Union. However, the associated infrastructure has 

only decreased by about 15 percent, mainly through the base closure and realignment process. 

After BRAC 1993, Defense officials warned that BRAC 1995 would be the toughest yet in a 

process that has already eliminated 250 bases, including 70 major facilities. In January 1994, the 

Secretary of Defense stated a BRAC 1995 goal to further reduce the overall DoD domestic base 

structure by a minimum of 15 percent of DoD-wide plant replacement value and required cross- 

service and intra-service opportunities be pursued to achieve it. The level of reduction would 

approximate the 1988, 1991, and 1993 rounds combined. For the first time BRAC 95 included 

five joint cross-service groups to suggest alternatives for realignments and closures in the 

functional areas of depot maintenance, research and development laboratories, test and 

evaluation, undergraduate pilot training, and hospitals. 

In January 1995, the Secretary stated that fewer bases would be recommended this year than in 

1993 when 130 were recommended because the easy recommendations had been made and the 

up-front costs of implementing more realignment and closures were too high. Current 

indications are that the Secretary's recommendations will cover 1 10 bases which will include 

few depots, laboratories, and test and evaluation facilities. Moreover, few, if any, of the joint 



cross-service groups' suggested alternatives were recommended because the Services generally 

considered only intra-service realignments and closures, some of which may have been deleted 

for political reasons: According to Newsweek magazine, "air force plans to close at least two of 

its five maintenance depots in California and Texas have also been scotched" at the request of 

the White House because of its concerns regarding the adverse impact of the closures on the 

1996 election. Following is a discussion of the mission and infrastructure of these three areas, 

respectively: 

Depot Maintenance 

Laboratories 

The mission of DOD laboratories is to maintain technological superiority over potential 

adversaries. The laboratories also provide technical expertise to the Military Departments so 

they will be smart buyers and users of new and improved weapons systems and support 

capabilities. The total DoD funding for Research, Development,. Test, and Evaluation (RDT&E) 

laboratories in FY 199 1 was $13.8 billion. 

There are 81 laboratories within the Department of Defense: 1 DOD, 28 Army, 28 Navy, and 24 

Air Force. Through FY 1994, the labs have been relatively unaffected by the end of the Cold 



War. Their multi-billion dollar budgets have declined only slightly in real terms since 1989 and 

they remain about the same size as they were during the mid-1980's Cold War peak. 

According to an April 1994 Defense Science Board report: 

"The U.S. Combatant Commands are undergoing great change to reflect the fundamental 

changes in the threats they face with the end of the Cold War and the dissolution of the 

Soviet Union. Forces are shrinking and their missions are evolving. The Defense 

laboratory system on which the combatant commands must rely for their technological 

edge has not kept pace. The laboratory system remains an obsolescent artifact of the 

Cold War". 

The report states that the laboratory system also has not kept pace with the changing patterns of 

technology generation. No longer does DOD drive all militarily critical, cutting edge 

technologies. American industry, universities, and other government agencies play significant 

roles. Accordingly, one of the DSB's recommendations is that an additional 20 percent cut in the 

defense laboratory Civil Service personnel (above the 4 percent per annurn directed by DPG 95- 

99) is necessary and the cut can be achieved through closures and realignments. 

A December 1994 DoD Office of the Inspector General (OIG) report states that the Director, 

Defense Research and Engineering (DDR&E) lacked the resources to provide adequate policy 

guidance and oversight of the Military Department laboratories and the Advanced Research 

Projects Agency. At the conclusion of its audit, the OIG found that DDR&E was in the process 

of issuing science and technology programming guidance, but more needs to be done. According 

to the report, DOD is making redundant investments in laboratory facilities and equipment, as 



well as research projects. Project Reliance as implemented by the Joint Directors of Laboratories 

has resulted in minimal savings and few consolidations of laboratory facilities. 

An April 1994 DoD/ OIG report estimated that DoD could save a significant portion of $1 60 

million (1991 BRAC MILCON and equipment funds) planned at that time for new building 

construction and equipment for Army and Navy laboratories by utilizing existing Air Force 

laboratory space and equipment. The Director, Defense Research and Engineering (DDR&E) 

and the Services generally nonconcurred on the basis that BRAC 1991 and 1993 had confirmed 

the need for the facilities and equipment. However, the DoD Comptroller stated that a temporary 

withhold had been placed on the MILCON funds and suggested that BRAC 95 would provide an 

appropriate opportunity to restudy the issues. 

Another April 1994 DoD/OIG report stated that DoD could avoid spending as much as $306 

million ($169 million BRAC MILCON and equipment funds and $137 million O&M costs) by 

utilizing existing laboratory space and equipment, rather than the Army building new facilities 

and buying new equipment. The DDR&E and the Services generally disagreed. The DDR&E 

stated that the expenditures were necessary because BRAC 1991 approved the Army's proposal 

to close the Electronics and Power sources Directorate of the Army Research Laboratory at Fort 

Monrnouth, N.J., and relocate the laboratory to Adelphi, M.D. The DoD Comptroller stated that 

a temporary withhold had been placed on the military construction pending a ruling by the DOD 

Office of General Counsel, of the legal implications. The Comptroller suggested that the issue of 

moving the Army laboratory could be studied further as part of BRAC 1995. 



Test and Evaluation 



Depot maintenance consists of repair, rebuilding and major overhaul of weapon systems, 

parts, and assemblies. DoD depot maintenance facilities consist of extensive shop facilities, 

specialized equipment, and highly skill technical and engineering personnel. Depot maintenance 

consists of two segments. The segment that is performed within DoD depots, known as "organic" 

consists of Army depots, Air Force air logistics centers, Naval aviation depots, Naval shipyards 

and Marine Corps multi-commodity maintenance centers. Approximately 120,000 DoD civilians 

and 2,000 military personnel are employed in the organic segment. The other segment is 

comprised of private sector firms including both original equipment manufacturers and 

maintenance and repair organizations. Approximately 70% of the depot maintenance workload is 

organic, 30% is performed by the private sector. 

The DoD depot maintenance infrastructure will be composed of 24 depots, after the 

BRAC 1993 closures are complete, consisting of: 

5 Army depots; 
5 Air Force air logistics centers; 
1 Air Force guidance and metrology center; 
3 Naval aviation depots; 
5 Naval shipyards; 
3 Naval warfare centers; and 
2 Marine Corps multi-commodity maintenance centers. 

The 199 1 and 1993 Base Closure processes resulted in the closures of 10 depots. The DoD's 1995 
recommendations are for the closure and realignment of the following depots: 

Army Close 3 depots 
Realign 2 depots 

Air Force Realign 5 air logistics centers 

Navy Close 1 shipyard 

Redirection for 1 Aviation depot 

Close 3 warfare centers 
Realign 7 warfare centers 



Maintenance Capacity: 
The amount of workload, expressed in direct labor hours, that a facility can 
accommodate with all work positions manned on a single-shift, 5-day, 40 hour week 
basis while producing the product mix that the facility is designed to accommodate. 

Excess Maintenance Capacity: 
Maintenance plant capacity that is excess to utilized and surge requirements expressed in 
thousands of square feet. 

Supply Capacity: 
The square footage of warehouse space for the storage of items other than ammunition 
and bulk fuel. 

Excess Storage Capacity: 
Total unused square footage of warehouse space for the storage of items other than 
ammunition and bulk fuel. 

Production Capacity: 
The amount of workload, expressed in actual direct labor hours, that a facility can 
accommodate with all work positions manned on a single-shift, 5-day, 40-hour week 
basis while producing the product mix that the facility is designed to accommodate. 

Excess Production Capacity: 
Industrial Production plant capacity that is excess to utilized and surge requirements 
expressed in production facility square feet. 



investments; (2) the Services were allowed to retain their existing test and evaluation capabilities 
and funding authority, and (3) the Reliance study methodology had major weaknesses. 

January 1994 Secretary Perry: 
- stated BRAC 95 goal of 15 % reduction in plant replacement value 
- required cross-Service and intra-Service opportunities to be pursued throughout 

BRAC95 process 
- a number of Cross-Service teams, led by OSD Officials were established including in the 

following areas: 
- Depot Maintenance 
- Test and Evaluation 
- Research and Engineering Laboratories 

- DoD Cross-Service effort likely to produce much better data than ever before available 
-- detailed data calls and efforts to normalize will result in more comparable data, 

particularly in the maintenance depot area 
- The DoD recommendations will not include inter-Servicing or closures in the Cross-Service 
areas, dispite that fact that there is tremendous excess capacity 
- All Cross-Service options/recommendations were passed back to the Services who had final say 

what would be in DoD's of recommended closures 

Maintenance Depots 
- over the past five years, DoD annual maintenance costs have been approximately $13 billion 
- 24 maintenance activities will remain after the 7 closures recommended by the 91 and 93 
Commissions are complete ~ h c . ,  1. 
- a well respected study performed by Gen Went (USMC ret) stated that there wil4-b- L,L.W>L, 

e- . .  . . 
7 

- , "bc# 

- The maintenance depot Cross-Service group identified 5-8 depots that could be closed, we v++3 
believe the DoD recommendations to the Commission will include 3 maintenance activities 

Test and Evaluation 
- Test and Evaluation facility funding and infrastructure has generally been protected from 

down sizing. 
- The BRAC 95 process, for the first time, is to address cross-Service utilization of 

common support assets 
- 19 major test ranges 
- $5 billion operations cost 
- $20 -30 billion capital investment 

- DoD has not aggressively pursued consolidation of major test and evaluation facilities 
even through testing of air vehicles, electric systems and armament weapon show 
significant excess capacity and greatest potential for cross-Service consolidation 



- DoD's test and Evaluation Reliance process established to consolidate existing test 
capabilities has not bee effective 
- focus shifted from consolidation to future test investments 
- military services allowed to retain their existing test capabilities and funding 

authority 
- Reliance study methodology had major weaknesses 



The United States has reduced its armed forces by approximately 30 percent, since the end of the 
Cold War and the dissolution of the former Soviet Union. However, the infrastructure has 
decreased only 15 percent., mainly through the base realignment and closure process. After 
BRAC 1993, defense officials warned that BRAC 1995 would be the toughest yet in a process 
that already has eliminated 250 bases, including 70 major facilities. The Secretary of Defense 
last month partly allayed such fears, saying fewer bases would be recommended this year than in 
1993, when 130 were recommended. 

In January 1 994, the Secretary of Defense stated a BRAC) 1995 goal of a 1 5 percent reduction in 
infrastructure based on plant replacement value. Accordingly, the Secretary required cross- 
service and intra-service opportunities to be pursued throughout the BRAC 1995 process. A 
number of cross-service teams, lead by Office of the Secretary of Defense officials were 
established. These teams requested such data from the Services, analyzed the data, and made 
recommendations to the Services to reduce andlor consolidatetheir infrastructure. The Services 
responded to the Secretary with their recommendations. While the Secretary's final 
recommendations will not be known until the list is published in the Federal Register, 
preliminary indications are that they will be significantly fewer than originally recommended by 
the cross-service teams. 

The BCARC 1995 Cross-Service Team is concerned that without additional installations being 
added to the Secretary's recommended list opportunities will be lost to reduce uneededlexcess 
DOD capacity in the areas of depot maintenance, test and evaluation, and laboratory 
infrastructure: 

Depot Maintenance 

Over the past 5 years, DoD's annual depot maintenance costs have been approximately $13 
billion. There are 24 maintenance depots that will remain after the 7 closures recommended by 
the 1991 and 1993 Commissions have been implemented. A well respected study performed by 
General Went (USMC ret.) stated that only 72% of the depot maintenance capacity will be 
utilized in FY 1997. DOD's maintenance depot cross-service team identified 5 to 8 depots that 
could be closed, however, we believe the Secretary's recommendations to the BCARC will 
include on.ly three maintenance depots. 

Test and Evaluation 

Test and evaluation fimding and infrastructure have generally been protected from down sizing. 
Within DOD there are currently 19 major test ranges, with $5 billion operations cost and $20 
billion to $30 billion in capital investment. DoD has not aggressively pursued consolidation of 
major test and evaluation facilities even through testing of air vehicles, electric systems and 
armament weapon show significant excess capacity and the greatest potential for cross-Service 
consolidation. 

DoD's Project Reliance was established to consolidate existing test and evaluation capabilities 
but it has not bee effective because: (1) its focus shifted from consolidation to future test 
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Since easing of geopolitical tensions in the late 1980s. reductions in force 
structure and operations tempo have decreased both the peacetime and wartime demand 
for depot maintenance -- in the process creating signrficant excess capacity. The basic 
purpose of this study was to implement the Secretary of Defense's tasking to aggressively 
pursue reductions in excess depot capacity by assessing the merits of establishing an 
Executive Agent, Joint Command, or Defense Agency for depot maintenance activities; 
examining possible further consolidation of depot activities; and exploring the benefits of 
enhanced bidding. 

In order to satisfy the Secretary's tasking, the Study Team compared overall 
depot sizing to force structure and other key indicators, re-examined the concept of core, 
researched recent results from expanded depot maintenance competition, and captured 
depot-related lessons from Desert ShieldlDesen Storm. The team also researched 
relevant trends in commercial practice and took a hard look at the relationship between 
organic depots and the industrial sector, including the potential for privatizing the depots 
or converting them to Government Owned, Contractor Operated (GOCO) plants. 

The Department is successfully eliminating exccss depot maintenance capacity. 
Actions underway will result in a &pot maintenance pcm~tl end strength some 30% 
below FY87 levels by the end FY94. O v a  30% of the major maintenance depots 
existing in FY87 have been closed or recommended for closure. Overall, depot 
personnel, budgets, and the number of depots have decreased at roughly the same rate as 
supported weapon systems inventories, total military pctsonncl levels, and operational 
activity levels. However, excess capacity will almost certainly still exist after closures 
are complettd: one Air Force Air Logistics Center was initially recommended for 
closure but remains open as does one Army depot recommended for closurt. Future 
force structure reductions in the offering may also create additional excess capacity. 

Unnecessary duplication of capability and limited interservicing remain issues. 
Although closing or realigning the depots that have so far been identified will reduce 
intra-Service duplication, it does little for cross-Service duplication. Of total Corporate 
Business Plan savings, less than 3% is now planned to come from interservicing. The 
existing management structure, m'ethods, and processes have not been effective at 
controlling inter-Service redundancy. In fact, the N93 Base Closure and Realignment 
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Commission (BRAC 93) was critical of DoD efforts to provide integrated 
recommendations, supported by cross-Service analysis, for maintenance depots. 

Future downsizing (i.e. closing and d g n m e n t  of depots) will be rtquired. This 
effort will require cross-Service workload assignment since there is limited remaining 
opportunity for the Services to unilaterally reduce capacity without affecting mission 
support. Because cross-Service cooperation has proved difficult under the current, 
narrowly focused, Semice/Dcfense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) management 
structure, an improved cross-Service management structure with clear decision authority 
is needed. Cross-service resolution of unnecessary duplication of capability and excess 
capacity is also made more difficult -use existing capacity measures are not capable 
of providing the kinds of insights that support necessary decision making. 

The requirement for an organic CORE depot maintenance capability is still valid. 
Further, the Study Team proposed a new, multi-Service, framework including a common 
sizing algorithm for Servicc application. Application of this algorithm should result in a 
CORE capability smaller than has been maintained in the past 

Results so far indicate that competition is achieving anticipated benefits and 
driving efficiencies that might not orhenvise by realized Public-private and public- 
public competitions have been shown to eliminate inefficiencies and motivate innovation 
in both maintenance approaches and business practices. Contract awards in public- 
private competition appear to be overall relatively well balanced between public (organic 
depots) and private sources (contractors). 

Whether or not depot maintenance should be used to protect the health of the 
U.S. industrial base, it has limited leverage to do so. Depot maintenance expenditures 
available to address industrial base considerations are less than 1% of total aerospace, 
motor vehicle, and electronics sales. Because discretionary depot maintenance dollars arc 
small compared to the industrial base, any use of depot maintenance workload to assun 
its health will require careful targeting. 

Successful commercial fums have concluded that an overemphasis on centralized 
control is dysfunctional because of inherent conservatism and unavoidable myopia of the 
"rational" analysis underlying centraked decisions. Additionally, intentional internal 
redundancy as a risk mitigation method has merit Taken as a whole, these trends suggest 
a yellow light for centralization and consolidation. 

There were four alternative management structures that were at least satisfactory 
in tenns of Service criteria for military responsiveness, efficiency, authority and 
responsibility, implementability, and potential support to BRAC 95: 

An Empowered Defense Depot Maintenance Council 

Executive Service Management coupled with an Empowered Defense Depot 
Maintenance Council, 

A Joint Depot Maintenance Command, and 

A Defense Depot Maintenance Agency 
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The preferred alternative identified as a result of Services, JCS, and OSD formal 
evaluations was an Empowered DDMC. Empowerment of the DDMC includes: 

Broadening the charter of the DDMC from its current narrow focus on DMRD 
908 implementation planning and execution to encompass all depot maintenance 
operations and issues 

Vesting in the DDMC well-defined decision making authority in specific arcas of 
responsibility to provide integrated management of DoD depot maintenance 
resources, operations and business practices, e-g., controlling interservicing, 
workload consolidation, downsizing and utilization of facility capacity 

Providing the DDMC with a rational decision support system to monitor key 
operations and to identify and elevate significant decision rquircments 

Consolidating staff support to provide the necessary resources for enhanced 
DDMC operations, e.g., establishment of the Maintenance Management Support 
Activity. 

In response to the Secretary of Defense's basic tasking to assess the merits of 
alternative management structures, the Study Team recommends that, DoD implement 
the Empowered DDMC This management alternative: 

Is embmced by the SeNices 

Has the necessary clout to provide oversight of the Department's depot 
maintenance operations, develop coherent DoD-wide policies, makc decisions in 
key areas, and, in general, exercise the authority of the Secrctaq of Defense to 
provide effective. integrated depot maintenance management. 

A pacing requirement for implementation is BRAC 95. DoD recommendations 
are due to the Commission by January 1995, less than 18 months away. Because it will 
take time for the Empowered DDMC to achieve full functionality, implementation now is 
needed to develop an integrated input suppotted by cross-Service analysis. 

Additionally, the Study Team recommends that DoD: 

Promulgate as formal policy the CORE concept and sizing algorithm developed 
in Chapter 3 of this study. The justification for organic CORE depot 
maintenance has been revalidated and its relationship to the other segments that 
make up the depot maintenance industrial base is understood. 

Develop a new analytic basis (probably based on a metaphor other than capacity) 
for making workload consolidation. retention of redundant capability, and related 



decisions. Similar to the approach taken by the Team with ngard to CORE, any 
such undertaking needs fmt  and foremost to have a coherent foundation. 
Development should begin soon to have any likelihood of affecting BRAC 95 
recornmen&tions. 

Continue the competition program (private-private, public-public, and pubtic- 
private) - it is producing substantial benefits. Although Ievel-playing-field 
consideratiops will continue to deserve attention in public-private competition, 
the empirical rtsults thus far indicate the process is essentially fair: there has not 
been a decisive shift of workload from the public sector to private or in the 

- 

reverse direction. 

Not, at this time, convert organic depot operations to Government owned, 
contractor operated (GOCO) plants. Although GOCO depots appear viable, the 
Department needs a better understanding of the practical application of the 
concept to depot maintenance operations and the advantage to be gained by 
making the change. DoD should complete a comprehensive evaluation of the 
GOCO concept for depot maintenance. 

Direct its depot maintenance managers to engage with the ongoing 
Undersecretary of Defense (Acquisition)-sponsored integrated assessment of the 
U.S. technology and industrial base to determine how and if depot maintenance 
workload should be used to prtscrve capabilities in the public sector. 
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CHAPTER 1 
OVERVIEW 

INTRODUCT'ION AND PURPOSE 

BACKGROUND 

This study has its antecedents in the many preceding management reviews and 
several recent related efforts to evaluate DoD logistics resources and requirements. Most 
recently, in forwarding to Congress the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staffs 1993 
triennial Report on the Roles. Missions, and Functions of the Anned Forces of the United 
States, the Secretary of Defense (SecDef) indicated his plan to review management 
options for depot maintenance operations in DoD.' Given the Chairman's 
recommendation in his report to consider forming a Joint Depot Maintenance Command, 
SecDef indicated his desire to consider other management approaches prior to making a 
final decision. Coinciding with this consideration was the SccDef Central Logistics 
Infrastructure Review, a DoD-wide effort to develop and apply methodologies for 
measuring how much logistics infrastructure should be reduced with declines in force 
structure. Depot maintenance operations were a large p a .  of the logistics infrastructure 
considered by the panel. Additionally, the SecDef chartered a Bottom-Up Review to 
balance future defense needs and programs, a review that must consider getting the 
highest return on logistics resources. Fmlly, also bearing on this current study is the 
National Policy Review, chaired by the Vice President of the United States, which may 
establish guidelines for Departmental management in a variety of functional areas. 

Conducted in response to direction from the Scmtary of Defense? this study has 
several objectives. The basic purpose is to implement the Secretary's direction to 
aggressively pursue reductions in excess depot capacity. By direction, pursuing these 
reductions includes assessing the merits of various management structure alternatives 
such as establishing an Executive Agent, Joint Command, or Defense Agency for &pot 
maintenance activities and examining possible further consolidation of depot activities 
and expansion of competitive bidding.3 Additionally, the rtrrdy supplmmts both the 
Central Logistics Infrastructure Review and the Bottom-Up Review by looking at 
approaches to defining DoD CORE depot maintenance requirements and methods to 
ensure that DoD provides the necessary capabilities and capacity to accomplish both 
CORE and non-CORE workload needs. 

'~ecDef lcners to Chairmen of Congrtssioaal Armed Senices Comminees, 29 March 1993 . 
*sec~ef memorandum, Subject: Roles, Missions. a d  Functions of the Armed Forces of the 

United States. IS April 1993. 
3~ssistant Seartary of Defense (Production and Logistics), Terms of R~emence for Depot 

Maintenance lnfrastnccture Review and Study of Options for Integrated Management DoD Depot 
Maintenance Activities, " May 2 1. 1993 (see Appendix A). 
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There have been many previous efforts to influence the shape of depot 
maintenance operations and improve depot maintenance efficiency within DoD. Some of 
these are outlined in the recent Depot Maintenunce Consolidation Study4 and all have 
been more completely documented by the Maintenance Policy Directorate of the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense? These efforts have met with varying degrtcs of success. 
Most notable recently, m a p s ,  has been the operation of the Defense Depot Maintenance 
Council (DDMC), discussed later in this study. The DDMC provided a forum for joint 
Service cooperation and has established a foundation for integrated management of DoD - 
depot maintenance. 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE SCOPE 

DoD depot maintenance is an important element of the defense industrial base. It 
provides repair, overhaul and modification for items ranging from complete weapon 
systems to their component pam. To do this requires extensive shop facilities, 
spialized equipment, and highly skilled technical and engineering personnel. 
Particularly because of its role in supporting contingency requirements, depot 
maintenance will continue to be vital in the national security environment of the future. 

Depot maintenance consists of two segments. The organic segment (is.. DoD- 
owned and operated facilities) is composed primarily of Army depots, Air Force air 
logistics centers, Naval aviation depots, Naval shipyards, and Marine Corps multi- 
commodity maintenance centers (MC3s). Then are cunently about 120,000 Federal 
civilian and 2,000 rnilitaq personnel working in the organic segment The private sector 
segment is comprised of thousands of commercial firms including both original 
equipment manufacturers and maintenanct/rcpair operations. Since the mid-1980s. the 
organic segment has provided about 65% of depot maintenance and the private sector 
about 35%. When the costs of replacement parts used during organic depot maintenance 
and the costs of interim contractor support and contractor logistics support an taken into 
account, the total dollar expenditures on organic and private sector support of depot 
maintenance have k n  mughly equal. 

Each segment of the depot maintenance support structure brings with it certain 
unique attributes. Private sector defense industries have traditionally concentrated the 
bulk of their efforts on new manufacture, developing efficient production processes and 
facilities to design, develop and assemble enhe new systems or subsystems; depot 
maintenance and spardrtplacement parts are provided by these original equipment 
manufacturers as well as by spaciatized maintenance f m .  Government depots on the 
other hand, focus on maintaining a logistics capability for response to mobilization, 
national defense contingerxies and emergency humanitarian requirements. While 
production and maintamcc are complementary functions the two an not completely 
interchangeable. Dtpds could not pass the test as new weapon systems production 
facilities. Likewise, major manufacturers of new systems often use different types of 

Depot Maintenance Consolidutwn Study, January 1993, General J. J. Went, USMC (Ret) et aL 
5~~~ Director, Maintenvlce Policy. Chronulogy of Significant Events Associated with 

Improving Joint Sewice Cooperation curd Interservicing for DoD Depot M~tenance ,  March, 
1993. 
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facilities, equipment and personnel skills than those required for the overhaul, repair, and 
modernization of existing systems by organic depots. 

While DoD depot maintenance is somewhat comparable to operations in the 
commercial sector. the scope of operations and the size of weapon systems and 
equipment inventories make direct comparison difficult The commercial sector does 
no& in too many instances, undertake the scope and breadth of military depot 
maintenance. A typical commercial airline maintains less than 200 aircraft of limited 
types while the largest commercial airline companies may have fleets of about 400 - 
aircraft. DoD on the other hand provides depot maintenance to support some 20,000 
aircraft of nearly 100 different types. Comparisons in other functional areas such as 
combat vehicles, ships, and communications/eltcmnics yield similar results - the scale 
and scope of DoD depot maintenance art unique. However, as pointed out above, DoD 
maintenance depots while comparable in size to larger manufacturing operations, are not 
similarly structured. It is the synergism provided by a multitude of skills and a variety of 
maintenance processes that provide the necessary scope for efficient DoD depot 
maintenance operations, rather than the ability to mass produce large numbers of similar 
products as is most often found in the commercial sector. 

Depot maintenance practices have changed as a result of modem equipment and 
weapon systems characteristics. These characteristics include improved maintainability, 
modular design and greater reliability. As a result, depot maintenance is no longer 
singularly characterized as "overhaul." A major fraction of depot maintenance now 
focuses on resolving spezific operating deficiencies, through processes such as RCM 
(reliability-centered maintenance) and lR0A.N (inspect and repair only as necessary) 
processes. Depot maintenance operations also provide selective remanufacturing 
capabilities. Additionally, a significant and increasing portion of the depot maintenance 
mission is software support By FY97, the software support workload is projected to 
grow nearly 60% over FY91 levels, to a total effort of some 2.500 direct labor years. 

PAST PRACTICES - SITUATIONALLY CORRECT 

From the late 1940s until the dissolution of the Soviet Union, U.S. war planning 
scenarios called for large-scale response to a Soviet invasion of Western Europe and 
emphasized full industrial m o b i t i o n .  Within this context, a principal justification for 
organic depot maintenance was the need for ready, organic surge capacity to mett the 
immediate needs of operational forces while buying time for the private sector production 
base to gear up for wartime demands. This large-scale, ful l -mobit ion scenario drove 
policy, guiding the establishment of a substantial organic depot maintenance capacity and 
infrastructure, with attendant redundant capabilities. 

By the end of the 1980s, the thenexisting depot capabilities and capacity were 
the product of 40 years of incremental additions (typically to support new weapon 
systems as they came on board) and contractions. As noted later in this study, these 
depot maintenance capabilities were both needed and used during Desert Shield and 
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Desert Storm - although at much reduced levels (capacity) compared to what would have 
been demanded by an Eastern Europe scenario. 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE IN THE POST-COLD WAR ERA 

Since casing of geopolitical tensions in the late 1980s. reductions in force 
structure and operations tempo (OE'TEMPO) have lessened both peacetime and wartime 
demand for depot maintenance. Meanwhile, the change from preparation for large scale . 
conflict to preparation for contingency scenarios has aIso revised the requirement for 
depot maintenance. Whereas the focus during the cold war was readiness and 
sustainability for a massive, protracted war, now it includes readiness for smaller 
conflicts and sustainability for a shorter duration and reconstitution. In combination, the 
optempo-driven and scenario-driven changes have significantly reduced depot 
maintenance requirements and. in the process, generated excess capacity. 

Simultaneous with these changes, and precipitated by a 55% drop in procurement 
dollars since 1986, industry has shown increased interest in depot maintenance. With the 
rapidly diminishing number of new weapon system programs. depot maintenance and 
modification programs art now viewed by industry as potentially important business 
areas and, possibly. a means for supporting elements of the industrial base. 

FOCUS ON EFFlClENCY AND RESPONSE TO CHANGING NEEDS 

Although there is uncertainty about the amount of the excess organic depot 
maintenance capacity, the existence of this excess organic capacity has long been 
undisputed The issue has historically been dealt with from a Service perspective. It was 
arguably first systematically addressed in an inkgrated manner beginning in June 1990 
when the Deputy Secretary of Defense @epSecDcf) dircded the Services to develop 
near-tenn and long-range plans for increased efficiency. His direction included single- 
siting of workloads in Air Force and Naval aviation depots. The DqSccDef also 
cs@blishcd the Defense Depot Mahtenancc Council (DDMC) at that time to cany out 
thest efforts. The DDMC, chairtd by the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Production 
and Logistics, was made up of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Logistics) and 
the Joint Logistics Commanders - Service members who were the designated 
representatives of the Military Service secretaries. 

The DDMC has saved as a forum for coordinating reviews of DoD depot 
maintenance policies, programs, and activities and has been the mechanism for jointly 
planning and implementing management improvement initiatives. The DDMC directed 
18 commodity-based studies and 4 generic studies (management information systems, 
cost comparability, performance measurement, and capacitylutilization measurement). 
By February of 1991, the various study groups had identified S1.15B in savings during 
the period FY91-FY95. The savirigs were formally recognized in the Joint Services 
Business Plun of the same month. Later in 1991, under the signatures of the SeNice 
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Under Secretaries, a Corporate Business Plan presented a planned approach to increasing 
the savings to S3.9B over the same time frame. 

Two Defense Management Review Decisions (DMRD 908 and DMRD 908C of 
November 1990 and January 1991 respectively, both titled Consolidating Depot 
Mairuemce) formalized and further increased total savings to $6.4B over the FY91- 
N 9 7  period. As described in the FY92-FY97 Corporate Business Plan (CBP), these 
savings were to accrue from downsizing workforces and facilities, canceling facility 
projects, consolidating workloads, expanding interservicing, and increasing competition. - 

Serving as the oversight element for CBP implementation, the DDMC has been 
effective in integrating Service programs to achieve savings and in standardizing, to some 
degree. approaches to implementing efficiency initiatives. For programs such as 
increased competition for depot maintenance workloads between public depots and 
private sector contractors, the DDMC has been able to expand DoD savings opportunities 
through effective interface with Congress and other interested constituencies. Because of 
its nature as an advisory board and its current limited charter, the DDMC has not directed 
the broad-based systemic and programmatic changes which now appear necessary to 
achieve increased management efficiencies and program integration. 

The Militaq Departments and Defense Agencies have made important progress 
toward downsizing their individual depot maintenance programs, reducing depot labor 
forces and budgets approximately 30% since 1987. Four major depots6 and two minor 
depots7 were closed prior to the 1993 Base Realignment And Closure (BRAC) cycle and 
BRAC 93 has identified an additional seven depots for closure. If, after BRAC 93 
closurts, there is still undesired excess capacity (and the extent of such excess capacity is, 
itself, is a point of discussion), the best opportunities for continued capacity adjustment 
appear to be cross-Service (i.e., by combining workload across Services and then closing 
unneeded facilities). This would appear to be a major challenge for the depot 
maintenance management structure that supports DoD depot maintenance in the future. 

The previously cited Report on the Rolcs, Missions a d  Fyl~ctionr of the A m d  
Forces of the United States generated additional emphasis on the need to examine cross- 
Service &pot management. This need stems primarily fkom the conclusions in the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff Dept  Mainfenance Conrolidation The purposeof that study was 
to "...help identify tbt best way to scale down the excess capacity and reduce costs 
without degrading current or future capabiity to meet our peacetime and wartime needs." 
The JCS study concIuded that existing management structure within the Services, 
Agencies and OSD were unlikely to successfully address these issues and that there wen 
three options which were serious alternatives to the way the DoD currently manages 
depot maintenance. The options were: 

Executive Service (i.e., single Service) management of depot maintenance by 
major weapon systems categories 

600c under the FY88 BRAC Commission process, two under BRAC 91, and one under the 
CBP. See Table 1-1. 
"k two minor depots dfectcd w a e  Pueblo Depot Activity (closed by the Army) and RAF 

Kemble (Air Force withdrew from site). 
80p Cit. Depot Maintenance Consolidation Sncdy. 
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Consolidation of a l l  depot maintenance activities under a single Defense 
Maintenance Agency 

Consolidation of all depot maintenance activities under a Joint Depot 
Maintenance C~rnmand.~ 

The Study recommended establishing a Joint Depot Maintenance Command 

OTHER MANAGEMENT EFFORTS TO IMPROVE OPERATlONS 

In addition to the corporate planning process operating under guidance of the 
DDMC and the Depot Main!enance Consolidation Study, then have been other recent 
management efforts focused on improving depot maintenance operations. As previously 
indicated, there have been a number of reviews over the past several decades focused on 
improving depot maintenance management by, for example, realigning workloads, 
implementing standard systems and reorganizing management structures. Additionally, 
the Department's central logistics infrastructure and Bottom Up nviews have included 
depot maintenance as one of the principal areas of attention. 

Further, in the past few years the Defense Management Review pmess has 
generated many budget-related initiatives in addition to DMRD 908. For example, 
DMRDs 919 and 939 targeted Naval Shipyards and Computer-Aided Acquisition 
Logistics Support (CALS) respectively, to save S1.6B in five years. DMRD 919 related 
efficiency improvements to budgetary savings, while DMRD 939 attributed savings to a 
reorganized CALS program. 

DMRD 971 expanded the use of cost accounting principals as well as 
performance and activity based budgeting in the Defense Business Operating Fund 
(DBOF). Since depot maintenance facilities w e n  industrially funded activities, they have 
operated for many years on the principals upon which DBOF is based DMRD 904, 
Stock Funding of Reparubks, required that all Services finance the depot level 
maintenance of depot level reparables through use of the stock fund as opposed to the use 
of appropriated dollars. Anticipated benefits to the supply system include fewer 
component carcass returns to depot, fewer customer demands, nduced throw away ratcs, 
and reduced inventory levels. Stock funding of rcparables, however, is one factor that 
complicates the comparison of prior year depot maintenance budget and cost data with 
that subsequent to FY92. 

g~either this option nor the agency alternative was specifically examined in the limited time 
available to the JCS study-ratha the study lookd at DoD coosotidation generically. 
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CURRENT POSTURE 

MAJOR ORGANIC MAINTENANCE DEPOTS 

Figure 1-1. Major DoD Depot Maintenance Activities 
(Employing More Than 400 Personnel) 

There are cuzfently 33 major m a i n t e m  depots under Service managemeat. 
Figure 1-1 shows the geographic locations of each &pot and indicates those that have 
been identified for realignment or closure. Two of the 33, Sacramento A m y  Depot and 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, are in the process of closing. Of the remaining, 3 1 depot 
facilities, 7 are included in the President's final recommendation to Congress for closures . 
and realignments as part of the BRAC 93 process. It should be noted that there are 
additional activities performing depot maintaxma in tht Services and in the Defense 
Logistics Agency. These activities are relatively small in tenns of level of effort and 
often combine depot level maintenance with other maintenance and support activities. 

Table 1-1 below indicates the impact, by Service, of wtuallplannedl 
recommended closings resulting from the BRAC Commissions of 1988, 1991 and 1993 
as well as management actions taken under the CBP. The SccDef also recommended to 
the BRAC 93 Commission the closing of Lettcrkenny Army Depot, but the Commission 
did not concur with the recommendation. Additionally, the Air Force idenfied 
Sacramento ALC (SM-ALC) as a closure candidate for BRAC 93, but SecDef did not 
include SM-ALC in his frnal consolidated list of candidates. 
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Table 1-1. Posture of Major DoD Maintenance Depot by Service 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE COSTS AND CAPACITY 

For FY93, DoD planned about $13B in expenditures for depot maintenance 
operations. Table 1-2 shows that about 68% of this expenditure will be for support in 
organic facilities and the balance in facilities operated by contractors. The budget table 
portrays data from the perspective of the Service responsible for depot maintenance of its 
own assigned quipment and that receives depot maintenance support from depot 
activities. The data is based on the FY93 President's Budget as developed by the Bush 
Administration. Marine Corps aviation is included in the Navy line. The estimate 
includes depot maintenance funds from the following sources: O&M, Procurement, 
RDT&E, and other DBOF activities (e.g., stock fund). Additions have been included for 
continuing force nconstitntion (resulting from Desert Storm), full impact of the stock 
funding of depot level reparables by the Air Force and Army, and initial Air Force two 
level maintenance requirements. 

The amount accomplished by contract varies by Service, from a high of about 
40% contractor for the Army to a low of about 11% for the Marine Corps. Additionally, 
as previously mentioned, a substantial portion of the organic share goes to the private 
sector to purchase spare parts and services to support organic &pot maintenance 
operations. 

%RAC 88 closed Lexington-Bluegrass Army Depot. 
"BRAC 91 and CBP rnanagaacnt actions closed/realigaed Sacramento Army Depot (BRAC), 

Mainz Army Depot (CBP) and Wadelphia NSY (BRAC). 
1 2 ~ ~ ~ ~  93 closedlnaligncd Tooele Army Depot. AGMC. Charleston and Mare Island NSYr, 

and NADEPs Norfolk. Alarncda and Pensacola; USAF recommended closing SM-ALC but DoD 
did not include on final list of candidates forwarded to BRAC Commission; additionally, DoD did 
recommend closing Letterkcmy Army Depot but the BRAC Commission recommended retention. 
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Table 1-2. FY93 Estimated Depot Maintenance Budgets 

I 1 FY 93 ($ Mllllons) 1 ContmctR3g.nlc Shams 1 
I Organic 1 1  11.6 60.1% 

I Contract I 

NAVY 

AIR FORCE 

I 1 Organic 1 8747.5 1 67.7% 

Organic 

Contract 

MARINES 

1 TOTAL I contract I 4182.6 1 32.3% 1 

Organic 

Contract 

A projected distribution of these costs is illustrated in Figure 1-2.13 About 50% 
(contract and direct material) of the total, or $6.8B, may potentially go to the private 
sector as direct contracts for depot maintenance or in the form of purchased materials or 
suppon services. The Service depots use 19% ($2.5B) of the total for & i t  costs (not 
including material) and about 29% ($3.7B) for indirect costs (operations overhead and 
general and administrative expenses). Management overhead above the depot level is 
estimated at less than 1% of total depot maintenance costs. 

4788.4 

2303.5 

Organic 

Contract 

I I 
~ a % F m - m w w d - m D T U ) C M ~  

Figure 1-2. Projected Distribution of Total FY93 Depot Maintenance Costs 

67.5% 

32.5% 

2791.3 

1134.1 

I3~ased on past DoD 7220.9-M depdt cost system reporting for organic production segments 
and data from the Depot Maintenance Consolidotion Sludy, Op. Cit 

71.1% 

28.9% 

56.2 

6.8 

89.2Y0 

10.8% 



DM Study Report Draft #2 07t29193 

The Navy is the largest user of depot maintenance dollars, followed by the Air 
Force, Army and Marine Corps. Navy depot maintenance costs include both ships and 
aircraft. Figure 1-3 portrays the percent of the total budget expended by each Senice. 

Figure 1-3. Percent of FY93 Budget By Senice 

Together, aircraft (fured and rotary wing) and ship maintenance account for 
nearly 80% of the total budget. Figure 1-4 shows the distribution of the FY93 budget 
across the various commodity groups. 

I 1 
Y X N l m Q T  

Figure 1-4. Percent of FY93 Budget by Commodity 
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The current capacity of the major organic maintenance depots, less the organic 
shipyards, is approximately 93M direct labor hours.14 Closurts resulting from BRAC 91 
and 93 will reduce this capacity to about 76M direct labor hours. Capacity of shipyards 
is expressed in direct labor days of throughput, as  limited by the complexity of work on 
nuclear and other large deck ships (Naval shipyards need specific drydock types 
facilitized to perform organic work.) and no actempt was made to characterize shipyard 
capacity in the same way as non-ship work. BRAC 91 and 93 actions reduce the number 
of Naval Shipyards from 8 to 5. 

Organic depot maintenance workload for all depots (including shipyards) has 
gone from a b u t  201M direct labor hours in FY87 to an anticipated level of about 139M 
direct labor hours in FY93. The FY93 President's Budget, prepared by the Bush 
Administration, reduces projected workload for FY97 to about 126M direct labor hours. 
Significantly greater nductions, beyond these projections, are expected based on 
additional force structure reductions being contemplated by the current administration. 

In the recent period of depot maintenance readjustment, a number of perceived 
issues have been voiced by the public and private sectors that, if comct as perceived, 
have potentially serious implications. The most important perceived issues arc outlined 
below: 

Has the current depot management structure in the Services resulted in 
substantial competition, intersemicing, reduction of capacity, or reduction in 
unne&sary duplication of effort? 

What degree of additional workload andlor management centralization is needed 
to enhance the effectiveness and efficiency of DoD depot maintenance? What 
form should it take? 

Is depot maintenance responsive to DoD realities, e.g., force structure and budget 
reductions? 

Is the current depot maintm8~:e management srmcturc unable (or unwilling) to 
downsize and reduce capacity. Does DoD still, after BRAC 93, have 
significantly more depot capacity than the Department will need in the future. 
Does unnecessary duplication exist throughout the individual Service depots - 
especially when viewed across Service boundaries? 

Is it Likely that the Services will not be able to meet the CBP $6.4B FY91-FY97 
savings target without taking actions that will severely affect readiness and the 
ability to go to war? 

''Direct labor hours an dchcd as labor hours specifically identified with a particular final cost 
objective. e.g.. ovahaul of a component or end item 
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Is organic depot capacity perhaps not needed? Should all requirements (or at 
least more than at present) be satisfied by commercial sources? Is CORE poorly 
defined? Are existing definitions invalid? Arc current CORE capabilities 
unnecessarily redundant and capacity too large? 

Is the stability of the defense industrial base being increasingly threatened 
because Government-run, Service (organic) maintenance depots are taking 
workload out-of industry? 

In order to satisfy the directions of the Secretary of Defense for this study, it was 
first necessary to redefine the issues above since they raise essential questions. To 
accomplish this rcdef~tion of the issues, this study undertook a series of tasks as 
outlined below. 

In Chapter 2, titled "Baseline Asscssmen~" a historical framework for DoD 
depot maintenance is established and several necessary initial study tasks are addressed. 

To determine if depots are downsizing at a ratc that makes sense in tern of 
overall DoD changes, an analysis of the current poshve is developed that 
compares depot workload, work force, capacity, and capital investment trends to 
DoD force structure and key activity indicator changes. 

a The important depot maintemce lessons from Desert ShieldIDesert Stonn arc 
summarized 

The significance of legislative oversight of DoD depot maintenance is reviewed. 

The ongoing definition of future contingency scenarios is outlined. 

In Chapter 3 an exploration of depot maintenance CORE describes the basis in 
law for CORE, the historical defiation, and the various methods for computing CORE 
used by the Services. With this background, the need for organic &pots and for a joint 
(is., coordinated) CORE concept are established and a new, multi-Sedcc framework. 
including a common suing algorithm for S e ~ c c  application is proposed. 

The discussion in Chapter 4 describes the relationship of depot maintenance to 
the national industrial base. and then, within the context of this relationship, addresses the 
issue of industrial support capabilities, capacity and costs. The discussion is expanded in 
perspective to consider broader, Defense industrial base concerns: 

At the center of most recent attempts to increase depot efficiency have been 
various concepts for consolidation, interservicing and centralization. There arc 
important (and in some cases contrary) lessons from industry regarding similar 
efforts; some recent trends in commercial practice are highlighted. 
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Another major focus of depot maintenance operations downsizing has been the 
cost of capacity; a discussion of capacity and marginal costs is provided along 
with some considerations and implications for future downsizing. 

Since the subject of competition is of considerable importance, the role of 
competition (private-private. public-private, and public-public)15 in creating a 
more efficient depot structure is described and the potential for privatization of 
Government depots and depot maintenance is also explod. 

The material in Chapters 2, 3 and 4 provides a basis for refining the issues 
described above. As shall be shown in Chapter 5, each of the perceived issues contained 
some degree of validity but was also significantly off the mark. Chapter 5 opens by 
restating the issues based on the results of the analysis. 

A common thread throughout the refinad issues is need for an alternative 
management structure to provide cross-service coordination of capacity, capabilities and 
related issues. In Chapter 5 alternatives arc addressed. Criteria for evaluating 
alternatives is established. Four management alternatives generated by this study arc 
outlined, the evaluation process is described, and the results of evaluations are provided 
and analyzed. A sensitivity analysis is included addressing specific criteria, i.e.. military 
responsiveness and implementation feasibility. 

Chapter 6 presents the conclusions and recommendations of the study. 

'SBY private is meant privately owned commrcial firms and by public. governeat operated 
facilities. Hacc, public-private competition is between one or more privately-held firms and one 
or more publicly owned facilities. 
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cHArrER2 
BASELINE ASSESS'MENT 

INTRODUCTION 

Much has been said, written and done about reshaping the United States armed 
forces to fit future nceds defined by the current administration's civilian leadership while 
yielding the "Peace Dividend" expected from victory in the Cold War. Depot 
maintenance has not been spared from changing in this reshaping ~WCSS. This chapter 
will set the stage for addressing those perceived issues. described in Chapter 1, which still 
confront depot maintenance planners today. 

The first section of this chapter will discuss recent trends in the size and activity 
level of the anned forces, followed by a review of when the maintenance depots have 
been going in terms of their output and resource al.Iocations. Despite downsizing, and the 
legal limits imposed on the depots, they will be shown to have maintained their 
traditional place alongside defense contractors in a prime supporting role to the forces 
who achieved overwhelming success during Optration Desert S t o m  

This chapter will conclude with a brief discussion of the role of the depots in 
support of armed forces which no longer face the prospect of a global conflict The U.S. 
Military is instead preparing for major regional conflicts and for 
peacekecpinflumanitarian operations in al l  corners of the globe. The bottom line of any 
response to the perceived issues must always be the readiness of the depots to provide 
assured support to these combat operations. 

HISTORICAL AND PROSPECTIVE TRENDS 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

Since the late 1980 '~~ the United States has markedly duccd its military force 
structure. As illustrated on Figure 2-1 below, the total number of active duty personnel 
has declined from 2.17M in FY87 to a projected 1.62M in FY94. This is nearly a 25% 
reduction in military personnel. Based on recent statements by senior members of the 
current administration, it is anticipated that force structure reductions will continue to 
about 200,000 personnel below the total number of active duty military personnel on duty 
in FY94, as shown in Figure 2-1. 
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Figure 2-1. Active Duty Military by Year 

The drop in the number of military personnel on active duty has been the mul t  
of an overall force structure reduction that has included the retirement of si@~cant 
numbers of major weapon systems and quipment With less combat quipment to 
operate and maintain, there is less of a requirement for manpower in the Services. 
Typical of the trend in hardware reductions, Figure 2-2 shows that the numbers of tactical 
aircraft and ships operated by the active and reserve forces have declined by 22% and 
1 9% respectively through FY93. Notional force structure projections call for additional 
reductions within the ranges shown for FY94 to N97  in Figure 2-2 

I 
Souace D&m-dmQMBl 

Figure 2-2. Tactical Aircrah and Ships by Year 
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AGING OF THE FORCE STRUCTURE 

The average age of weapons systems will be increasing continuously as projected 
Defense budgets provide few new system procurements. Table 2-1 below shows the 
M93 average age of some current weapon systems. These arc average ages and there an 
platforms in use within each class which arc significantly older. It can be seen that many 
front-line systems for which no replacement is currently funded already have average 
ages well into the range when major overhauls become more frequent, costly and time- 
consuming. Each additional calendar year will increase average age by a year for 
virtually every system as few new procurements of major systems are ongoing, and, if 
they are, are occurring at a slow rate which does little to improve the average. 

The effect of weapons systems aging on depot maintenance should be increasing 
requirements for both maintenance and modernization of current hardware to support the 
continued viability of U.S. forces. This may not be the case for all depots however, as 
balancing the increasing weapons systems age is a reduction in total equipment inventory 
dominated by the retirement of older, less capable systems. As the extent of this balance 
is not quantifiable, the only certainty is that DoD depot capacity will have to be properly 
sized with the correct capabilities for long-term peacetime maintenance and contingency 
support of a smaller equipment inventory consisting primarily of our most modern 
systems. It is the unpredictable nature of future reliability and modernitation 
requirements that precludes a more precise definition of future depot maintenance needs, 
and justifies conservative pIanning. 

Table 2-1. Average Age of Weapon Systems 
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KEY ACTlVlTY INDICATORS 

Besides the size of the inventory, it is the usage of military hardware which 
generates maintenance rquirements for the depot maintenance program. These 
requirements, viewed in context of the depot maintenarrc policy structure (e.g.. CORE 
needs and legislative mandates), ultimately determine the need for facilities and 
personnel. Aircraft, ships, and their cornponenu historically comprise over 80% of the 
annual depot maintenance workload. For this equipmen4 usage is measured in annual 
flying hours and steaming hours. As discussed in the Joint Staff Depot Mainrenutace 
Consolidution Study. the most recent year in which U.S armed forces were operating at 
their Cold War end strength was FY87. There has been a steady decline in both 
inventories and usage since then Figure 2-3 shows that flying hours have dropped from 
5.4M in FY87 to a projected 3.8M in N94. and steaming hours from 1.2M to .9M 
during the same period. These reductions of 32% and 27% respectively since FY87 are 
even greater than the reductions in personnel and hardware discussed earlier. 

Fiyirg Hours Active Duty Personnel Steaming Hours 

I 
m O o 0 -  

Figure 2-3. Flying Hours, Steaming Hours, and Active Duty Personnel 
As Percentages of FY87 Levels 
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DEPOT MAINTENANCE ACTlVIlY AND RESOURCES DECLINING 

The current universal measure of organic depot workload is k t  labor hours 
(DLHs). As expected, total DLHs declined over the period such that the total reduction is 
consistent with the decline in flying hours and steaming burs (Figure 2-4). DLHs 
declined from 201.5M in FY87 to a projected I32.1M in FY94, a decrcasc of over 35%. 
A principal component of this change, especially for the FY87-FY88 data, is NAVSEA 
workload. Concurrent with the workload reduction, the total number of depot personnel 
declined from 156,832 in FY87 to a current level around 122,000 with a projected level - 

of 109,062 in FY94, a reduction of over 30%. At the same time, the total budget for 
depot maintenance in constant FY93 dollars dropped from S16B to $10.9Bl, a nearly 
32% reduction. With the exception of the FY88 to FY89 drop in workload, all of the 
measures have been declining more-or-less continuousIy and at essentially the same rate, 
providing an incentive for depot operators to consolidate the workloads of underutilized 
depots and close these facilities. 

a Wkad(DLHs) . Flying Houn . Steaming Hours 

Figure 2-4. Flying Hours, Steaming Hours and Organlc Workload 
As Percentages of FY87 Levels 

Even when indicators point to the need to reduce the number of facilities, it is a 
more difficult decision to close an entire depot than to absorb resource raductions by 
widely distributing them among many facilities and budgets. Nonetheless, the difficult 
decisions have been made. In response to the trends illustrated in Figures 2-1 through 2-4, 

FY94 budget adjusted for effect of significant changes in business practices since N87, such 
as Stock Funding of Depot-Level Reparables and Air Fora two-level r n a i n ~ c c .  
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DoD recommended closure of specific depots to every BRAC Commission and also took 
unilateral action under the DDMC CBP to downsize depot maintenance operations. 

In M88, a decision was made to close the Army's Lexington-Bluegrass depot 
facility. Through management initiatives in M91, DoD closed an overseas maintenance 
depot (Mainz h y  Depot)) and also closed Suppon Group Europe at RAF Kemble 
which provided USAF depot maintenance. As a result of BRAC 91, two CONUS depots 
were selected and W i n  the process of ~ los ing .~  For BRAC 93, DoD recommended a List 
of eight more depots for closure and the Commission approved seven.3 

Figure 2-5 reflects the decline in the number of DoD maintenance depots with 
greater than 400 employees as a result of these CBP and BRAC actions. Once all of 
closures are complete, the number of maintenance depots will have been reduced by 3 1%. 
The percentage of depots closed is not an obvious metric for the overall reduction in 
depot capacity because of the great variance in the size of depots. Other potential metrics 
were checked, including the change in the size of the depot workforce and the standard 
capacity index based on the number of workstations in use. This standard capacity index 
was not judged entirely accurate in itself since it has been subjected to multiple 
interpretations and may not be reliable without corroborative evidence. Capacity is 
further discussed in following paragraphs. After examining these other metrics however, 
it was determined that they all exhibited the same trend, and the simple percentage of 
depots closed is a valid indicator for the trend and magnitude of recent reductions in 
depot capacity. 

-87 W.8 Y O  FYBO F Y B l  F Y D t  Y  F Y B 4  

I USUC U S A f  I USN USA 

Figure 2-5. Impact of BRAC and CBP Action on Maintenance Depots 
(Depots with >4QO Employees) 

2 Sacramento h y  Depot and Philadelphia NSY. 
9ooele Army Dcpa NADEP ~ l d  NADEP Norfolk, NADEP Pensacola. AGMC. Mare 

Islad NSY. and Charleston NSY. 
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ORGANIC WORKLOAD & CAPACrrY - SIGNIFICANT REDUCTIONS 

Workload 

The cumnt trend of organic depot maintenance workload depicted in Figure 2-6 
reflects a significant decrease - about 35% - from peak workload. As stated earlier, the 
significant drop in workload from FY88 to FY89 was primarily the result of NAVSEA 
workload changes. Since out year projections were based on the FY93 President's . 

Budget and planning data as developed by the Bush Administration, further decreases 
beyond those pmjccted in Figure 2-6 are expected due to anticipated additional force 
smchlre reductions. Other factors that may lower organic workload levels include (1) 
increased workload going to the private sector as the m l t  of increased public-private 
competition (2) more workload being offered to the private sector based on a more 
restrictive CORE capacity and capability identification process, and (3) the changing 
nahlre of the weapon systems inventory as discussed above. 

I I - kmrub.rmsn.rm~msemlemrarc. l .rmva-wk-a 

Figure 2-6. Organic Depot Mai~tenance Workload Projections- FY87-FY97 

Capacity 

Depot maintenance capacity has been one of the most controversial and contested 
subjects over the past 20 years. The issues have included how to measure capacity, how 
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much capacity was excess, and how it should be managed. In spite of these issues, some 
progress has been made in reducing capacity. Not counting shipyards, for which a 
comparable capacity index was not available over the time period studied, the Services 
will divest over 18 million direct labor hours (DLHs) of capacity as a result of closing 
seven depots through the BRAC process for 1988,1991 and 1993. It should be notcd that 
three shipyards are also closing. 

Figure 2-7 depicts capacity data for FY87 through 1997. The chart is limited to 
depots of greater than 400 employees and excludes shipyards. Capacity for depots . 
selected by the BRAC process was removed from the data in the year of the decision. 
The data also includes the results of Service initiatives to reduce capacity under the CBP. 

It should be noted that prior to lT91 there was not adequate discipline in the 
process of calculation and reporting capacity, and no standard availability factor or 
annual productive hours rate. Based on a major capacity study conducted by the Services 
in late 1990, significant improvements were made in standardizing and calculating 
reported capacity. These efforts resulted in major changes in the FY91 and FY92 data . 
The net result is that data for FY92 and later is more reliable than prtviously reported 
data. It is recommended that any future analyses of capacity be based on post-FY91 data. 

USMC USAF USN USA 

. - 
Figure 2-7. Depot Maintenance Capacity FY87-97 (Excluding Naval Shipyards) 
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CAPITAL INVESTMENT 

Figure 2-8 plots Service capital investments since FY87. Capital investments 
consist of expenditures for equipment or military construction (MILCON). The amounts 
depicted for capital investment include major and minor MILCON (including new 
mission MILCON), production and support equipment, and automatic data processing 
equipment. Excluded an equipment expenditures for new mission requirements which 
are funded through weapons system procurement accounts. FY94 capital investment 
figures are presented for both pre- and post-BRAC 93 approved depot closures to . 
highlight the impact of the closures. The after BRAC 93 adjustment of W M  represents 
approximately 10% of the total capital investment planned for FY94 before BRAC 93. 

While capital investments have consumed less than 6% of total organic depot 
maintenance costs, and overall capital investments arc down about 40% from the FY87 
level, they have steadily increased since reaching a low of $364M in FY91. A significant 
portion of recent capital investment expenditures an to comply with environmental 
requirements levied by external authorities kg.,  state governments) and for direct 
replacement of aging equipment. Environmental standaxds compliance is the single most 
significant category of capital investment. in some instances 50% of annual capital 
investment, for specific Services. DoD is taking speclfic action to manage and control 
FY94 capital investment expenditure. However, controlling capital investment in the 
face of continuing workload reductions and consolidations, should be a primary focus of 
an integrated depot maintenance management structure. 
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Figure 2-8. Capital Investment Since FY87 (FY93 $Millions) 
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CONTRACT SUPPORT 

In recent years, DoD has contracted for about 35% (measured in dollars 
expended) of its depot maintenance. The percent of each Service's depot maintenance 
budget identified for contract depot maintenance since FY89, and estimated for FY93, is 
shown in Table 2-2 below. A significant portion of the workload goiiig to the private 
sector is awarded sole source (no competition conducted). For example, the Air Force 
awards about 24% of its contracts sole source while about 60% of Army contracts for 
depot maintenance are awarded sole source. 

Table 2-2. Contract Depot Maintenance Workload Share by Service 

w -dm-nur- 

As can be sen ,  all Services, with the exception of the Marine Corps, contract for 
about the same level of support. Although there is variability by Service, the overall 
DoD penxntage of depot maintenance being done by contract has remained within two or 
three percentage points of 35% since the mid-1980s. In other words, while there have 
been reductions in total depot maintenance expenditures, the proportion of the DoD &pot 
maintenance budget spent outside organic facilities has held constant 

INTERSERVICE WORKLOADS 

The level of interservicing, i.e., depot maintenance work done for one Service by 
another, has remained a relatively small portion of the overall depot maintenance budget, 
about 4% of total FY91 and FY92 total costs. DoD policy emphasizes aggressive use of 
inmervice maintenance support whenever it will result in bxcasd economy for the 
Government and when consistent with operational needs. Interservice results in overall 
DoD depot maintenance costs through greater economies of scale, lower recurring costs 
and less capital investment. 

Some equipment is considered not-susceptible to interservicing due to unique 
facility requirements such as drydocks for ships, large hangars for strategic bomber and 
transport aircraft, and nuclear missile handling facilities. The non-susceptible workload 
was about 35% of the total DoD depot workload in FY91, the most recent year for which 
it has been determined. With the non-susceptible workload factored out, the percentage 
of interservicing incrwes to about 7.5% of the susceptible workload. The dollar amount 
spent on interserviced work for FY87 through FY92 is depicted in Figure 2-9. Then has 
been a moderate trend upward in total dollars expended for interserviced workload over 
this period The relatively low level of interservicing has consistently been targeted by 
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DoD management efforts, with Limited success as evidenced by the data. h ~ c r v i c i n g ,  
or cross-Service depot maintenance support, must be an essential area of focus in 
evaluating changes to the DoD depot maintenance management structures. 
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Figure 2-9. Total Depot Maintenance Interservicing by Year 

A DoD depot maintenance baseline assessment is incomplc& without an 
understanding of the applicable legislation that shapes depot maintenance operations. 
There are many substantive imperatives in public law that affect depot maintenance. The 
Legislative basis for &pot maintenance is found in Title 10 of the United States Codr 
Additionally, each year legislative guidance is contained in annual appropriation and 
authorization acts. The guidance can be characterized in the following broad areas: 

CORE Logistics Functions 
Limits on where and how depot-level maintenance is performed 

Workload transfen-betwen depot and between public and private sector sourcts 
Competition 
Workforce management 
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Appendix B is a comprehensive summary of the legislation. Additionally, this 
appendix provides applicable results from DoD's review of the Acquisition Law 
Advisory Panel report. In other chapters of this report, further detail on legislation is 
provided where germane to the discussion 

How well the depots can bring their tremendous capabilities and capacity to bear 
became clear when Saddarn Hussein's invasion of Kuwait on August 2, 1990 provided 
this country's first major military challenge following the end of the cold war - and 
offered a g b p s e  at the type of security t h a t  this nation can expect in the future. The 
events which unfolded during the seven months following the Iraqi invasion an now well 
known and are being studied by both friends and potential adversaries. Today, as the 
process of reshaping America's military forces continues, planning must ensure that a 
defense industrial base capable of supporting futurt national security challenges is 
retained.' 

Immediately following the Iraqi invasion, the pace of activity in the defense 
depots and defense related industries increased dramatically. They added additional 
production and repair lines, increased overtime hours and added additional shifts. 
Contract and organic depot teams were dispatched to the bases of deploying f o w  and 
later to Southwest Asia (SWA) to help prepare and to support many of our modern 
weapons systems. In fact, pre-existing in-theater contractor operated repair capabilities 
and host nation support played a significant role during the deploying forces initial 
beddown. Army Materiel Command (AMC) awarded in excess of 23,000 contracts 
involving more than 1,500 contractors for nearly SQB to accelerate production of crucial 
items and services. Likewise, the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) placcd more than 
94,000 contracts valued at nearly $5B with more than 1,000 contractors. The S d c e s  
awarded additional millions of dollars worth of con- to support their deploying 
forces. Demands for some items increased as much as 20 to 30 times the peacetime rate. 

EXECUTION 

The Gulf War did provide an opportunity to assess the performance of depot- 
level maintenance during wartime. The Services' organic depot infrastructure in place on 
August 2, 1990 had been sized for a much larger conflict. and with few exceptions, was 
able to provide rapid response to both planned and unplanned demands. There an 

'with the exception of designated footnotes, tbe facts figures and occurr- within this 
section, "Role of Maintenance Depots in Opaatioas Desert ShieldlDescrt Storm". were gleaned 
from the Conduct of the Persian Gdf War. Appendix F. pp 393-449. 
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reasonably clear indications that where, as an example, depots fell below surge goals, the 
reasons were from a lack of repairable carcasses rather than facility, manpower, parts 
availability or other factor-of-production limitations. 

Contract depot-level support was also an essential element of the logistical 
infrastructure. Requirements increased significantly the moment troops were first alerted 
and continued unabated in SWA. The technical expertise and hands-on support provided 
by contractor pe r so~e l  were invaluable in maintaining our advanced aircraft systems 
and modem ground weapons. The fact that a number of them accompanied Army forces - 
into Kuwait and Iraq during the ground war is an indication of their importance. In all, 
an estimated 600-700 depot-level contract personnel wen in SWA during the confli~t.~ 
The Army required the largest contingent and the Marine Corps the fewest 

Immediately following the President's order to prepare for deployment, the 
Army's Depot System Command @ESCOM) dispatched more than 430 empIoytes as 
members of materiel fielding teams to help in spec^ repair and issue equipment to 
deploying military personnel. DESCOM's maintenance depots surged to meet expanded 
requirements by hiring additional temporary employets and increasing overtime hours. 
Within a two week period Letterkenny Army Depot assembled 800 replacement tracks 
for M l A l  tanks, requiring the connecting of 67,000 individual track shoes; at Corpus 
Christi Army Depot, AH-1F Cobra helicopter overhauls were expanded from five to 30; 
and, at Sacramento Army Depot, overhaul of ANNRC-12 radios increased from 350 to 
1,000.6 A new equipment fielding team from Toocle Amy Depot deployed to Saudi 
Arabia and fielded 4,000 new wheeled vehicles for tactical units deployed there. AMC 
deployed and operated several spccializcd depot-level repair facilities, employing more 
than 8% depot civilian employees and more than 1.000 civilians representing 60 
contractors. Thesc inamtry repair facilities became indispensable when the full effects 
of the environment on our weapons systems became known. For example, sand ingestion 
in the Army's UH-60 helicopters' 'I700 engine quickly resulted in Mcan Time Between 
Removal (MTBR) rates of 100 to 150 hours vice the peacetime MTBR of 1200-1500 
hours.7 

HECO Welding Supply Company, Oxford, Alabama and The Lincoln Electric 
Company, Cleveland, Ohio clearly demonstrated the commitment of the private sector in 
supporting the war effort In October, 1990 Anniston A m y  Dqot was tasked to send a 
modiication team to Saudi Arabia to apply special armor plating to tanks arriving in 
Southwest Asia The team was instructed to report with alI the necessary support 
equipment and tools n& to apply the plating. Baause of the ongoing depot workload 
however, there were not enough welding units on hand to provide the team the necessary 
quantity required. With the possibility of a ground war growing each day, the 
importance of the annor plating could not be overstated. The Anniston contracts 
directorate immediately contacted three bown soums who could possibly provide the 

5 ~ g e  B. Dibbk; Charks L Home. III; William E L i y ,  LMI Study Report Volume 1, 
Chap= 3. Anny Contrecior a d  Civilian Maintenance, Supply, and T m p o r t a t w n  Suppon 
During Opemtions Descn Shield and Desert Stonn. 

6 ~ . ~ .  Army Fact Paper, U.S. A m y  DESCOM Support to Operatiom Desert Shield/Desm 
Storm (ODs), 7 May 1993. 

7~oaald Nickel, a al., Desert Stonn Reco~nrc t ion  Report. V o k  IX Logi~rics (hta for 
Naval Analysis) Oa 199 1. 
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necessary units. HECO Welding Supply Company provided the earliest delivery date and 
the lowest price. On October 26, a letter of contract was awarded to HECO for 29 trailer 
mounted "SAM 400 Amp Diesel Welding Units" to be delivered by November 19(24 
days). The staff at HECO stayed on the job seven days a week, coordinating deliveries, 
pulling strings and calling in favors - anythmg that would expedite the work and delivery 
of the welding units. Lincoln Electric was identified by HECO to product the welding 
units but each had to be built from scratch. However, when Lincoln heard that the units 
would be supporting .Amy soldiers in Saudi Arabia, the company immediately closed 
down several production lines and dedicated the necessary people and equipment to meet 
the compressed schedule. Suppliers also helpd by giving the Lincoln orders a higher 
priority then those of their other customers. AU through the process, not once was a 
request made for monetary consideration to accelerate the delivery schedules. The first 
six units were delivered within ten days of contract award and the final 11 units wen  
delivered on November 14, five days ahead of schedule. As a result, the 29 welding units 
were produced and delivered ahead of schedule; the Anniston rn-cation team was 
successful in applying the armor plating; and the Army tank crews commenced the 
ground assault of Desert Storm with extra prot~ction.~ 

In the Navy, Naval shipyard ship depot maintenance facilities quickly accelerated 
activities to support fleet operations. In the Norfolk arm alone, employees of the Naval 
Shipyard conducted unscheduled repairs to three battle groups, consisting of 25 ships, 
including three aircraft carriers. They also provided technical material and on-site 
support for the USS Biddle rudder replacement in Toulon, France. Naval aviation depots, 
shipyards and System Command field activities deployed teams comprised of U.S. 
government civilian employees and contract workers to conduct both routine and 
emergency depot-level maintenance and repairs to battle damaged ships and aircraft for 
both the Navy and Marine Corps. The teams were deployed to bases throughout SWA 
and to aircraft carriers afloat in the Persian Gulf and Red Sea. Immediately following the 
USS Princeton's collision with two floating Iraqi mines off the coast of Kuwait, shipyard 
workers from Long Beach Naval Shipyard, were dispatched to the Port of Dubai, United 
Arab Emirates to conduct emergency repairs. Leaks w e n  stopped and bulkheads wen  
shored up to the point that thc ship could be towed back to Long Beach. The remainder 
of the battle damage repairs were completed at Long Beach ahead of schedule and at a 
savings of SIMP =< 

Marine Corps depot activities sisnif~cantly iacrtased to meet the Dteds of forces 
deployed to SWA. More than 33,000 items directly in support of deploying force were 
processed through the two Marinc Corps Multi Commodity Maintenance Centers at 
Albany and Barstow. Examples of surge efforts included the design, fabrication 
shipment and installation of 26 Annor Protection Kits for the D7G Caterpillar bulldozer, 
manufacture and installation of appliquC armor kits for M60Al tanks; manufacture and 
installation of 160 Light Armored Vehicle (LAV) night sight bracket assemblies and 
associated cables; and rebuild of 56 ANIPRC 68B radio sets for the Air Forc~.~O The 
radios w e n  worked in thee days even though the item had not been worked previously. 

~ T T O C ~  base newslener, Annistoa Army Depot's, 30 May 1991. 
g ~ i ~ e s t  base ntwslettet, USS Princeton (CG59) Begins SRA. Long Beach Naval Shipyard, 
9 Aug. 1991. 
l%CORLOGBASES (Code 803) Point Paper, Operation Deserr ShiefdSuccess Storics, 
22 Jan. 1991. 
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The two MC3s dispatched teams of Marines and civilian employm to SWA to support 
retrofit modifications to TOW-II missile guidance systems and to install the M60A1 tank 
appliqut armor kits and the D7G bulldozer Armor Protection Kits. 

Production of the Armor Protection Kits clearly illustrates the flexibility and 
responsiveness of the DoD organic workforct and facilities. In December 1990, the MC3 
at Albany received an urgent request to design and produce 26 Armor Protection Kits for 
D7G bulldozers which were located in Saudi Arabia. The tractors wen to be used during 
the breaching operations of the upcoming ground assault into Kuwait The q u e s t  was - 

made to Albany after it was determined that industry could not produce the kits in less 
than 18 months. However, two months after receiving the q u e s t ,  the Albany workforce 
had designed, fabricated, packed and shipped the 26 kits to Saudi Arabia Marines from 
the maintenance center accompanied the kits and completed the final installation just 
hours before the ground assault commenced. Each of the kits weighed over 9,000 pounds 
and consisted of 1,100 individual items. The ballistic annor was procured over the 
Christmas holidays, a time when steel mills across the United States were closed. 
However, the search was successful and all the known ballistic armor mtcting the 
required specifications that was available io the US and Canada at the time was obtained 
for the project 

Organic depot activity was similar in the Air Force. The Air Logistics Centers 
(ALCs) accelerated the depot overhaul tines for C-141, F-111, C-130, B-52 and C-5 
aircraft, producing over 70 additional planes and providing the equivalent of nearly 1,000 
additional flying days.12 The ALCs at San Antonio and Oklahoma City accelerated 
repairs on more than 260 complete engines and more than 550 major engine sections. 
The engine work was completed 20 to 60 days faster than in peacetime by working 
longer shifts and accelerating parts deliveries. Howeva. perhaps even more important 
than the aircraft and engine accomplishments, were the repair of spare parts and 
assemblies for War Readiness Spares Kits (WRSKs) and combat systems. During the 
initial deployments, units literally lived out of their WRSK kits. The AUJs also 
manufactured 2,000 M-1 tank circuit cards when no commercial source could m e  the 
compressed delivery requirements. Air Force depots deployed specialized teams to 
support units and bases, providing enhanced r@ capab'itits. Depot Combat Logistics 
Support Squadrons provided Battle Damage Repair teams who completed repairs on 30 
aircraft, including F-15s. F-16s. B-52s. A-10s. and a UH-60.13 Likewise, the Aerospace 
Guidance and Metrology Center deployed a mobile calibration laboratory to Saudi Arabia 
to support aircraft guidance system repair as well as repairs on other precision guided 
weapons such as the Patriot missile. 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE IMPUCATlONS 

A primary lesson to be lamed from the Gulf War is that both industry and the 
DoD organic depots played essential and nectssary roles. In fact, they both performed as 

ll~estimony by Col. R.C. Pluukea before HASC subcommittee on Readiacss concerning Depot 
Maintcnaace Consolidatioa, 12 May 1993. 

1 2 ~ i r  Fore White Paper* Air Force Performance in Desen Storm, April 1991. 
13~i.r  Force White Paper. Air Force Perfomuznce in &sen Storm, April 1991. 
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envisioned and as they had performed in previous wars. LndusW provided the materials 
for war and the technical expertise to help support the complex weapons systems. The 
depots surged to meet an ever increasing number of demands and competing priorities. 
However, because they had been tailored to meet the demands of their respective 
services, they possessed the requisite skills necessary to respond and the flexibility to 
bridge the gap when industry could not meet requirements. Mthough fast paced and 
hectic during both preparation and execution, the demands placed on industry and the 
depots by the Gulf War wen greatly tempered by our existing war reserves and the 
inherent reliability of the equipment Regardless, the conflict cleady illustrated the 
importance of both elements of our industrial base. 

The Gulf War provided an enduring example of the type of conflict in which U.S 
armed forces will be engaged as the new world order evolves. During the Cold War era, 
military planners prepared for a global conflict with massive, long-term engagement of 
forces. Since the demise of the Warsaw Pact, planners have refocused on different, 
challenging scenarios concentrated in a single region These scenarios have U.S. forces 
in combat primarily to repulse land forces which: 

a Are quipped with modem armaments (including chemical, biological, and, 
sometimes, nuclear weapons) 

Arc supported by modem air forces and littoral navies (including submarines) 

a Invade or de-stabilize countries in which the U.S. has a national interest or treaty 
obligation. 

Other scenarios which lead to force engagement arc occurring regularly as the 
U.S. asserts world leadership in peacekeeping and humanitarian operations, such as in 
Bosnia-Hercegovina and Somalia. 

The current 'wont case' combat scenario is called ' C o ~ t - S t q u e n t i a l ' .  The 
world situation envisioned starts with U.S. troops nsponding in large numbers to a Major 
Regional Contingency (MRC) to repulse invaders attacking thc territory of an ally in 
which the U.S. has a national interest The air, land and sea power of the invaders 
requires a joint task force to counter. This deployment is ongoing when, within weeks, 
another MRC requires U.S. troops to come to the aid of a different ally, also under attack 
by a well-equipped aggressor. Both MRCs would be relatively short-lived (several 
months), intense conflicts which would occur with only brief notice. U.S. involvement 
would begin with little or no time to increase readiness above peacetime levels. The 
objective would be to force the withdrawal of the invaders back to their own temtory and 
the stabilization of the area. 

As seen during the Desert ShieldKksert Stom, surge, depot level contributions 
during MRCs would include: 



Draft DM Study Report 07/29/93 01:07 PM 

E x w t e d  repair of essential systems and components; 

Modification of specialized equipment for the specific combat environment, and, 

Deployment of field support and battle-damage repair teams to forward areas. 

Large-scale industrial mobilization and the rapid repair of large quantitia of 
battle-damaged quipment at the depots is not included in this scenario. After the . 
conclusion of hostilities, depot workloads would remain above 'normal' peacetime levels 
to restore returning equipment to peacetime readiness and catch up on deferred 
maintenance of quipment nquired for combat. 

As the Gulf War demonstrated, the current inventory of depots was not 
substantially challenged by a regional conflict with long lead time, and a smaller 
inventory with supporting contractors could be planned for greater peacetime efficiency 
with sufficient flexibility to cover the requirements of future scenarios. Two levels of 
effort, peacetime single shift and contingency maximum output, should be considered in 
determining the organic capacity required to support future scenarios and their 
subsequent reconstitution. Unutilizcd capacity in a responsive private sector is not so 
readily idenWiable, but exists in modem, competitive facilities. This may be brought to 
bear on Service requirements directly or through subcontractor support of organic depot 
requirements using flexible, reasonable cost contracts and expedited delivery schedules 
for critic4 items already under contract. 

Having observed &he relative ease with which most depots met the challenge of 
the Gulf War, a large amount of excess organic capacity may be uuncctssaxy given the 
short-fused, relatively brief nature of the future scenarios. It is incumbent, however, on 
decision makers to remember that one of the certainties of war, possibly the only 
certainty, is that the fight will not evolve the way it was planned. As discussed earlier, 
during the Gulf War, some depots which were expected to repair and return major end 
items during global conflicts found themselves fully engaged in expediting rep ic  of just 
specific components which were failing much faster than the predicted rate due to the 
regional environment Just as it is important to identify and eliminate excess depot 
capacity and unnecessary redundant capabilities, it remains critical to provide a flexiile, 
assured organic &pot maintenance infraswcture, supplemented by a viable. vital 
contractor base, to back up U.S. forces with the widest range of industrial competence at 
their moment of greatest need - in combat. 
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CHAPTER 3 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE CORE 

This chapter addresses the issue of depot maintenance CORE. It reviews the 
evolution of the defi~ition of CORE, describes current Service practices, revalidates the 
justification for CORE depot maintenance, proposes an algorithm for sizing CORE, and 
describes how CORE fits into the other segments that make up the depot maintenance 

- 

industrial base. 

LEGAL AND HISTORICAL FACTORS 

BASIS IN LAW 

The legislative origins of CORE, beginning in 1985, an based in public law 
(Section 2464, Title 10, U.S.C.) which states " ... it is essential for the national defense 
that Department of Defense activities maintain a logistics capability (including personnel, 
equipment, and facilities) to ensure a ready and controtled source of technical 
competence and resources necessary to ensure effective and timely response to a 
mobilization, national defense contingency situations, and other emergency 
requirements." Appendix B provides an overview of significant legislation affecting not 
only CORE but also all DoD depot maintenance operations. As a result of the legislation, 
CORE was expressed as a list of functions and the installations or depots at which they 
were accomplished. At that time there was no specific quantification of exactly how 
much CORE depot workload was necessary to maintain a CORE capability. 

HISTORICAL DEFINITION AND APPLICATION 

From the mid 1980s until early 1990 the Joint Logistics Cumman&rs did 
develop a portrayal of peacetime workload, and a projection of surge/mobilization 
requirements in a document called the Program Objectives Summary (POS). The POS 
served as a macmlevel master planning document for the depot maintenance community 
and was used to justify capabilities and capacities necessary to support anticipated 
wartime requirements. The POS m o b ~ t i o n  scenario was based on a protracted all out 
conventional war in Europe with the Warsaw Pact 

With the "Fall of the Wallw, the all out war scenario is no longer a basis for 
planning and a period of geopolitical and fiscal retrenching began. The Services were 
asked to recompute their force structure requirements, and, at the same time, to reassess 
their need for large organic support infrastructurcs.'~ Several draft Defense Management 
Report M s i o n s  (DMRDs) were published in late 1989 which sought to guide the 
Services' depot downsizing. In June, 1990, the Deputy Secretary of Defense issued a 
Memorandum entitled "Strcngthtning Depot Maintenance Activities." This 
Memorandum and subsequent DMRDs forced DoD depot planners to consider economy 
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and efficiency to a much greater degree than had been the case in the past The focus 
changed from mobilization planning to business practices. 

In moving into a "business operating" environment, the Services continued to 
express concern that not all depot maintenance functions performed are necessarily based 
on least cosk i-e.. CORE functions are based on military necessity. It was pointed out 
that there was a part of the business base that was justified as CORE (Title 10, U.S.C.). 
As a result, OSD developed the following definition of CORE: 

CORE is an integral pan of a &pot maintenunce skill and 
resource base which shull be maintained within &pot activities to meet 
contingency requirements. It will comprise only a minimum level of 
mission essential capabiliry either under the control of an assigned or 
jointly determined DoD Component where economic and strategic 
considerations warrant. 

This definition of CORE was then applied by each Service to its respective 
resource base to quantify its CORE depot maintenance workload Although the specific 
methodologies differed, Services identified by weapon system the amount of organic 
"CORE workload" needed to retain the necessary CORE skill and resource base. The 
results of these computations by the Services using their individual methodologies varied 
widely ranging from about 25% to about 60% of current total peacetime workload A 
summary of the DMRD-era approaches and practices used by each Service to determine 
CORE is at Appendix C. 

CONGRESSIONAL INmATlVE - 60 PERCENT ORGANIC 1 
As discussed in Appendix B, Congrcss passed legislation in 1991 that had the 

effect of establishing a new, de facto definition of CORE. Section 3 1qa) of the National 
Defense Authorization Act for FY92 and N 9 3  required that "...not less than 60% of the 
funds available for each fiscal year for depot level maintenance of Army and Air Force 
materiel shall be used for performance of such depot level maintenance by employees of 
the Department of Defense." Ln 1993, Title 10 of U.S.C. was amended to further expand 
this restriction to include the Navy, and required that the Military Departments lnay not 
contract performance by non-Federal government personnel of more than 40% of the 
depot level workload 

In August of 1992 OSD published DoDD 4151.18, "Maintenance of Military 
Materiel". It further revised the previous definition of CORE as follows: 

7. An integral part of a &pot maintenance 
skill and resource base that shall be maintained within depot activities to 
meet conringency requirements. CORE will comprisc only a minimwn 
level of mission-essential capability and must be d e r  the control of an 
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assigned individual DoD Component or may be a consolidared capability 
under the control of an assigned or jointly determined DoD Componenr 
where economic and strategic considerations warrant. 

BACKGROUND 

In anticipation of the task of examining alternative management structures for 
administering the DoD depot maintenance system, the Study Group determined that the 
confusion surrounding "CORE depot capability" needed to be eliminated. As noted 
above, even though guidance was available in the form of "official" definitions, DoD 
Instructions and Public Law, each Service still conceptualizd and quantified CORE 
differently to meet its own requirements. Each also reacted quite diffcrcntly when 
presented with proposals that would increase or decrease Service control over CORE 
worktoad. Additionally, private industry, with a strong parochial interest in the business 
opportunities associated with non-CORE work, began pressuring the Services for an 
unambiguous answer to the question "What is CORE?" This confusion, and the impasse 
it created, was blocking debate on the mon substantive management reform issues which 
necded attention. 

To move beyond the impasse, an effort was undertaken by the Study Team to 
search beneath current CORE strategies for the common denominator(s) shand by all of 
the Services. It was expected that when this "lowest common denominator" justification 
for CORE was understood and accepted, the Services could define and manage CORE 
using the same assumptions and rules, leading for the first time to a joint-Service strategy 
for both CORE and non€ORE workload distribution. 

THE NEED FOR ORGANIC MAINTENANCE DEPOTS 

Before proceeding with the subject of CORE, two even more fundamental 
questions need to be put to rest In spite of precedent dating back to the last century (in 
the case of our Shipyards), thcse questions continue to be asked, mainly by private sector 
business interests: 

"Why is it necessary to have organic maintenance depots?" 
"Are there functions and activities that organic depots provide, that the private 
sector can't satisfy?" 

The primary purpose for maintaining organic depot maintenance capability is the 
need to minimize operational risk by means of a r+dy and controlled source of technical 
competence and resources. Organic depots provide a collection of response capabilities 
not normally available from the private sator. These include the ability to: 

Rapidly increase output and change priorities without contractual encumbrances. 
Rapidly dispatch field teams for crashtbattle damage repair and in-theater repair. 
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Ensure life cycle support when manufacturers go out of business or change 
product lines. 

a Provide a guaranteed source of repair when the private sector has no interat in 
the work. 

a Ensure that the government has reasonable cost alternatives based on "smart 
buyer" knowledge and/or a second option to a sole source situation. 

One absolute in a combat contingency situation is the tremendous uncertainty of 
industrial support requirements. While both organic maintenance depots and private . 
sector facilities have the capability to deal with these uncertainties, ody the organic 
depots are unconstrained by the requirement to turn a profit. In spite of a gracing level 
of teamwork and paxtnership. Government and industry are obligated under current 
Federal Acquisition Regulations to maintain an arm's length business relationship. 
Without legally binding agreements (contracts) and fmancial incentives, DoD cannot 
place emergency demands on the private sector and expcct immediate results. 

Private industry responds to clearly defrned and predictable requirements. It is 
difficult to write (and even harder to figure out how much to pay for) a contract to cover 
undetermined needs which can materialize at any time and require an unspecified nature 
and level of effort Any disruption or constructive change to contractual agreements 
invites potentially contentious legal review. Even when the principals are in full 
agreement, contractual turns constrain and complicate DoD's flexibility. Indusbry's 
primary concern is profit (as it should be), and contractors have every right to pick and 
choose the work they wish to perform. Stockholders expect commercial firms to take 
advantage of changed priorities or redirected effort as opportunities to increase profits. 

Organic depots, on the other hand, may not refuse to support emergency 
contingency needs or demand extra money for delay and disruption. They provide a 
flexible and 'rapid response capability, are insulated from market pressures, have 
deployable capabilities, and are under the dinct control of the Military. 

SERVICES SEEK TO MINIMIZE RISK AND CONTROL COST 

Having established a sound, public policy basis for some level of organic 
industrial support, initial efforts to frnd a common CORE strategy centered on the 
following questions: 

Is then an otganic &pot industrial CORE nquirement that exists completely 
independent of the management process by which a public or pnvafe activity is 
normally se&c&d to perfonn depot work? 

Or, put another way, 

Should work be assigned to an organic. depot just because it is ''CORE'; 
without regad to any other considercrtion? 

The answer to thex questions is %on. AS discussed below, all workload is 
actually assigned based on how the Services choose to satisfy two basic responsibilities: 
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Avoid the risk that mission essential weapons won't be ready for combat, or, if 
employed, can't be sustained in combat because of ineffective depot support 

Control the cost of depot industrial products and senices. 

Risk avoidance and cost control an perhaps the most fundamental DoD 
management responsibilities. The organization and maintenance of a standing military 
are inherent Government functions which carry with them the responsibility to provide 
operating forces with the quantity and quality of weapon systems, training, and support 
needed to minimize the risk of defeat in combat. In providing these weapons and 
supporting them in the field, the Services additionally have an obligation to carefully 
control the way they spend the taxpayers' money. 

RISK AND COST TRADE-OFF DECISIONS 

Risk avoidance and cost control drive CORE. In the context of depot industrial 
support to the operating forces, "risk" has three components. Two of these components 
have a direct impact They are: the risk the absence of timely depot capability will 
compromise operational readiness (creating a 'readiness CORE" requirement) and the 
risk that a lack of adequate depot capability will inhibit committed force support (creating 
a "sustainability CORE" requirement). 

Readiness CORE includes the depot-level competencies and capabilities which 
exist to ensure that mission essential weapon systems can be kept in a high state 
of operational readiness during peacetime training exercises. Maintenance which 
supports readiness is accomplished at organhtional, intermediate and depot 
levels (Eigure 3-3). Readiness CORE at the depot level typically involves the 
capacity to perform scheduled industrial maintenance actions such as overhaul, 
calibration and component rework as well as unscheduled depot level repair 
actions. Readiness CORE is essentially equivalent to the depot capabiliries 
needed to provide normal peacetime support for mission critical weapon systems 
and equipment 

Sustainability CORE describes the depot-level competencies and capabilities 
which exist to ensure that mission essential weapon systems can be supported 
during contingency operatioas and quickly repaired if damaged through accident 
or hostile enemy action. The depot capabilities needed to sustain combat an 
built upon peacttimc readiness CORE. Maintenance which supports 
sustainability is also accomplished at all three maintenance levels (Figure 3-3). 
Depot-level sustainability CORE competcncies and rcsourcts typically include 
those required to perform unscheduled maintenance actions which are beyond the 
capability or capacity of intermediate maintenance activities (e.g., crashlbattle 
damage repair, emergency high volume repair of mission essential components 
(surge) and emergency manufacture of critically needed repair parts). 
Sustainability CORE also includes the capability and capacity to provide 
emergency on-site depot engineering and maintenance field teams. 

The third, indirect, component of "operational risk" involves the risk associated 
with the absence of technological knowledge and awareness. Modern weapon systems 
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are extraordinarily complex and the Services cannot afford to be without an organic 
capability to understand, master and support curnnt technology. Much of this organic 
support is provided by depot in-service engineers and technicians, and includes (but is not 
limited to): 

Evaluating weapon system failure modes and effects to predict safety hazards, 
readiness degraders and unanticipated support problems (and support costs). 

Monitoring the effectiveness of in-service logistics programs, using statistical 
measurements to detect adverse trends so that problems can be corrected before 
readiness or safety are compromised. 

Closing the loop between the users of current-generation weapon systems and the 
designers of next-generation systems; "lessons learned" which are captured, 
compiled, and made available to the R&D laboratories can result in significantly 
improved reliability and maintainability (and reduced support costs) in the future. 

Reverse engineering problem hardware or software so that fault isolation and 
repair procedures can be prepared even if the original manufacturer is no longer 
in business or has lost interest in his product. 

Providing the Services with the skills and experience needed to fully understand 
the engineering and technical nuances of the marketplace in order to be a "smart 
buyer" of commercial depot industrial products and services. 

When deciding how best to support an end item or Depot Level Repairable, the 
Services must consider the readiness risk sustainability risk and technology risk of each 
proposed depot support decision. This is particularly important if the supported item is a 
mission essential weapon likely to be required under one of the current combat 
contingency scenarios. 

In the area of capability. experience has shown that private sector firms tend to 
confine capability to w e n t  workloads and have limited flexibility to respond to 
unanticipated or emergency requirements. Major prime contractors almost always rely 
on large networks of subcontractors, each of whom, usually, has a very d c t c d  
capability. Organic depots, on the other hand, have the capability to do many thousands 
of different jobs because of the way they arc organized and managed In the area of cost, 
experience has' shown that the recurring cost of products or sewices provided by a 
directed "sole source" supplier (either organic or commacial) is typically higher than thc 
cost of the same products or services provided under a competitively awarded contract 
Ln order to meet their mandate to minimize risk and control cost, the Services routinely 
and constantly make trade-off decisions between organically provided support and 
commercially provided support, and between directed support and competed support in 
order to achieve the lowest possible risk at a nasonabk cost. 

This effort is seldom stmightforward of course; complicating facton may 
include: 

the existence of non-recuning costs (e.g., the cost of running a competition to 
identify the least cost supplier), 
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. the fact that there is not necessarily a linear relationship between the cost of 
depot industrial products or services, 

the risk of unresponsiveness, unsatisfactory performance, or disrupted suppon 

THE RESULT OF TRADE-OFF DECISIONS 

Notwithstanding these complications, decisions must be made. Depending on the 
Service, the geopolitical threat environment and the operational commander's 
professional judgment, the potential adverse military consequence of poor depot 
performance in one area may require that the support be provided by a low risk supplier. 
Another product or support service may be less urgent to the customer and "qualrfy" for a 
higher risk source of supply. Organic CORE requirements arise as the result of h k  
avoidance and cost control bade-ofl decisions made by the Services. Each Service 
must prioritize the military urgency of all of its hardware (and software), determine the 
essential compettncies and capabilities needed to maintain and sustain that hardwan, and 
then strive to minimize the combat commander's risk by directing workload which 
sustains the most important (CORE) capabilities to the organic base. Once in the organic 
facility, depot-level support efforts thus assigned can properly be called "CORE" 
workload as depicted in Figure 3-1. 

Private/Private 
Competition 

Public/Private 
Competition 

I I 
Figure 3-1. CORE Workload Results from Risk and Cost Trade-of& 



USING COMPETITION TO CONTROL COST 

In addition to making direct trade-offs between higher risk and lower risk support 
solutions (which often have lower and higher costs, respectively...), the Services can also 
exert a powerful indirect influence on depot support costs. All depot industrial support is 
subject to cost control -- support assigned to a specific facility for the express purpose of 
minimizing potential operational risk, as well as support assigned without regard (or with 
reduced regard) to combat risk avoidance. Once the appropriate or acceptable level of 
risk has been determined, competition among the suppliers in that risk category can be 
undertaken in an effort to further control cost 

Competition for depot workload is a controversial subject There are diverse 
opinions regarding appropriate competition candidates, regarding appropriate competition 
quantities, and regatding appropriate competitors for military industrial workload. The 
critical issue is the fact that competition workr to control &pot cost. Therefore, some 
level of organic depot participation in the competitive process is appropriate and 
desirable. 

Public sector participation in the workload competition process has several 
forms. One fonn is depot competition for "above CORE threshold" quantities of thc 
weapon system (or systems) currently supported at the activity as an operational risk- 
avoidance responsibility. The Services have the discretion to compete this "above CORE 
threshold" workload to control costs. If competed commercially @rivate/privatc), it is 
likely that the recurring unit price paid for the above CORE support would be lower than 
the directed organic unit price, particularly if there are large volume variances. On the 
other hand, if the above CORE work was competed publidprivate, and if the organic 
facility won, then it is possible that the rtcurring unit price of the entire effort (CORE 
plus non-CORE) would be reduced. Other possible competition scenarios arc discussed 
below. The point is that the organic &pots can be a powerful tool for controlling the cost 
of depot support if they retain enough reserve capacity to be a credible competitor for 
discretionary (above CORE threshold) workload. 

The relationship among the components of organic &pot industrial support 
workload is shown in Figure 3-2. As can be sccn, a significant percentage of the 
industrial support typically provided on an emergency or ad hoc basis (crasbhattle 
damage repair teams, e n g i n h g  investigation and analysis, preparation of technical 

. directives, urgent customer sewice support, etc.) falls within the definition of "risk 
reduction"; most of the available workload in these areas is needed to maintain CORE 
capabilities. On the other hand, most of the stable and predictable workload (wholesale 
component repairs, scheduled weapon system rework, major modification efforts, ctc.) far 
exceeds the minimum needed to maintain CORE capability in these areas, and is 
thmfore offered to industry through competition or, in some cases, directed to a private 
sector supplier under a sole source contract. The small area labeled "last source" 
represents non-CORE support which the organic depots ptovide because the private 
sector is unwilling or unable, for a variety of nasons, to do so. 



Draft Study Report Draft #2 0712 9/93 

h k  R a d u h  =Rudilwu. Suruicubility and Tahmbgy Corn: 
'Rudiwr' provides tbe capability *, ~CICCI 

ud .ma o m  vupon  system dcceriodn a 
pacacid fdurrr ud suppar pcrrtinr tniw 

opcntiom 
'Sunrinrbity' povidcs tbe cqrbility to 

erpodiriously suppar ~ l ~ ~ l x d u l d d  a m t i n g a q  
oparionr d rrp.ir failed or comb.1 damaged 
car weapon syacm; 

'Technology' p o v h  rbe c8pability m 
rndanud and support axr wupon system 
cochnobgy (frilurt moder ud eff- 
rulyca. rrlirbility d m i l i t y  
d y s a ,  fmk &(sctiodlult imluiw 
o~mpetition &mid  dru package 
p w - a h .  ar) 

CO-CUL 

SUPPORT 
BASE 

apoc cunomer wblark wapoo 
field ~a* ioc& Compawp S-m 
Tumr ucrca Rcprin OwrhclV 

Rcprin (QKnoct) R e d  

Figure 3-2. Notional Depot Industrial Support Workload Distribution 

It must be recognized that this line of logic leads to an organic depot that is sized 
to have greater capacity than just CORE. "Rightsizing" of the organic depot 
infrastructure must take into account the requkment for risk reduction (CORE), plus the 
requirement to do work that private industry is unwilling or unable to do at a reasonable 
cost (last source) and workload that is won by the depots under publidprivate 
competition (cost control). Depots should have as much capacity (some used, some 
unused at any given point in time) as can be justified at an affordable cost. Certainly any 
facility that is unnecessary should be closed as soon as possible. However in the 
remaining facilities, some reserve capacity needs to be protected to permit organic depot 
competition, and to provide a contingency surge capability, if requid. A more 
comprehensive discussion of cost and capacity theory is presented in Chapter 4. 
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THE ORGANIC INFRASTRUCTURE ALLOWS THE SERVICES TO 
MINIMIZE RISKS AND CONTROL COSTS 

The organic infrastructure (with its current and reserve capacity) needs to be seen 
as a powerful resource available to DoD to make it less risky for the operational 
commanders to undertake combat missions, and Iess expensive, overall, for the Service 
Chiefs to meet their combat support responsibilities. The Services must ultimately 
defend the number and size of their depots based upon: 

their overall assessment of the risk that unresponsive, unsatisfactory or disrupted 
depot industrial support poses to combat success 

the strength of their desire to use the depots as a tool to help control industrial 
support costs. 

CORE, which is targeted directly to the Joint Chiefs' combat contingency 
scenarios, has two quantifiable components: Operational Readiness CORE (which seeks 
to ensure that depot support is never a constraint to operational readiness); and 
Sustainability CORE (which seeks to ensun that operational commanders' ability to 
restore equipment to service during combat is never constrained by a lack of depot 
support) as illustrated on Figure 3-3. The Technology CORE requirement illustrated on 
Figures 3-1 and 3-2 does not lend itself to explicit quantification and, insttad, is assumed 
to be satisfied if the Readiness and Sustainability CORE requirements of front-line 
weapon systems are satisfied.' 

Service Chiefs must have the authority to direct selected depot workload to a 
Service depot for the q r e s s  purpose of avoiding the risk of potentially unresponsive 
support to the operational commanders. An algorithm for doing this b a d  on the process 
shown in Figure 3-3 is presented below. 

It is not possible to arbitrarily determine a "fair" publidprivate split of the 
available depot workload. The problem is too dynamic. As  funding levels drop, the 
Services may not be able to afford as much risk avoidance as they would like. That 
doesn't mean the desire to do so has diminished, only that the resources to satisfy the 
d e s k  are gone. The same logic applies to work assignment decisions made in an effort 
to control costs. As threats change, the cost of preparing to respond to the threat will also 
change. Post cold war trade-offs and competition decisions made by Service and DoD 
industrial planners may not be clear from a private sector business perspective, yet may 
represent the best compromise for the taxpayer. 

f Readiness can be as important as sustainability. Navy ships and M a r k  Corps Maritime 
Preposition Forw, as examples, quire high states of peacetim Radiness to support continuous 
forward deployment 
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Figure 3-3. Risk Avoidance = Operational Readiness + Combat Sustainability 
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SIZING DEPOT MAINTENANCE - A PROPOSED ALGORrl'HM 
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CORE is an organic base comprised of skilled personnel (with requisite 
knowledge and ability), facilities, and equipment - all maintained to ensure that a 
minimum technological capability exists to support critical weapons systems and 
quipment Although CORE exists to provide a capability (in reality, of course, many 
capabilities), it ultimately manifests itself as workload 

In order to quantify CORE and relate it back to the contingency requirement, it is 
nectssary to develop a workload sizing algorithm. The most important aspect of this 
algorithm is that it is driven by the contingency scenario, rather than any requirement 
from the maintenance depot. It is not driven by peacetime workload, however, inevitably 
a comparison will be made. 

1. A brief explanation of a conceptual depot maintenance CORE sizing algorithm 
follows: 
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a. Identify the specific types and the quantity of mission essential equipment to 
be used in the JCS approved contingency s~enario(s).~ 

b. Determine a workload experience factor per unit based on known usage for 
each item of equipment Make conversions based on applicable failure 
factors, op tempo adjustments, and scenario driven environmentdattrition 
factors. 

c. Compute scenario depot maintenance workload based on scenario readiness - 

and sustainability requirements. 

d. Determine depot skills required to support scenario requirements expressed in 
direct labor hours, mandays, or other appropriate measure. 

e. Adjust for depot surge capacity. This provides the conversion necessary to 
account for the difference between peacetime and surge production capacity. 

f. Calculate basic CORE workload requirement 

g. Apply an efficiency/economy factor to keep the minimum CORE support 
effort from being exorbitantly and prohibitiveIy expensive. 

h. Determine peacetime CORE requirement 

i. Non-CORE workload is the difference between current or planned total 
peacetime workload and peacetime CORE requirements. 

2. A hypothetical example of how the algorithm would work follows: 

a. Out of a fleet of 2.000 of a given item, 800 arc required for support for the 
combat contingency scenario. 

b. The workload experience factor could be based on peacehe  or other known 
usage. This usage is then converted into anticipated scenario requirements 
through application of failure factors. op tempo, and scenario driven 
cnvironmentaVattrition factors. Labor hourly requirements are calculated 
individually for tbc end item and each of its major components. The details 
would ba determined through the individual Service's materiel management 
process. The anticipated labor hour requirement for this itan in the scenario 
is 37.5 direct labor hours per month or 450 hours on an annualized basis. 
There is no rquirtment that usage be uniform throughout the scenario. It was 
simplified for illustration in this example. 

c. The total labor hour requirement for 800 items is 360,000 direct labor hours: 
800 items x 450 hours = 360,000 direct labor hours. 

2~his is a necessary condition for w d o a d  to be within con. It is not a sufficient 
copditioo. Ar the KC-10 aircraft iuustrates, depot maintame may be ntpportcd by conaact 
where high commooality with om-military equipment or otber, similar, risk-mitigating coaditions 
exist 



Draft Study Report Draft #2 07/29/93 

d. The bteakout of shlls based on labor hours for this contingency requirement 
is: 200,000 direct labor hours for gas turbine engines (GTE), 80,000 for hull 
mechanical, and 80,000 for electronics. The skills breakout is derived from a 
determination of skills required for each item in the workload. Actual skills 
required would be refined to a much greater detail than illustrated hen. It 
may even be necessary to identify specific job series andlor grades. 

e. The workload adjustment for surge capacity used by the Service is 160% (1.6). 

f. The basic CORE calculation is as follows: 200,000i1.6 = 125,000 for GTE; 
80,000/1.6 = 50,000 for hull; and 80.000/1.6 = 50,000 for electronics. 

g. No adjustment is necessary for efficiencyieconomy in this specific case 
because when this workload is combined with other CORE workload in the 
above three competencies (GTE, hull, electronics), sufficient workload is 
available to operate the facility economically in all three skill artas. 

h. The determined peacetime CORE requirements for this item wouId be: 
125,000 for GTE; 50,000 for hull; and 50,000 for electronics. 

i. The existing peacetime workload in this example is 500,000 d-t labor hours 
(200,000 for GTE; 200,000 for hull; and 100,000 for electronics). The non- 
CORE workload is determined as follows and may be assigned to a source of 
repair on a basis other than the CORE computation: 

As noted previously, the capacity determined as the result of the CORE algorithm 
computation is not the total capacity required. Capacity is also needed to handle "last 
source" repair rtquinmcnts, cost control (competed workload), and rationally justified 
reserve capacity. 

Table 3-1. COREMon-CORE Workload Example (Direct Labor Hours) 

It is also recognized that the detailed computation of CORE in peacethe wiil not 
perfectly anticipate contingency requirements if and when combat actually begins. There 
is too much uncertainty to be accurate. It is hoped that, in the aggregate, the pluses and 
minuses will balance out Hence, the overall computation of CORE will be a reasonable 
statement of workload needed to establish and maintain contingency-driven weapon 
system support capabilities. 

Hull 

200,000 
-50,000 
150.000 

Electronics 
100,000 
-50,000 
50.000 

. 
Hem: 
Total Peacetime W R  
Minus CORE W k  
NM-CORE W R  

Totd 
500.00 

-225,000 
275,000 

GTE 
200,000 

-125,000 
75,000 
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OPERATlONAL IMPLEMENTATION OF CORE 

The quantification of depot maintenance CORE workIoad requirements allows 
identification of the necessary composition of skilled personnel (with requisite knowledge 
and ability), quipment, and facilities to support the specified scenario. Though the 
CORE calculation process begins with all mission essential weapon systems and 
quipment, the amount of support that results does not include all equipment and depot 
level reparables (DLRs). The amount of CORE is limited to supporting readiness and 
sustainability of that fraction of the total fleet used in the contingency scenario. The 
range of items in the CORE is also limited to those that are chosen to support necessary 
skills and competencies for the required commodities and ttchnologies. The resulting 
CORE calculation will vary by Service based on differing roles in the approved 
contingency. Also, the CORE calculation for each am of competency will vary based on 
the differing characteristics of commodities (e.g., small CORE share relative to peacetime 
workload for airframes, large share for engines). We continue to stress that CORE 
provides a capabiliry to support, rather than actual support for the complete range of 
mission essential equipment The focus is primarily on high density equipment and 
DLRs. Though CORE support may not be least c o s ~  it will be for a reasonable cost and 
will provide a militarily significant productive output 

Since the CORE workload in support of a skill or competency will be calculated 
as the sum of all mission essential items requiring that skill or competency. the Services 
have great discretion in deciding which weapon systems are retained in the organic base. 
It is not necessary that specific contingency weapon systems workload be rcfained, but 
rather that a capability relevant to that weapon system be preserved One decision that 
might be made is to contract out all of one system and keep al l  of another, very similar, 
system in house. CORE is the capability to support, not the ac& ?nain!enance of 
specific weapon systems. 

Depot industrial workload that is not expressly assigned to reduce Service risk 
can be managed independently or jointly by the Services. This nopCORE'work can be 
directed to an appropriate private sector company, be made available to commercial 
companies through private/private competition, or be ma& available for publidprivate 
competition. DoD recognizes the importance of the private sector industrial base and 
realizes that depot maintenance workload may in some situations contribute to the 
viability of a commercial industrial base capability. Therefore, policies that support the 
use of non-CORE depot maintenance workload to suppon the commercial industrial base 
are in the best interest of DoD. 

We have described CORE depot maintenance as that organic depot capability and 
capacity necessary to avoid the risks of unresponsive industrial support. Once the CORE 
base is established, it is necessary to characterize the remaining building blocks that make 
up the industrial support base. Non-CORE workload includes mission essential 
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quipment sole sourced to private industry, mission essential equipment above the 
minimum CORE level, and non-mission essential equipmat 

Why is there mission essential equipment that is not in the depot maintenance 
CORE? 

First, since CORE is minimum capacity and not it- of equipment, once CORE 
capacity is supported, the balance of the workload does not necessarily require 
organic support. 

Second, there are items for which the forces of the commercial market place 
assure low risk, cost-effective life cycle suppon Items in this category would 
typically include commercial off-the-shelf products where DoD would not be the 
predominant customer. 

Third, assignment of selected workloads to private industry that sustain the 
required commercial skills is necessary to suppon the long-term viability of an 
industrial sector. 

Fourth, there are special considerations such as fast changing technology or the 
item is of such a low density and high cost that establishing organic capability is 
simply too expensive. 

The following paragraphs discuss the non-CORE portion of depot maintenance. 

SOLE SOURCE TO THE PRIVATE SECTOR 

A signifkant portion of commercial depot workload is assigned to the private 
sector on a sole source basis. The justification for these assignments is usually that the 
contractor is the only feasible source, there is a significant cost advantage, or it is 
necessary for protecting an industrial base capability. Intech contractor support of new 
quipment until the design stabilizes and organic capability is developed accounts for the 
major share of this category. Other reasons include proprietary data, fast changing 
technology, and low densityhgh cost to establish organic capability. 

PRIVATE-PRIVATE COMPETITION 

Private sector competition affords significant opportunities to minimize costs. 
Fundamental to conducting private sector competition is Government ownership of an 
adquate technical data package and the existence of multiple reliable sources in the 
market place. Workload volume and potential savings must warrant a compctition. Both 
workload and funding must be predictable. Mission essential quipment and non-mission 
essential equipment may be candidates for private redor competition. Pxivate sector 
competition of mission essential quipment, however, would be for tither above CORE 
work or for items where an acceptable level of risk is assurtd 
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Competition between the public and private sector is especially beneficial in two 
circumstances. Fit, when there are very limited qualif~td sources in the private sector 
(for example, just one), public-private competition may yield significant cost savings. 
Second, it serves as a tool to periodically discipline cost effectiveness and efficiency in 
both contractor and organic depots. As with private-private competition, adequate 
technical data is esiential and workload and funding must be stable. Also, items 
competed would include both mission essential and non-mission essential equipment. 

LAST SOURCE OF REPAIR 

The life cycle for weapon systems and equipment may span more than 20 years. 
At some point the private sector may no longer be interested in support of a weapons 
system. The item may be old, it may no longer fit in the original equipment 
manufacturers (OEM) business base, the work may be low volumdlow value, or lack of 
interest may prompt the private sector to quote an exorbitant cost Also, throughout an 
extended Lift cycle, OEMs may go out of business or may change p d u c t  lines. The net 
result is that the organic depot becomes the last source of repair even though the 
workload may not be part of CORE. 

MODIFICATIONS AND UPGRADES 

By definition, modifications and upgrades arc not depot maintenance CORE. 
The Government has traditionally obtained development and manufacauc of kits for 
modifxations and upgrades from the private sector. However, installation of kits has 
been done both by both public and private facilities. Under this proposed CORE concept, 
kit and upgrade installations should normally be a function of the private sector 
(preferably awarded through competition). Organic depots should install modif~cation 
kits and upgrades only when there is not adquatc workload to sustain a required CORE 
capability or when such work can be done concumntly (and most efficiently) with 
CORE workload. 

In the process of managing both risks and cost, o p t i o n a l  commanders 
influence the distribution of workload to the various depot maintenance support 
categories. Figure 3-4 outlines a notional risk trade-off framewok Although this 
distribution is not always least cost, the workload allocation process allows the 
operational commanders to acquire the best value consistent with their determination of 
acceptable risk. In other words, the resulting depot maintenance categories arc a 
continuum of operational risk and cost management It should be emphasized that the 
private scctor has an opportunity to accomplish all workload "on the table" except CORE 
depot maintenance. The private secior may not win all public-private competitions, but 
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the workload will only go to a public depot based on best value. The private sector could 
have "last source of repair" workload if there was any viable source in the market place. 
Based on this strategy, private companies will now know what the organic depot 
maintenance CORE consists of and what workload will either be directed to the 
commercial base or made available through competition. 

Figure 34. Public and Private Workload Distribution 
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This chapter of the report began by reviewing the basis for CORE, its current 
defdtion, and existing Service practices for quantifying CORE. The most important 
results were: 

S 
u 

The existing definition of CORE was validated. 
a The need for CORE capability was also validated based on an examination of the 

requirements of operational commanders to avoid the risks of unresponsive 
industrial support. 

a An algorithm was proposed in order to connect the determination of depot 
maintenance CORE capability and capacity to the required readiness and 
sustainability of mission essential items used b the contingency scenario. 
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CHAPTER 4 
INDUSTRIAL BASE CONSIDERATIONS 

Chapter 1 introduced the potential depot maintenance issues that needed to be 
addressed as a precursor to considering management alternatives. In Chapters 2 and 3, 
this study has: 

Shown that there has been substantial reduction in depot capacity, consistent with 
reduction in f o ~ e  structure, budge and key indicators, 

Revalidated the concept of CORE capability and provided an algorithm for 
Service application, 

Concluded that interservicing remains minimal. 

Not yet addressed arc key questions such as methods for reducing unnecessary 
duplication, especially across Senrice boundaries; the potential for transferring additional 
workload to the private sector, stability of the industrial base as influenced by depot 
maintenance; and the appropriate degree and form of depot maintenance centralization. 
In order to approach these questions, this chapter will: 

First review relevant trends in commercial practice, par?iculariy those regarding 
centralization 

With this background. review the status of tools and metrics with which to 
resolve questions such as which workloads should be consolidated and how much 
capacity should bc retained 

Examine the role of competition since this is a principal depot maintenance 
initiative for affecting savings 

a As an extension of the competition discussion, discuss privatization of 
Government depots 

Then consider the broader question of stability of the private segment of the 
industrial base. 
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ECONOMIES OF SCALE-CENTRALIZATION 

Since June of 1990, when the Deputy Secretary of Defense directed the DoD 
components to undertake a plan of action to strengthen (i.e., increase efficiency and 
reduce costs of) depot maintenance activities, the Services established the Defense Depot . 

Maintenance Council (DDMC), launched various workload and commodity studies, 
improved business planning, and took various other streamlining steps. As indicated in 
Chapter 1, among the hoped-for changes which has not yet occurred is a marked increase 
in interservicing (i-e., centralization) of depot work. In 1991, the amount of savings 
generated through interservicing was negligible (approximately $100,000). In 1993, the 
amount is projected to be $23. lM, approximately 3% of joint Service depot maintenance 
savings from all initiatives. 

Traditionally grounded in expectations of economy of scale, centralization has 
become a cornerstone of efforts to shed excess depot capacity. The fundamental idea is 
to move workload from one depot to another. both intra- and inter-service, and then close 
unused facilities. In light of the perceived limited success of interservicing, and very nal 
dficulties getting any Service to agree to close irs depot and depend on another Service 
for depot maintenance, the concept of centralization has expanded to encompass control 
of depot maintenance, not just the physical performance of maintenance. 

The Study Team was aware that the last decade has seen a sea change in 
management practice and thought regarding centdimtion. Once considered nearly a 
panacea by industry it is no longer so-in fact, the 1980s saw a marked trend toward 
decentralization, flatter organizations, and emphasis on small, self-governing teams in 
order to promote responsiveness to rapidly changing customer nceds. Although military 
requirements and organizations are not strictly comparable to commercial enterprises, it 
was important to glean what is relevant h m  this trend as one step in avoiding breaking 
something that was working while k i n g  something perceived to be broken. 

Two recent RAND Issue Papers review recent industry and Government 
experience with centralization and consolidatio~.~ Although both papers address broader 
pclspcctives than depot maintenance, they arc relevant to the cumnt study. Brama and 
Gebman define four forms of consolidation: activity, material, management, and control. 
Activity consolidation, perhaps more commonly thought of as mass production, is the 
traditional generator of economies of scale. Material consolidation attempts to achieve 
savings by dealing with large batches (of orders, of materials, ctc.). Management 
consolidation assumes that one large management organization is more eficicnt than 
several small ones. Control consolidation centralizes key decisions about resources and 
how processes operate. 

'George Donohue, Mark Lorell, Gilts Smith, and Wayne Walkex, "DoD Ceotrahtion: An Old 
Solution for r New Era?", April 1993; Marygail K. Brauncx and Jean R Gebmaa "Is 
Conso[idation Being Ovaemphasitad for Military Logistics?". Mvch 1993. 
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CENTRALIZATION DOES NOT ALWAYS INCREASE EFFICIENCY 

Particularly important to the present study an lessons regarding activity, 
management, and control centralization. Although it is probably undisputed that each 
form of centralization can bring increased efficiency, there an circumstances under 
which it will not and, certainly, there is an opportunity for unintended perverse results. 
Some of the important limitations and considcmtions which have appeared in practice an 
as described below. - 

Incemives and Responsiveness. 

As size of hierarchy increases. the sense of identity between the center and 
working level is dis~pted. Information flow back and forth is slowed. 
Incentives are impaired. 

As the number of layers of management increases, working level understanding 
of process improvements has increased difficulty reaching the center . 
As functional decision making is centraliztd, formal and informal horizontal ties 
to the customer are weakened-the "center" talks to the customer's "center" rather 
than production level to end-user. 

In an environment of uncertain demands, decentralization of authority, through 
encouragement of entrepreneurial practice, is better able to respond quickly. 

Command ond Control Costs. An increase in the number of compIementary 
specialized workers to be coordinated q u i r e s  an increase in the size of hierarchy. As 
hierarchy increases, coordination is more difficult and cost of management increases 
disproportionately. 

Transportation Costs (affects primariiy activity centralization). With 
consolidation of activities at one location transportation costs can become large relative 
to economies of scale. 

DISECONOMIES OF SCALE 

These considerations arc not novel with the RAND issue papers. Much the same 
points (especially as concerns diseconomies rather than economies of scale with 
centralization) are made by Peters and Watennan in In Search of ExceIIence,z and by 
Peters and Austin in A Passion for Excellenc6 as well as by many others.' The two 
Peters' books are known for two other themes that are relevant to this study. They are: 

2Tbomas J. Petets and Robat H. Wataman, Jr., In Scorch of Exccffencc: ~ U O N  from 
America's Best R m  Comp~ies, New York: Wama Books. 1982. In fact, one need look no 
fartha than Peten ad Wataman's eight basic principles. 

3 ~ o m  Peters and Nancy Austin. A Passion for Erccflecc: The Leadership Dgerencr, New 
Y o k  Warner Books, 1985. 
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A shift by "successful" companies to organizational learning, as opposed to 
control, as the most important cultural value--as a basis for continuous 
improvement and innovation in order to adapt to a rapidly changing environment 
This is a substantive shift in emphasis since the idea of control has been arguably 
central to management since at least the time of Tay10r.~ Basically, Peters and 
his co-authors conclude that an overemphasis on control has proved to be 
dysfunctional in the face of rapid change because of inherent conservatism and 
unavoidable myopia of the "rational" analysis underlying centralized decisions. 
What has worked better is decentralization, accompanied by wide access 
(including at the shop floor level) to financial, productivity, and other 
comparative data. 

Intentional internal redundancy. especially as a means to promote more rapid 
(i.e., parallel) learning and innovation. As in the case of all redundancy, this is a 
risk mitigation method--guarding against single-point failure. 

Taken as a whole, these trends suggest a caution light for centralization and 
consolidation--whether it be in the form of activity, management, or control. The Study 
Team had this caution in mind in framing the alternatives presented in Chapter 5. It is 
evident in the thresholds, only above which a central authority would get involved. in the 
final analysis, however, the management alternatives differ markedly in the degree to 
which they centralize management and control. This was intentional to provide a fairly 
wide range of choices from which to find a balance between the real need for a better 
(i.e., centralized) cross-service mechanism and the acknowledged dysfunction that 
centralization also brings. 

CAPACITY AND WORKLOAD CONSOLIDATION: NEED FOR NEW 
CONCEPTS, METHODS, AND M m c s  

Even after the cffccts of BRAC 93 are taken into account, the DoD &pot 
infrastructure is likely to be larger than needed to maintain organic industrial base 
capabilities. Continued cuts in force structure will assuredly increase pressure on the 
depots to downsize. Furthermore, if a larger proportion of ihe available workload is 
performed by industq in the future (for example, through successN publiclprivatc 
competition), these pressures will be even greater. Thus, even though trends in the 
commercial world dictate consolidating with caution, the requirement to decide if, where, 
and when to consolidate workload and reduce capacity has been and will continue to be a 
central concern for depot management. Unfortunately, depot managers trying to deal 
with consolidation are ill-served by current concepts, methods, and metrics. 

~Exan~ples ate Benjamin Barber. Strong Democrucy, Bcrkely: University of California Rtss, 
1984; Albert 0. Hinhman, En't, Voice, and f q d f y .  Cambridge, Mass.. Harvard University Rtss. 
1970; Robert N. B e h ,  tt al., The ~ o o d  Society, New Yo* A I M  A. Knopf, 1991. 

~Garcth Morgan, Images of Organization. Newbury Park: Sage Publications, 1986. p. 283. 
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THE CONCEPT OF EXCESS CAPACITY 

Conventional wisdom translates a difference berwten workload and capacity 
directly into excess costs. But is this really the case? Is "excess" depot capacity a 
significant burden on the defense budget? Or is the cost of excess capacity less of an 
issue than has been supposed--is it even well understood? 

Generally lost in the excesscapacity-iscxpcnsive perception is an appreciation 
of the fact that the majority of depot costs arc unrelated to capacity, per-se, but 
reflect the level of support provided to (and paid for) by the depots' customers. 
The depots do not have an operating budget of their own; almost all of their 
funds come from customer accounts deposited in the DBOF. Over time, as the 
requirement for depot products and services drops (as a consequence, for 
example, of reduced force structure), the resources devoted to that requirement 
naturally diminish, constraints to throughput will seek a new level, and the 
capacity of a depot will be reduced. The time, however, r q W  for capacity to 
drop can be painfully long--perhaps 18-24 months or more. 

As discussed in Chapter 3, depots can be a powerful tool for controlling the costs 
of depot support if they retain enough reserve capacity to be a credible 
competitor for discretionary (above CORE) workload-yet there is no systematic 
way of deciding when or where to pnseme reserve capacity for this purpose. 

Consolidating all workload of a given typt in a single facility introduces the risk 
of single point failure in the event of catastrophic damage (or interruption from 
any cause). Explicit risk assessment and management techniques arc absent 

Cursory examination would suggest that marginal costs of maintaining reserve 
capacity might not be a major factor in any event Thc investments that created 
the capacity are sunk, sometimes incurred many years ago. The costs associated 
with maintaining buildings do not need to be exorbitant (especially if utilities an 
maintained at levels just sufficient to prevent freezing or other damage) and 
equipment is fairly easily mothballed. In this light, extra capacity might be a 
(potentially) inexpensive form of insurance. 

The basic problem is that established methods and mttrics for dtaling with the 
issue of capacity arc ill-suited to providing the kinds of answers that arc needed. 

HOW CAPACITY IS VIEWED 

To begin with, the constraints that limit capacity can be thought of in p d e l  or 
serial t e r n .  In the parallel case, workstations are independent; work stoppage at one 
station docs not affect another, and output is the sum of thc individual workstation 
capacities. In the serial case, the I w t  capable (bodcncck) station determines the output 
of the system. 
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the parallel view attractive, is that measures of capacity that take into account the serial 
nature of work flow are plant configuration and product-mix dependent7 

The parallel simplification removes the serial complexity problem (by ignoring 
it) and provides useful comparison data. For instance, the existing DoD capacity 
measurement system showed that pre-BRAC 93 capacity was as much as 40% greater 
than projected workload Unfortunately, the capacity measurement system produces, at 
best, an index, not aii absolute measure and what it could not do is provide guidance on 
where to make adjustments.* As an example, anaIysts involved in the JCS Depot . 
Maintenance Consolidation Study did not use capacity and instead resorted to ad-hoc 
methods for determining workload consoli&tion candidates.9 Similarly, NAVSEA in 
preparing BRAC 93 recommendations used a process-based analysis to determine which 
shipyards should be retained. 

A problem with both the parallel and serial views is that they compromise depot 
managers' understanding of the balance between customer demand and product flow 
(throughput). Capacity is, by definition, static; use of this measure enforces a view of 
capacity such that it is "just then," independent of customer time-dependent 
rquirements. 

Any discussion of capacity needs to consider marginal costs. The basic marginal 
cost c w e  is illustrated on Figure 4-2 The idea is that for any fured investment in plant, 
per-unit production costs initially decrease with increasing volume as futed and semi- 
variable costs (such as maintaining equipment) are spread over a larger base. Beyond 
some point, however, per-unit costs increase again as overtime is required, machinery is 
overworked and needs more maintenance, transaction (i-e., coordination) costs 
and inventories have to be increased to keep choke points fully utiliztdl1 The minimum 
cost point on the curve is referred to as design capacity-the most efficient manufacturing 
(or repair) volume. As stated above, cursory examination would suggest that marginal 
costs of maintaining more capacity than needed might not be a major factor. Is this the 
case? 

-- - - 

7~emorandum. Joint Logistics Commandas, to Assistant Seaetary of Defease (Production and 
Logistics) subj: "Capacity Measuremat Improvemart Study Report,' Decemba 5, 1990, with 
attached study report., "AD-HOC Initiarive to Improve Capacity Measurement," November 1990. 

%id, p. iii. Tbe same problem occurs with Lifecyck cost (LCC). Because tbe numben 
generated by a LCC model have dollar signs (S) in h m  of tbem they an sometimes taka as 
absolute (ratio scale) measures. LCC practitiooers ncogniz that the outputs of their models are 
relative measures only, good for assessing "more than" ad "less than" but nothing more. 

%sscntially. the process used was to daamine which depots could not be closed because of 
technical considcations (a major engine line, as an example) and hen move workload fiom otha 
&pots to thffi 

lWansaction costs an often either assumed away or' grossly undatstimatcd in convatiooal 
econometric analysis yet NAVSEA has found that for rich. complex workloads it is ability to 
organize the work that detamines output, not facilities, aquipmto~ and skills. See also the 
discussion oo relevant trends Liom commercial iodusay. 
IlThis latter point was made recently in the cootext of thc theory of constminu. Simons and 

Moore, Op. Cit 
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Figure 4-2. Marginal Cost 
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Figure 4-3 shows the classic two-plant allocation problem-tailored to the 
situation where both plants (depots) arc operating short of design capacity at the point 
where the marginal cost curves intersect. Both arc capable of performing the same 
repairs on the same equipment and, since there is a fued amount of work to be done, 
output of depot A (increasing from left to the right) is at the expense of depot B 
(increasing to the left), and vice versa. As it tums out, if this is the situation, sharing 
work between the two &pots costs mote than doing all the work at either A or B-cven 
though B is more expensive than A. 4-4). 
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Figure 4-3. Marginal Costs of TWO Depots 
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In the past few years it was probably a safe assumpclon that some depots were 
operating short of design capacity and the behavior in Figm 4-4 illusmtcs why it ma& 
sense to close depots. But after the results of BRAC 93 closures, which depots will 
operate near design capacity, which will be past it or well shon of it, and for what 
commodities or product lines? Are the curves steep or flat? h this series of illustrations, 
the curves were deliberately exaggerated to illustrate c o ~ p t d  behavior of a product 
line. In the real world, the Figure 4-4 tot4 cost curve may well be nearly flat. If it is, 
then closing A, closi~g B, or keeping them both open makes little difference. The fact is 
that depot managers do not know and existing capacity measures arc not capable of 
providing these insights. Lacking a methodological basis, decisions on capacity an 
bound to be difficult to either reach or defend. 

r 
Sum of A and B 

- - - - . -  

I I I I I I I I I I I I I ,  
I a I I 1 I I I I I I I ,  

Output of Depot A * - Output of Depot B 

Figure 4-4 Total Costs of Two Depots 

IS CAPACITY UTlLlZATlON THE RIGHT MEASURE OF MERIT? 

Beyond b e  points enumerpted above a& other important considerations. 
Competition demands some amount of excess capacity since a competitor without the 
capacity to do the work is a hollow threat How much capacity is the right amount to 
foster competition without w ~ y i n g  an unreasonable burden? Thcn is no analytically- 
based answer to this qucstion--nor a policy framework within which to approach it. 
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Second, the concept of measuring capacity and work (with the goal of full 
utilization of capacity) may well be problematic in any event. Indusuy has apparently 
abandoned it in favor of balancing flow with dernandI2 -- which, as indicated earlier, has 
been the depot commanders' intuitive view of the problem. During wartime, depots 
track items produced versus items required -- flow and demand by another name. Using 
a different figure of merit to plan for wartime support than is used during a conflict is 
bound to lead to discomects. 

Third, although aggregate capacity and aggregate capacity utilization as measures - 

of merit have been in place for over 15 years, they have never been satisfactory.13 

Considering the history of attempts to come up with better capacity measures, all 
of which have md with frustration, it is hard to escape the conclusion that improvement 
is simply not available. With the futurt downsizing yet to come, it is time to seek a new 
methodology. There are three choices: 

Rely on competition to sort out efficient from inefficient processes, then simply close 
down the losers of competitions. 

Provide a new analytic basis (probably based on a metaphor other than capacity) for 
making workload consolidation, retention of redundant capability, and related 
decisions. (Similar to the approach taken in Chapter 3 of this report for CORE, any 
such undertaking needs first and foremost to have a coherent foundation.) 

Adopt a mixed strategy that partly n l iw on competition and partly on analysis. 

Since any strategy pushed to an extreme invites unforeseen perverse ~t~ults ,  the 
third choice is probably the prudent course. Competition takes time to sort out efficient 
from inefficient performers. An analytic appmach could be faster if there is available an 
improved methodology to resolve the cumnt inter-Service confusion, emotion, and 
arbitrariness relative to consolidation. To effectively address BRAC 95 considerations, 
the problem deserves urgent attention 

ROLE OF COMPETITION 

The DoD depot maintenance competition program in which all Services 
currently participate was greatly expanded during the Defense Management Review 
process. In order to improve the efficiency of the organic depot maintenance facilities, 
the Deputy Secretary of Defense directed changes to the business practices of the depots. 
As part of these changes, competition bawne a principal initiative for affecting savings 

l*~emorandum. Joint Logistics Commaden. "Capacity Measuremart lmprovemnt Study 
Repon" 

13Ibid. 
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planned for in the Corporate Business Plan. The objectives of competition are to obtain 
the best value for DoD and accomplish the DoD mission in the most efficient manner 
possible while assuring the necessary readiness and sustainability of the forces. An 
important aspect of the strategy is the competition for depot maintenance workloads 
among maintenance depots and private f m s .  The expectation is that increasing the 
amount of depot maintenance workload offered for competition will result in a better 
value for the taxpayers and the Services' operational units, by producing more efficient, 
cost effective, and streamlined depot organizations. 

Estimated savings from the program, which is managed by the DDMC through 
the CBP, are 61.7B through FY97. Table 4-1 reflects the annual savings projections. 

Table 4-1. Projected Competition Savings (S In Millions) 
f 

SERVICE M92 M93 FY94 FY% P1% FY97 TOTAL 

TOTAL 77.1 134.2 242.1 341.2 421.7 241.5 276.0 1,733.8 

s ~ ~ R E  DDMC Caparv BuriDcv Plan, F a 4  ).cm 19Sn-1997 
*FY91 column mtkm uviagr vbievcd 

LEGlSLATlON AFFECTING COMPETITIONS 

The competition program had its beginning in 1985 with the DoD Appropriations 
Act 14 which directed the Navy to ttst tbc feasibility of using competition between pubtic 
and private shipyards as the basis for awarding a portion of the ship overhaul and repair 
workload. SAC report no. 100-235, December, 1987 quested that the DoD propose 
publidprivate competition beyond Navy activities and the SecDef conduct interse~ce 
competitions for at least four depot maintenance competitions. However, the 1989 
Authorization Act contained language which prohibited the SecDef from requiring the 
Secretary of the Army or the Secretary of the Air Force to compete any depot 
maintenance workloads. The EY90 Appropriations Act stated that the SerDef may 
acquire depot maintenance through competition. However, the FY90 Authorization Act 
precluded the Army and Air Force from engaging in the program. The Defense 
Management Report (DMR) issued in July 1989 by the SccDcf to the Prcsiden~ 
delineated the need to enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of acquisition, logistics, 
and maintenance related programs. 

With the support of the Services, ASD(P&L), and the House Armed Services 

14hblic Law 98-473.98 StaL 1904, 1907. 
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Committee, the National Defense Authorization Act for FY91 permitted the Army and 
Air Force to conduct a pilot program for FY91.I5 Other legislative provisions wen as 
follows: 

Section 352 of the National Defense Authorization Act for FY93 precludes 
contracting for the performance by non-Federal Government personnel of more 
than 40% of the depot level maintenance workload for the military department or 
Defense Agency; 

Section 9095 of the Defense Appropriation Act for FY93 states that 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary of Defense may 
acquire the modification, depot maintenance and repaif of aircraft, vehicles and 
vessels as well as the production of components and other defense related 
articles, through competition between Department of Defense depot maintenance 
activities and private finns; and 

Section 381 of the FY93 Authorization Act states that naval shipyards and Army, 
Navy, and Air Force aviation depots may compete for production of defense- 
related articles and the provision of services related to defense programs. 

EFFECT OF COMPETlTlON PROGRAMS ON DEPOT 
MAINTENANCE 

Competition for depot maintenance workloads often alludes to one specific type: 
those involving Government depots (publicly owned) and commercial companies 
(privately owned). These are refemd to as "public-private" competitions. In these 
competitions, the company or the depot offering to do the work for the "best value" will 
receive the contxact. In addition the Department also conducts some "public-public" 
competitions. In these competitions, only the Govenunent owned depots compete against 
each other. 

Inherent in competition is an element of risk-for the obvious reason that 
competition carries with it possibility of losing. If a competition program is lost, depots 
lose jobs and have a reduction in the workload base on which to distribute the fmed costs 
of their operations. This risk has forced the depot staffs to examine their operations from 
a business perspective. 

Streamlining depot processes, reviewing program technical requirements. and 
realigning organizations in preparation for competition, in theory, assures that no matter 
who wins the workload competition, a more efficient and cost effective organization 
performs the work. The practical results so far am in agreement with these expectations. 
Among the changes that have occurred are the following: 

Work specifications arc being simplified-saving not only the labor that used to 
go into their preparation but also providing greater opportunity for innovative 
methods. For instance, Navy specifications for public shipyard work used to be 

lSpublic Law 101-5 10 Sec. 922. 04 Stat 1485,1627. 
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very derailed, providing precise directions on how to perfom tasks. By contrast, 
specifications for work to be competed emphasized what the desired result was 
rather than providing a detailed "how-to." Under public-private competition both 
the public and private bidders bid to the same result-oriented specifications. 

Direct workers in the public sector have become involved in standard setting, 
increasing the realism of standards and, in the process, idenwing better work 
methods. 

The pressures of competition are motivating both public and private competitors 
to seek improved processes through innovation. 

The bid costs associated with a program are receiving more thorough scrutiny for 
realism and in general, greater cost-consciousness is eliminating the "nice-to- 
have" services that added little or no combat value. As at least partial 
confiation, in NAVSEA, when the most number of public-private 
competitions have been held, the final costs on competitively awarded contracts 
have consistently averaged less than original budget estimates. 

Competition has forced both the public and private sector to control overhead 
costs. 

CONCERNS OF INDUSTRY 

As the Department expanded the public-private competition program to make 
more Government depot work available to bids from industry, several industry 
associations raised concerns about differences in public and private sector industrial 
activities that might complicate the goal of achieving fair competitions. The need quickly 
materialized for standardized procedures and guidelines to insun that bids included 
comparable bids. A Cost Comparability Handbook was developed to facilitate the 
determination of the true cost to the Government of proposed maintenance actions 
regardless of the source of repair. Several industry associations have reviewed the 
handbook and proposed changes. The Department is cartfully considering the industry 
recommendations and is cumntly updating the handbook to reflect some of the suggested 
changes. 

In an attempt to level the playing field, a Defense Contract Audit Agency 
(DCAA) audit of Govenunent proposals is required prior to award and the Government 
proposals are subject to Strvice, DoD, and GAO audit during and upon completion of 
work. 

Industry has also expnssed concern that cost ovemns in Government facilities 
are paid for by DoD. The Government may be responsible for paying certain types of 
overruns by either public or private facilities which a n  due to scope of work increases 
not contained in the original work statements. Cumnt policy stated in the Cost 
Comparability Handbook docs not allow public agencies to fmce competitive workload 
with non-competition work, nor can a bidder knowingly include either a gain or a loss, 
bid on the margin, or offer management discounts. Ln i n s t .  when losses do occur, the 
individual depot faces the same risk as private concerns of becoming less competitive or 
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of closing, since they must also spread losses via rate increases to other customers. 
Concerns addmsed by industry will be addressed in future revisions to the Cost 
Comparability Handbook. 

PUBLIGPRIVATE COMPETITION RESULTS 

There have bren enough public-private competitive awards now to begin to show 
who is winning competitions. 

In the 1991 pilot program described above, there were five competitions in the 
Air Force, seven in the Army, and two in the Marine Corps. The average value of the 
contracts was $5M. Award results an summarized in Table 4-2. 

In the Army and Air Force competitions, there were two workloads that changed 
from contract to organic and two that changed from organic to contract. The net change 
measured in dollars was small, approximately $5M. 

Table 4-2 FY91 Pilot Program Results 

Figure 4-5 summarizes the overall 1992 results for all four Services. A total of 
$562M in workload was awarded competitively by the Services-with S269M going to 
the private sector and $293 to the public. Prior to the 1992 competitions, $269M of this 
workload had been performed by the private sector and S323M by tht public sector. As 
indicated on Figure 4-5, the competitions resulted in a net increase of $30M in workload 
and 6 contracts for the private sector. Although there was a net public-to-private flow, 
results at the Service level showed mon variability. 

Air Forcc 

Marine Corps 

The Army competed and awarded 9 programs, all  previously organic. The 
. private sector won 5 contracts worth $1 8M. 

Awards 
Private: 2 
Public: 5 

Service 
Army 

NAVSEA competitively awarded 31 contracts. Of the 14 pnviousiy organic 
programs, 5 went to the private sector. Of the 17 previously private sector 
programs, 3 wen awarded to organic shipyards. As a result of all the NAVSEA 
awards, there was a net increase of 2 contracts and $25M in the private sector. 

Number of Contracts 
7 

5 

2 

The Marine Corps competed 4 organic programs, all awarded to organic depots. 

Private: 3 
Public: 2 
Private: 1 

Public: 1 (Toole Anny Depot) 

The Air Force competed and awarded 8 FY92 programs, 4 previously organic 
and 4 previously on contract AII of the pnviously organic programs remained 
organic while 3 of the previ~usly private sector programs remained private and 1 
rc4umcd to an organic depot 
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Prior Sources FY 92 Awards 

I Organic fl Private 

YXnQ -p. 

Figure 4-5. FY 1992 Depot Maintenance Competition Results 

This section under work Wd taU: to implkationsfrom results of public-public 
competition, e.g., SAAD pmgnun. Also should czddress current Congressional 
requirement to compete workload shi& in excess of $3M. 

INTERNATIONAL ASPECTS 

There are at least two important international aspects. First, the U.S. is not the 
only country using private-public competition. Representatives from the United 
Kingdom, Australia and Israel have indicated that their countries arc also looking to 
public-private competition to allocate maintenance workloads between Government and 
private facilitics.16 In fact, the British Ministry of Defense has developed a guide to 
competition.17 Obviously, DoD depot maintenance managers need to pay attention to the 
results in these three countries and benefit from their lessons learned. 

Second, when setting policy for competitions, the acceptability and role of 
foreign competitors must be a consideration. There is a "quid-pro-quo" relationship that 
-- - 

~%DUSD(L) Maintenance Policy Directorate. Juoc. 1993. 
17[UK] Ministry of Defence. 77u Guidc to Compctirion in Dcfcnce Senices, 1992 Edition. 
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exists in U.S. military matters involving foreign countries. It is expected that 'fair and 
open" competitions include foreign companies (or even Government depots), especially 
when reciprocity is seen as due. For example, if the United Kingdom allows U.S. 
companies and depots to compete for their E-3 aircraft workload the United Kingdom 
wodd expect reciprocal treatment by making some U.S. military workloads available to 
British companies and depots. There is, however, concern over the implications 
involved in having foreign f m  enter competitions. Specifically, then is Congressional 
concern that workloads may migrate from U.S. firms and depots to those of foreign 
countries. Even if military readiness and responsiveness requirements could pennit 
specific workload migration, careful consideration must be given to factors such as U.S. 
employment goals and costs to the taxpayers. Additionally, the relative vulnerability of 
firms outside the U.S. to political unrest is also a factor that should be weighed in 
providing best value to the Government 

LONG TERM CONSIDERATIONS 

Although expanded depot maintenance competition thus far appean to be 
achieving the desired benefits and efficiency results, there are long-term implications that 
may be poorly understood and could be counterproductive. At least six are apparent 

No matter how much good-faith effort is placed into creating a level playing field 
between private industry and the Government, there are inherent, natural differences 
between the two sectors. In some sense the differences cancel out: Government depots, 
not making a profit, do not pay income tax; private industry has greater freedom in 
staffing and sources of materials. But, since there is no real way to understand how all of 
the differences balance, continuing perception of i r n h h c e  (and, hence, of unfairness) is 
probably guaranteed. l8 

In addition to perceived unfairness, depot maintenance now has a confused 
relationship with industry. Under public-private competition, industry is both a supplier 
and a competitor. DoD has long recognized the constraints that an arms-length 
relationship with its suppliers imposes. What are the implications of an adversary 
relationship? As an example, rights in data have always been a concern, will industry 
now be more reluctant to share technology and design information? 

Conducting large xale public-public competition on a continuing basis would 
strongly suggest the existence of significant excess organic capacity and duplication of 
industrial plant quipment. Public-public competition may also create adversaries out of 
depots that for other reasons need to cooperate. As a minimum, and in fact by design, 
there will now be communication barriers internal to the depot maintenance community 
that did not previously exist 19 

lasuch 8 perception was apparent at the OSDnDdustry Depot Maintenance Roundtable beid in 
conjunction with this study. 

19As an example. the Air Force creates m arms-length relationship becwctn its governmtot 
"buyers" and Governmnt "sellar." Gamd Roaald W. Ystes, Co- Air Fonx Material 
Commaad Presentation to Air Force Association Symposium. 15 July 1993. 
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Although texts on competition once talked in terms of a Self regulating, orderly 
marketplace, more recent thinking has recognized that the marketplace is a chaotic 
phenomenon where small initial changes can quickly self-reinforce in a positive feedback 
loop.20 A depot. for example, that sets its DBOF prices based on expectation of some 
amount of competitive "wins" and then loses has created an overhead recovery problem 
that will have to be fmed by raising the next year's labor rates. Naturally, this will make 
a depot less competitive, making it more difficult to win, and continue the cycle. Rather 
than competition heiping to determine who are the efficient and inefficient producers, it 
may well magnify small (even trivial) initial efficiency differences into large ones. 

Although defense industry in genera1 is declining, some sectors. such as 
shipyards, are in precipitous decline. Continued, aggressive use of competition in sectors 
like this may lead to predatory pricing, cannibalization of workload as losers an forced 
into bankruptcy, and an eventual monopoly with obvious implications for depot 
maintenance cost and risk. 

Given the existence of specialized commercial maintenance providers, prime 
systems developers and original equipment manufachlre~ often do not compete well for 
depot maintenance workloads. Therefore, if one of the goals of an expanded depot 
maintenance competition program is to support primes and OEMs, it is likely that without 
specific focus to the program it will not satisfy that goal. 

These and other considerations not enumerated should be factored into the 
development of a long-term DoD policy on depot maintenance competition The bottom 
line is that depot maintenance competition, though of evident benefit, is not a panacea. 
DoD needs to fully assess all of the potential long-term implications of competition. tailor 
a program that facilitates its use in ways that make sense for different market sectors, and 
promulgate policy that results in successful implementation of that program. 

Some industry advocates have expressed the opinion that all depot maintenance 
workload should be performed by private industxy. There arc two potential approaches to 
privatization: closing depots and contracting for the workload or convening existing 
depots into Governrnent-Owncd, Contractor-Operated (GOCO) facilities. The primary 
issue in considering privatization as an alternative to maintaining DoD organic depots is 
not whether depot maintenance should be performed by contract or organic sources. 
Rather, it is whether the private sector can guarantee that depot maintenance will be 
provided when and where it is required in peacetime, in the periods leading up to armed 
conflict, in war, and in the periods of reconstitution. To avoid the guarantee issue 
introduces an element of unknown risk2' Tbis question was previously dealt with in 
Chapter 3, where the need for an organic CORE'capability was revalidated and, by 

2 0 ~ .  Mitchell Waldrop, Complexiry: The Emerging Science At the Edge of Or&r Md Chaos. 
New Yo*: Simm and Schustcr, 1992, pp. 48-50.118-120,325-327. 

2IAir Force whi& papa. Organic Depot Maintenance C o n v n e r r i a l ~ ,  1 March 1993. 
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implication, a complete contracting-out solution rejected. In this section, we consider 
Government Owned, Contractor Operations (GOCOs). 

Of the privatization options, Government-Owned, Contractor-Operated (GOCO) 
depots would provide to DoD the least risk of non responsive support: higher risk would 
be associated with closing the depots and contracting for the workload, either piecemeal 
or in its entirety. In a GOCO depot, Government control would be retained and the 
onboard workforce with its associated skills would presumably remain in place. With the 
existing facilities and mission equipment in place, a GOCO depot should have the - 
flexibility to surge during contingencies and to expand or downsize, based on workload 
fluctuations. 

Operation of GOCO facilities is not a new concept in DoD; for the most part, 
they have been associated with production facilities, such as for tanks, aircraft, and 
ammunition . Tank, aircraft, and similar production facilities traditionally operate under 
multi-year production contracts and are facilitated with the industrial plant equipment 
required to produce a specific "Line" of products. The products' acquisition strategies and 
funding levels are generally relatively stable, and modiilcations to the production 
contracts are primarily engineering change proposals associated with end items. The 
GOCO depot, by contrast, would have to accommodate the dynamic nature of world 
events and the changing priorities of the respective Services. 

Ammunition plant fluctuations in quantities and delivery schedules an more 
representative of what would be expected from a depot operation. Funding levels an not 
stable and fluctuations in workload are common. Unscheduled progmm changes occur 
almost daily-dependent on the changing needs of the Services. Ammunition GOCO 
plants have been successful in using annual negotiated costs and furcd f a  contracts to 
accommodate fluctuations in schedules and quantities. Hence, with the existing depot 
infrastructure 'in place, GOCO maintenance depots would appear to offer a viable 
privatization alternative. Among the questions that need further analysis, however, are 
the following: 

Will a GOCO facility need commercial work to smooth out fluctuations in DoD 
depot maintenance demand? If a GOCO facility performs both commercial and 
DoD work, how will competing priorities be handled, what are the cost 
implications, what is the potential for delay and disruption claims? 

Would a GOCO contractor be at a competitive advantage compared to other 
contractors sincc the Government invests in upgrading or maintaining facilities? 

Organic depots have demonstrated in Desert Shield/Desert Storm and other 
contingencies that they an responsive to the Services rcquiranents. Although the 
magnitude of workload to be satisfied is rapidly decreasing, the organic depots have also 
demonstrated a capability to restructure to accommodate this change. Given that the 
current solution works, and given that privatization via the GOCO option is also viable, 
are there compelling reasons to change to GOCO plants? There do not appear to be such 
reasons at this time. Operating existing depots as GOCO facilities does not, in and of 
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itself, resolve the excess capacity issue--for either Government or industry.= Neither is 
there persuasive evidence that either Government or industry is generally the less 
expensive source of repair. The fact of the matter, however, is that this matter deserves 
further study-to answer the questions posed above and to better characterize the tradeoffs 
involved. The Team recommends such a follow-on study. ' 

THE PRIVATE SEGMENT OF THE INDUSTRIAL BASE 

Previous portions of this report have largely focused on the public (i.e., DoD 
depot maintenance) sector of the industrial base. Where the private s&tor was discussed 
it was in the context of the risk and cost tradeoffs between organic and commercial 
sources of depot maintenance. in the context of private-public competition, or while 
examining trends in commercial practice. The CORE discussion, specifically, showed 
that it is necessary to protect organic CORE competencies to control three categories of 
risk: technology awareness, readiness, and sustainability. But the organic depot 
maintenance sector does not live in a vacuum. Weapon systems arc designed in the 
public sector, their components are manufactured there, and repair parts are sourced from 
the private sector. Lack of these private competencies now or in the future certainly 
could impact ability to fight a future war.* Just as depot maintenance workload can 
protect organic CORE, it also has some ability to preserve capabilities in the public 
sector. It makes sense therefore to understand: 

Depot maintenance's critical needs that are satisfied by the private sector. 

DoD's critical requirements, over and above depot maintenance, that arc satisfied 
by the private sector. 

Private sector sources that are or may be at risk. 

Potential capability of depot maintenance to assure sources of supply-by 
appropriately targeting workload or by other methods. 

The tradtoffs if an organic CORE competency and an industrial competency vital 
to defense have competing "claims" on workload to preserve skills and 
capability. 

The Study Team saw these issues as important in the long term rather than short 
term. Further, understanding the issues listed above is inherently part of the broader topic 
of Technology and Industrial Base Sector Capability Assessment The Undersecretary of 
Defense (Acquisition) has recently directed an integrated assessment of the U.S. 
technology and industrial base. The purpose of that assessment is to: 

2%~DAndushy Depot Maintenance Roundtable, Op. Cit It would, however, apparently mist 
industry in maintaining a skill base. 

23Tbis point was emphasized by industry participants in the OSD/Iadumy Roundtable Op. Cit 
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... respond to the statutory requirements delineated in Chapter 148 of Title 
10 U.S.C. This requires the identification and evaluation of essential domestic 
industrial and technological capabilities and development of a plan to ensure the 
adequacy and economic viability of the capabilities in these sectors critical to 
attaining our national security objectives.** 

The initial assessment, which is due to be completed by the end of September, 
1993, will be structured in terms of the eight categories shown in Table 4-3. Annual 
updates are required. 

Table 4-3. Industrial Analysis Sector Cahgories * 

The sector categories an closely aligned with the broad commodity categories 
used in depot maintenance planning and the results of the assessment could go a long way 
toward addressing the issues listed above. Because of this commonalty of interest-and 
because the topic of national industrial policy is much broader than depot maintenance- 
the Study Team concluded that the most prudent coulse is to engage with the industrial 
base capability assessment rather than duplicating it. No attempt was made in this study 
to undertake such analysis. There is already some working-level engagement with the 
capability assessment by the depot maintenance community but the amount of 
engagement may not be adequate. Reexamination of the level of involvement is in order. 

Shipbuilding 
- Space 
Electronics/Communications 
Ammunition 

This chapter 

Combat Vehicles 
Missiles 
Aircraft 
Combat Support 

Reviewed relevant trends in commercial practice, particularly regarding 
centmlization and then concluded that, taken as a whole, these trends suggest a 
caution light for centralization and consolidation. What is needed is a balanced 
approach that provides a better (i.e., centralized) cross-service mechanism while 
avoiding dysfunction from overcentralization. 

Concluded that depot management is not well served by the mdhods currently 
available to determine how workloads should be consolidated and how much 
capacity should be retained. Development of a new metric, potentially based on 
a metaphor other than capacity, should be undertaken-and it should be 
undertaken soon to support BRAC 95 recommendations. 

24Memorandum. David J. Berteau, Assistant Secretary of Defense (Productio~l and Logistics), 
subj.: Technology and Industrial Base Sector Capability AssessmcnS June 28, 1993. 
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Examined the role of competition, showing that it is achieving the anticipated 
benefits, and that awards are relatively balanced between private and public 
sources. The competition program should be continued. But DoD also needs to 
fully assess the potential long-term implications of competition, tailor a program 
that facilitates its use in ways that make sense for different market sectors, and 
promulgate policy that results in successful implementation of that program. 

Discussed privatization of organic depots as Government Owned, Contractor 
Operated (GOCO) Plants - concluding that there is no cumtly apparent reason 
to change to GOCO operation. 

Considered the broader question of stability of the private segment of the 
industrial base and proposed engaging with the ongoing industrial base capability 
assessment rather than duplicating i t  
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C H A P r m 5  
ISSUES AND ALTERNATIVES 

REDEFINING THE ISSUES 

Chapter 1 presented seven perceived issues. Chapters 2, 3 and 4 highhghted and 
summarized factors bearing on those issues. It is now possible to refine the perceived 
issues in light of this new information. ' 

MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE SHORTFALLS 

Perceived Issue 1: Has the current depot management structure in the 
Services resulted in substantial competition, intersenicing, reduction of excess 
capacity, or reduction of unnecessary duplication of capability? 

Competition has grown significantly under the current depot maintenance 
management structure. Beginning with Naval Shipyards and extending to Naval Aviation 
Depots, public-private competitions resulted in sigplficant efficiency improvements in 
both Government and private sector operations. The Navy outlined substantial benefits 
that have resulted from the competition and, as a result. DoD has been successful in 
extending public-private competition into the Army and Air Force. Following an initial 
pilot competition program in FY9 1, public-private competitions were expanded with 
Congressional approval for both FY92 and FY93. Current estimates art that significant 
savings will accrue as DoD makes improvements in selecting competition workloads and 
reduces one-time start-up costs. Competition has been identified as a cornerstone of the 
actions being taken under the CBP to and is expected to provide S1.7B of total CBP 
depot maintenance savings. Public-public competition is also contributing to increased 
efficiencies in depot maintenance operations. Programs such as the Sacramento Army 
Depot workload competitions are resulting in substantial benefits to DoD, including 
leaner depot maintenance operations and innovative maintenance practices and business 
processes. 

The current management structure has also responded well to the requirement to 
reduce excess capacity. Past actions, as well as planning and programming in place, are 
resulting in reductions depot personnel levels of some 30% from FY87 level by the end 
FY94; additionally, over 30% of the major maintenance depots existing in FYS7 have 
been closed or recommended for closure. It is probably unarguable, however, that excess 
capacity will still exist after closurts are completed: all five Air Force Air Logistics 
Centers still remain (although one, SM-ALC, was recommended for closure by the Air 
Force but not included in the final SacDef recommendation list) and one Amy depot 
recommended by SecDef for closure Werkenny) was not included by the Commission 
in the BRAC 93 final recommendations to the President. Further, until the eight original 
depots wen identified by DoD for closure in the BRAC 93 process, inability to 
substantially reduce excess capacity was a legitimate issue. 
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Unnecessary duplication of capability and limited interservicing remains an 
issue. Although closing or realigning the depots that have so far been identified will 
reduce intra-Service duplication. thesc closings do not fully address the needs to 
eliminate cross-Service duplication of capability. Nevertheless, the Services have 
implemented some interservice agreements, examples being Navy repair of Air Force J79 
engines and Air Force repair of Navy F110 engines and C-130 aircraft. However, the 
absolute amount of interservicing remains reIativeIy low. Of total CBP savings, less than 
3% is expected to come from interservicing. The existing management structurt, - 

methods, and processes art ineffective at controlling inter-Service redundancy. 

With regard to the unnecessary duplication of capability and excess capacity, the 
BRAC 93 Commission was critical of DoD efforts to provide an integrated input 
supported by cross-Service analysis. The Chairman of the Commission indicated that the 
Services wen not forced to cut overlap among depot maintenance operations. %ere 
was no knowledgeable, strong, experienced leadership in the Pentagon. m r e k  nobody 
there to restrain the military leadcrshipfrom doing what they think is best for their own 
service ... There war no cross-service anulysk. 17aeyThcy'll never get together until they're 
forced to. "I This perception clearly establishes a sigdcant challenge for whatever depot 
maintenance management structure is ultimately put in place. 

Perceived Issue 2: What degree of additional workload and/or management 
centralization is needed to enhance the cfbctivencs and efficiency of DoD depot 
maintenance? What form should it take? 

The Military Departments and Defense Agencies have made important progress 
toward downsizing their individual depot maintenance programs thus far but this has 
been accomplished largely through intra-Service adjustments. If, after BRAC 93 
closures, there is still excess capacity, the best opportunities for continued capacity 
adjustment appear to be cross-Service (i.e., by combining workload across Services and 
then closing unneeded facilities). Because of its nature as an advisory board and its 
current limited charter, the DDMC, as currently constituted, is not positioned to direct 
cross-Service programmatic changes and workload siting. Stronger, central control is 
needed 

Taken as a whole, however, recent experience in the commercial world suggests 
a yellow light for centralization and consolidation. The Study Team had this caution in 
mind in framing the alternatives discussed in this chapter. It is evident, as an example, in 
establishing thresholds, only above which a central authority would get involved. In the 
final analysis, however, the management alternatives differ markedly in the degree to 
which they centralize management and control. This was intentional to provide a fairly 
wide range of choices from which to fmd a balance between the real netd for a better 
(i.e., centralized) cross-service mechanism and the acknowledged dysfunction that 
cenvalization also can bring. 

1Courta James. BRAC Commission Chairman, 'lhe Washingtoo Post, July 3, 1993. 

5-2 
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DEPOT MAINTENANCE RESPONSIVENESS TO DOD REALITIES 

Perceived Issue 3: Is depot maintenance responsive to DoD realities, e.g., 
force structure and budget reductions? 

Depot manpower, depot budget, and the number of depots have decreased at 
roughly the same rate as supported inventory, total military personnel levels, and activity 
levels (i.e., approximately 30% reduction since 1987). However, depot closures did not 
"catch-up" until BRAC 93 and the budget for depot capital investment is actually 
increasing in the out years rather than declining along with other indicators. The capital 
budget reversal is an issue that deserves attention; the FY94 situation is being addressed 
by DoD with an integrated strategy to control and limit capital expenditures. Subsequent 
year programs should be considered in the context of an integrated DoD depot 
maintenance capital investment program. 

Perceived Issue 4: Is the current depot maintenance management structure 
unable (or unwilling) to downsize and reduce capadty. Does DoD still, after BRAC 
93, have significantly more depot capaaty than the Department will need in the 
future? Does unnecessary duplication exist throughout the individual Service 
depots - especially when viewed across Service boundaries? 

Through BRAC 88, BRAC 91, BRAC 93 and the CBP 12 maintenance depots 
have been either closed or identified for closure. The process has been arguably untimely 
(7 of the 12 depots were not recommended for closure until BRAC 93). Future 
downsizing (i.e. closing of depots) will still be required and will require cross-Service 
workloading since there is limited opportunity for a Service to unilaterally further reduce 
capacity without affecting mission suppon Unfortunately, cross-Service cooperation has 
been limited under the current, m w l y  focusad, SeNicdDDMC management structure. 
Future reductions in force structure may generate more excess capacity. An improved 
cross-Service management structure - one that has clear decision authority - is needed 
In addition, because existing capacity measures an not capable of providing the kinds of 
insights that would simplify cross-Service workload siting and similar actions, 
development of new metrics (probably based on a metaphor other than capacity) is also 
needed 

MEETING CBP SAVINGS TARGETS 

Perceived Issue 5: Is it likely that the Services will not be able to meet the 
CBP $6.4B FY91-FYW savings target without taking actions that will severely affect 
readiness and the ability to go to war? 

This issue, asserted in the JCS study, should be read in context of that study's 
concern with cross-Service redundancy and excess capacity. The JCS study was making 
the point that achieving significant savings without affecting readiness requires reduction 
in fixed overhead by eliminating unnecessary cross-Service duplicationlcapacity and 
closing installations. (Such actions were estimated to produce savings in a broad range of 
$2B to $9B over 10-year period). Although the BRAC 93 depot closings will reduce 
UMecCSSaXy capacity, they do not, by themselves, eliminate unneeded cross-Service 
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redundancy. Only cross-Service workload siting can do that As stated above, an 
improved cross-Service management structurt is needed to implement meaningful cross- 
Service cooperation and, hence, achieve significant cross-Service savings. 

With regard to specific CBP planned savings, it may be necessary to recast 
savings projections in view of significant ongoing and future workload raductions. The 
workloads upon which savings were predicated were projected based on the FY91 
President's budget and the planning done to support that budget. It is possible that to 
coincide with valid force structure projections (that even now an still being developed) 

' 

savings computations will need to be altered There is no reason to believe, however, that 
such recasting of the savings will result in Service actions that would directly impact 
readiness or limit war fighting capabilities. 

ORGANIC CAPABlLlN REQUIREMENTS - CORE 

Perceived Issue 6: Is organic depot capability perhaps not needed? Should 
all requirements (or at least more than at present) be satisfied by commerdal 
sources? Is CORE poorly defined? Are existing definitions invalid? Is current 
CORE capacity too large? 

Chapter 3 provided as extensive and integrated a review of CORE as has bctn 
undertaken in recent years. This review demonstrated that an organic capability is 
needed to control risk and cost. In place of the existing Service-unique &finitions and 
sizing methods, the CORE review also proposed a joint Scmce CORE concept and 
standard algorithm for Service application. It is the opinion of the Study Team that the 
revised definition and algorithm will result in a signiricantly smaller CORE. Pending 
implementation of the new definition and algorithm, this is no longer an issue. 

PRIVATE SECTOR INDUSTRIAL BASE CONCERNS 

Perceived Issue 7: Is the stability of the defense industrial base being 
increasingly threatened because Government-mn Service maintenance depots are 
taking workload out of industry? Alternatively, should depot maintenance be used 
to protect the health of the US.  Industrial Base? 

Addressing the fust part of this issue fint, since the mid-1980's the amount of 
depot maintenance work performed by private industry has stayed within a few 
percentage points of 35%. In FY92, the fraction of depot workload performed by 
industry was $4.7B, or 34% of the total. Of this, S269M was won in competition with the 
public sector. The projection for FY93 is that over 32% of depot maintenance workload 
will be done by contract sources. Although various public-private workload assignment 
options have been and are being considerad, there is no DoD-wide trend of workload 
moving either into or out of the private sector through competition. 

Whether or not depot maintenance should be used to protect the health of the 
U.S. industrial base, it actually has limited leverage to do so. Total DoD expenditures in 
the industrial base in FY97 will probably be in the range of about S80B to $WB. The 
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depot maintenance expendihlres in the same year am currently projected to be about 
$13B (then year dollars). Since typically it could be estimated that about S9B of this 
amount will be in the private sector (as contract maintenance or purchased material and 
services) or committed to CORE, something on the order of $4B may be available to 
address industrial base considerations. Annual sales in the industrial sector are many 
times this size (in 1991, for instance, aerospace sales were $124.1B, motor vehicle sales 
$268.7B, and electronic sales $139B).* 

Since depot maintenance dollars are small compared to the industrial base, the 
issue is how to target the limited available leverage in a way that helps maintain vital 
industrial sources. This is a problem larger than depot maintenance because it must be 
addressed in concert with the acquisition community and other affected constituencies. 
In accomplishing such targeting, should that ultimately prove to be the desire of DoD, it 
is apparent that an improved cross-Service management structure would aid considerably 
in developing a coordinated approach. 

ACTIONABLE ISSUES: 

In summary, there are four actionable issues that emerge from the above 
synthesis: 

The capital budget reversal (increasing when other indicators arc decreasing) 
may be an issue that deserves attention. In fact, the underlying issue is long-term 
integrated management of depot maintenance capital investments. 

There is presently no coordinated approach for employing limited depot 
maintenance leverage to maintain vital industrial sources. Effective employment 
will require cross-service coordination in both the depot maintenance and 
acquisition communities. 

Umccessary duplication of capability and limited internicing remain 
problems. An improved cross-Service management structure is needed to 
implement meaningful cross-Service cooperation and achieve significant savings. 

The nquircment to continue to downsize the ovexall organic depot maintenance 
infrastructure, in terns of capacity, remains, i.e., the need to eliminate excess 
capacity still exists. Given the recent relative success in i n t d e ~ c e  
downsizing, near-term future requirements for capacity adjustment, e-g., BRAC 
95, demand an integrated (cross-Service) management perspective. Further, 
cross-Service workload management would be much enhanced by a new analytic 
basis (potentially founded on a metaphor other than capacity) for workload 
consolidation, retention of intentional redundancy, and related decisions. 

The fmt issue, capital budgeting, is within the capability of the current DDMC 
and Services' depot maintenance management structure to resolve. The FY94 situation is 
being addressed by DoD with a special program to control and limit costs. Integrated 
capital budgeting should be a consideration in the ultimate selection of a management 

*~ource: Wodd Almanac. 
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alternative for depot maintenance. The second issue, industrial base considerations, as 
discussed in Chapter 4, is outside the scope of this study and needs to be addressed in the 
context of Chapter 148, Title 10 U.S.C. industrial base assessments. The balance of this 
chapter is concerned with framing and evaluating depot maintenance management 
alternatives of adequate scope to address both the third and fourth issues (unnecessary 
duplication of capability, excess capacity, and integrated management) as well as other 
significant criteria. We fust discuss the management alternatives generated by the Study 
Team, then descriKthe criteria and process used to evaluate the alternatives, and follow 
with the evaluation results. 

ASSUMPTIONS AND APPROACH 

Ln developing the depot maintenance management alternatives, a number of key 
supporting assumptions were made. The assumptions, which also influenced the 
development of evaluation criteria, arc characterized generally in the areas of force 
structure and activity levels, budget, sources and constraints on economy of scale and 
scope, and ability to obtain revisions in public laws. The assumptions includtd: 

Force Structure and Activily Levels. The notional force, discussed earlier in 
Chapter 2, is the assumed baseline. 

Budget. Budget available for &pot maintenance is assumed to continue to 
decline relative to changes in force structure and activity levels (but at a currently 
undetermined ratio). 

Economy of Scope md Scak. Consistent with experience of industry and recent 
management theory, economics of scope and scale do not continue to accrue in 
proportion to centralization but am limited, particularly by diff~culties associated 
with lateral communication as levels of bureaucracy arc added. Neither a 
completely flat organization nor a highly centralized structure is an ideal 
solution. 

Revisions to Public Laws. The Department of Defense will seek appropriate 
changes in existing law if the desired alternative requirts such changes for its 
irnplementati~n.~ 

The approach used to evaluate the alternatives included development of 
alternative descriptions, evaluation criteria, an evaluation instrument and a methodology 
for analyzing the results. Key organizations were tasked to evaluate the various 
alternatives both quantitatively and qualitatively using the evaluation instrument. The 
remainder of this chapter addresses the evaluation process and results. 

3 ~ u  Appendix E. 
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CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING ALTERNATIVES 

Concurrent with developing the initial definitions of the management 
alternatives, the criteria for evaluating the alternatives were developed and refined. The 
final criteria, which formed the basis for the evaluation instrument, are a composite of 
recommendations by the Service and organizational representatives to the Study Team. 
The criteria used was defined into five broad areas as shown in Table 5-1. 

AREA 

Table 5-1. Criteria Areas and Second-Level Sub-criteria 

Military Responsiveness - 
Contingency Response 

CRITERIA 
EVALUATION 

Militmy Respoasivmus - 
Ptacetime Readiness 

AMPLIFICATION OF 
CRITERIA EVALUATION 

Efficiency 

Authority And 
Responsibility For ... 

AREA 
Providu combat customer linkage 
S u p ~  contingency op tempo (&ability) 
Promotes inter-Service coordination of industrial 
support (ie, &pot maintenance) requirements 
Integntes workload priorities and aoss- 
Senicing of uses 
Retains individual Service responsibility for 
CORE 
Supporrt MdiDesJ - responsive to Servia 
A r r q u i n m t n u  
Promotes integnted management 
- DoDOSD-Svvias-Depots - Inotrfia across levels of maintenance (e.g.. 

organizational and intermediate) 
- Throughout life cycle 
Retains closcncs to customer 
Provides for effective depot maintenance 
progmn advocacy 
Cwtomer coss 
I d f m m m e c o ~ r s  
Ecoaomyofscrle 
Economy of rope  - synergy 
Romotucompetition 
COSB of needeb contingency capacity 
S m  businus pnctices 
in-g 
Consolidation 
Depot mpintuuDcc management o m M  
Clprity (downsizing, new crpobitics, needed 
coatingency capacity, md work force flexibility) 
Confributing to M t h  of commercid indusirial 

Table 5-1 also shows the second-level subcriteria in each of the broad criteria 
areas. Because it was believed that ever-increasing levels of detail would detract from 

Impkmenutioa 

BRAC l n t e r f a ~ ~  

base 
Acceptability to services. OSWJCS. Congress. 
and othcr intunal and external constituencies 
Costs (one-time costs - monetary or demands on 
internrl nsources. such PI system disruption; 
potcntid savings) 
Titk 10 considentioac 
BRAC-friendliws - uniform decision approach 
Timeliness for 1995 submittal 
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rather than assist in evaluating alternatives (the proverbial losing sight of the forest for 
the trees problem), no attempt was made to develop a third or fourth level. The criteria as 
shown in the table are in descending order of value. Military Responsiveness is the most 
important factor, equal to all other criteria combined. Efficiency and Clear Authority and 
Responsibility for key management goals are next after Military Responsiveness. The 
final two criteria areas, Implementation and BRAC Interface are slightly less important 
than the previous two criteria areas and are considered qual to each other. 
Implementation was. however, used as a sensitivity analysis variable as described later in 
this chapter. The relative weights used for baseline evaluation analysis were: 

Military Responsiveness - Contingency Response 25 % 
Military Responsiveness - Peacetime Readiness 25 % 
Efficiency 15 % 
Authority And Responsibility For ... 15 % 
BRAC Interface 10 % 
Implementation 10 %. 

To evaluate the alternatives against the criteria, the five-point scale shown in 
Figure 5-1 was adopted. This scale ranges from adequate to superior. As is discussed in 
the section on the alternatives, each of the alternatives was deliberately constructed in 
such a way as to make it as creditable a contender as possible and, in any w e ,  at least 
adquate to meet the requirements of the criteria area. If an alternative was not able to 
be framed in a way that made it at least adequate, then it did not make the list. 

I I 
Figure 5-1. Criteria Evaluation Scale 

THE MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

Seven initial management alternatives were generated for study, several of which 
were variants with minor differences. After continuing analysis and review by the team, 
the number of alternatives to be formally evaluated was reduced to the four shown in 
Table 5-2. Appendix F provides a detailed description of each alternative, diagrams 
depicting how they are organized, their functionality, and the reasons that would motivate 
choosing each alternative. Each of the alternatives differs in terms of relationships to 
Service headquarters, combatant compands, material commands, system managers, item 
managers, and others from the standpoint of functions assumed and not assumed. Since 
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the differences an key to how the alternatives work Appendix F also contains a table 
outlining these relationships. In general. each of these alternatives is staffed, as may be 
necessary, by absorbing existing positions in the Services (and assuming the related 
functions). A quick overview of each alternative is presented below. 

Table 5-2. Management Alternatives 

Empowered Defense Depot Maintenance Council 

Title - 

Empowered Defense Depot 
Maintenance Council 
@ D M 0  

Executive %nice 
Management with the 
Empowered Defensc Depot 
Maintenance Council 

Joint Depot Maintenance 
Command (JDMC) 

Defense Depot Maintenance 
Agency @MA) 

Unlike the current Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC), the 
empowered DDMC will have well defrned decision making authority in specific areas of 
responsibility. The empowered DDMC addresses the need to provide integrated 
management of a number of key elements within the DoD depot maintenance program. 
Through broadening the charter of the DDMC to go beyond effective implementation of 
the Defense Management Report, the DDMC is granted the perspective necessary to deal 
across the entire spectrum of depot maintenance operations. Institutionalizing the 

Leadership 

Deputy Undersecrttaq of Defense (Logistics) chairs; Suvices. 
JCS and DLA participate; daision support concept implemented; 
Board of Directors available to addrtss issues that DDMC cannot 
resolve 

Executives for broad functionally-related system and platform 
lines are three-star flag officers. 

Board of advisors comprising senior logistics personnel of each 
Service provides oversight 

Deputy Uadcrstcrctary of Defense (Logistics) chairs DDMC 
which provides integrated management 

Commandtr in Chief of Depot Maintenance (CINCDM) is a 
four-star combatant commander, reports to SecDef through the 
Chairman of tbe Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Functional compoaent commander for ship and submarine 
systems is a Navy offica. Functional component commandu for 
ground combat systems rotates between Amy aod Marine Corps. 
For Aviation and Space Systems, component command rotates 
among Air Force. Army. and Navy. 

Ageacy Director is a threestar flag offica or SES equivalent 

Each broad, functionally-related platfodsystcm line (e.g., land 
sea. acroaautical) is responsibility of two-star (or SES cquivaleot) 
System Executive. 
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decision malung authority in the DDMC provides a viable way to make the necessary 
decisions that provide control of the integrated program. The DDMC provides 
centralized management (for a limited number of program and decision variables) and 
decentralized program execution (through an already established infrastructure that is 
fully integrated with the Service's combat and weapon systems management concepts). 

The empowe-rrd DDMC provides oversight of the entirc breadth of the 
Department's depot maintenance operations, develops coherent DoD-wide policies, 
makes decisions in key areas, and in general, exercises the authority of the Secretary of 
Defense to provide effective, integrated depot maintenance management A decision 
support process would be developed to provide consistent decision suppon information, 
highlight necessary decisions, and elevate decisions to appropriate levels. The 
empowercd DDMC will function as the decision maker and management integrator in 
DoD depot maintenance operations areas such as: 

Industrial support policy for depot maintenance 
Consolidated planning 
Coordinated resourcing 
Standardized business practices 
Integrated capacity management to include downsizing 

The Components retain operational control of actual depot maintenance 
operations, organic and contract, and arc responsible for implementation of approved 
business plans. 

The chair of the DDMC will be the incumbent in the newly established position 
of the DUSD(L). The membership of the DDMC will include the DUSD(L), and a 
designated representative from the Amy, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps, JCS and DLA. 
The members will vote on issues and programs raised to the DDMC level; the chair will 
promulgate decisions through the appropriate means, e.g., decision memoranda and 
policy statements. The members (less JCS and DLA as agreed to subsequent to 
alternative development) will each have one equal vote and a simple majority rule will 
decide all issues. Those decisions requiring additional authority or those issues that 
cannot be resolved will be elevated to the Board of Directors (comprised of, for example 
the USD(A) and the Service Under Secretaries), the USD(A) or to the Secretary or 
Deputy Secretary of Defense, as may be appropriate. The empowered DDMC will be 
supported by a management support activity (MSA) attached to OSD. 

Executive Service Depot Maintenance Management with an 
Empowered DDMC 

Under this concept an Executive Senrice (Agent) from among the Military 
Services would be established for major categories of DoD weapon systems and 
quipment depot maintenance. For example, the USN would be the Exmtive Service 
for all ships and water craft, the USAF for all fixed wing aviation, the USMC for as 
amphibious quipment, and the MAR program and the USA for all ground quipment. 
The Executive Service would assume control over al l  of the DBOF depot maintenance 
business area operations and resources at the facilities assigned to that category. 
Overlaying the Executive Service structure would be the Empowered DDMC described 
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above. The DDMC would provide the integrated management to bring the Executive 
Services together and to ensure that resources and operations art effectively managed 
across from a DoD-wide perspective. 

The Military Services maintain control over their own facilities, mission and 
depot maintenance requirements, weapon systems management and inventory control 
points. The Executive Service would pursue consolidations of similar workloads to 
eliminate unnecessaiy redundant capability and excess capacity. Consolidation studies 
would be managed by the Executive Service, while the Service owning the depot 
facilities would perform analysis on depot closures and realignments. The Executive 
Service would, however, be responsible for making depot closure recommendations. 

The Executive Service will make Source of Repair decisions for the assigned 
category of depot maintenance, control capital investments and divestitures within the 
category depots, establish performance measures, promulgate guidance and policy for 
operations and budgeting, and establish the necessary infrastructure that ensures customer 
support for peace time operations and contingency needs. To aid in accomplishing these 
objectives, the Executive Service will have decision authority for all DBOF depot 
maintenance business area resources (personnel, equipment and facilities) at depot 
assigned. The DDMC will retain decision making authority above set thresholds in key 
management interest areas. 

Joint Depot Maintenance Command 

The Joint Depot Maintenance Command (JDMC) is a joint command somewhat 
analogous to United States Transportation Command (TWNSCOM). While it would not 
"own" the personnel or physical plants of depots, it would control their capability 
assignments, priorities, capital investments (including MILCON), source of repair 
decisions and depot maintenance business area resourcing in DBOF budgets. Under the 
CINCDM would be a Deputy for Joint Requirements Integration and staff who would 
provide broad policy and advise the CINC on capability assignments, priorities, 
investments, and budgets. As a CINC, CINCDM would have a military peer relationship 
with combatant CINCs. His service component commanders would provide 
communication loops to and from service authorities. 

Within the JDMC, component commanders from each Service would be 
responsible for managing the depots and depot maintenance of their Service. The 
commanders would be assigned to, for example, five groups: 

Ground Warfare Systems Depot Command 
Maritime Air Warfare Systems Depot Command 
Sea Warfare Systems Depot Command 
Air Warfare Systems Depot Command 
Amphibious Warfare Systems Depot Command 

The Service depots would then be organized under these commands. Although 
the JDMC would allow each Service to retain organic depots, work would be assigned to 
all depots based on joint decisions and the CINCs priorities, not simply by sending 
equipment to the depot's of the equipment owning Service. The JDMC would make 
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integrated source of repair and workload assignments for each system and component 
based on a multitude of management and military necessity considerations. Thresholds 
would be established, below which the Services (component commanders) would have 
decision-making authority. The Deputy for Joint Requirements Lntegration would 
integrate .depot maintenance rquirtments and planning to accomplish these 
requirements. 

Defense Depot Maintenance Agency 

The Director of the Defense Depot Maintenance Agency @MA) reports to the 
Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition and Technology) as a peer to the Defense 
Logistics Agency and will assume ownership of all existing depots. The director will be 
responsible for developing broad goals, policy. and direction. He or she will directly 
make mission system, major technology group, and major subsystem workload 
assignments among depots by centrally controlling assignments above certain thresholds. 
He or she will establish standard business rules for making assignments below the 
thresholds. The director (in conjunction with program executive officers and program 
managers) will make source of repair decisions. He or she will recommend to the 
DUSD(L) and USD(Acquisition and Technology) depots for reorganization andlor 
closure. 

The agency will be organized along broad functionally-related combat platform 
and system lines (e.g., aeronautical, sea, ground, communications). Each broad platform 
and system line will be the responsibility of a System Executive (SE), nominally an 0-8 
or SES quivalent. Additionally, there will be an Executive Officer for Business 
Processes and Methods. Where more than one service has a vested intenst in a 
platfordsysterp line, the SE assignments will rotate among the affected services. 

EVALUATION OF THE A L T E R N A ~ S  

This section contains four principal subsections. The first subsection provides 
and summarizes the evaluation scoring results, outlining the overall scores assigned by 
OSD, JCS, and the Services (hereafter referred to as organizations) to each of the four 
depot maintenance management alternatives. The next subsection describes and provides 
the results of sensitivity analysis of the evaluations. Two sensitivity scenarios are used to 
test the stability of evaluation results with regard to evaluation weights. A third 
subsection presents the preference assessment of each organization with regard to which 
alternative was most desirable and least desirable, from a complete alternative 
perspective. The final subsection, composite results, compares evaluation scoring, 
sensitivity analysis, and preference assessments. 



BASELINE EVALUATION SCORING RESULTS 

Figure 5-2 shows the overall baseline evaluation score for each of the four depot 
maintenance management alternatives. In this figure, 30 constitutes a perfect score (i.e., 
each organization would have awarded the alternative a score of 5 for each of the six 
criteria evaluation a m )  and 6 is the lowest possible score (i.e., each organization would 
have awarded the alternative a score of 1 for each of the six criteria evaluation areas). 

O v e r a l l  S c o r e s  A c r o s s  S e r v l c e r  

0.0 
I m p e r m r a d  I u . m l k a  l D Y  C D Y A -  

D D Y  C Aea.1 - Cama~bm.Lh.d 
D D M  C 

Figure 5-2. Scores by Alternative 

Outlined below arc some key observations regarding the baseline evaluations. 
They are presented in terms of each management alternative. 

Empowered DDMC 

a The empowered DDMC received a scon of 25.3, which made it the highest 
overall scored alternative across the organizations. 

a It also was the highest scored alternative by OSD, Air Force, Army, Navy, and 
Marine Corps, and was scored second highest by JCS. 

Executive Agent - DDMC 

a Executive Agent - DDMC received a scon of 185, which virtually tied it with 
the JDMC as the second highest overall scored alternative across the 
organizations. 

It was the lowest scored alternative by the Navy and Marine Corps and the 
sacond lowest scored alternative by JCS, although it was scored second highest 
by OSD, Air Force and Army. 
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JDMC 

JDMC received a score of 18.8, which made it the second highest overall scored 
alternative across the organizations, but in a virtual tie with the Executive Agent - 
DDMC alternative. 

JDMC was the highest scored alternative by the JCS but the lowest scored 
alternative ~ ~ O S D .  

DMA - Functionalized 

DMA - Functionalized received a score of 15.2, which made it the lowest 
overall scored alternative across the organizations. 

It was also the lowest scored alternative by the JCS, Air Force, and Army. 

SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS RESULTS 

In order to test the stability of evaluation results with regard to evaluation 
weights, two sensitivity scenarios were developed - a higher weight for the im- 
plementation criterion and weights of zero for both military responsiveness criteria. The 
original, baseline, weights used to quantify the relative importance of the criteria wen  : 

Sensitivity Scenario #1 was developed in recognition of the potential importance 
of implementation to the ultimate success and acceptance of any depot maintenance 
management altemative. In this scenario, the relative weight for implementation was 
increased, implementation on a par with each of the military responsiveness 
areas. Other criteria were re-weighted based on this increase. 

Sensitivity Scenario #2 was developed to isolate military responsiveness from the 
management components of the criteria evaluation artas, and thus focus solely on a 
management component of the four depot maintenance management alternatives. In this 
scenario, the relative weights for the two milltaq responsiveness criteria evaluation areas 
were set to zero and the remaining criteria re-weighted to reflect this change. As 
described below, for each management alternative, the toplevel results were not 
particularly sensitive to a change in the criterion weights. The relative weights for the 
two sensitivity scenarios arc shown below. 

Scenario #1 Scenario #2 
Military Responsiveness - Contingency Response 22% 0% 
Militaxy Responsiveness - Peacetime Readiness 22% 0% 
Efficiency 13% 30% 
Authority And Responsibility For ... 13% 30% 
BRAC Interface 9% 20% 
Implementation 22% 20% 
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Empowered DDMC 

Empowered DDMC received the highest overall score across organizations under 
both sensitivity scenarios. 

Sensitivity analysis did not produce any changes in the relative rank of 
Empowered DDMC, either across organizations or for any individual 
organization,' except for the JCS evaluation under Scenario #2 when its rank 
dropped from second to third place. 

Empowered DDMC consistently received overall scores around 25 out of a 
possible 30. The other alternatives consistently mxivcd scores in the range of 14 
to 18. This demonstrates that the high ranking of the Empowered DDMC 
alternative is not affected by the choice of criteria relative weights. 

Executive Agent - DDMC 

Empowered DDMC received the highest overall score across organizations under 
both sensitivity scenarios. 

Sensitivity analysis produced change in the relative rank of Executive Agent - 
DDMC for only one organization - Navy. 

JDMC 

JDMC, which was ranked second under the baseline and Scenario #1, but 
dropped in rank to fourth place under Scenario #2 

This drop ia rank reflects the sensitivity of JDMC in this evaluation to the 
relative weight of the military responsiveness criteria 

DMA - Functionalized 

DMA - Functioualkd received the lowest overdl score across organizations 
under the baseline and Scenario #I, but rose in rank to third under Scenario #2. 

This rise in rank reflects the sensitivity of DMA - Functionalized in this 
evaluation to tbe relative weight of the military responsiveness criteria 

PREFERENCE ASSESSMENT RESULTS 

As part of the evaluation, each organization was asked to provide a preference 
assessment of each alternative, as viewed in its entirety. This assessment was made by 
indicating their most desirable and least desirable depot maintenance management 
alternatives - an o v d  preference imspective of individual criteria analysis. The 
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quantitative results are shown in Figure 5-3. In summary, they show the preferences 
outlined below. 

l The Empowered DDMC was judged most desirable by OSD, Air Force, Army, 
Navy, and Marine Corps 

The JDMC was judged most desirable by the JCS 

l The Executive Agent -- DDMC was judged least desirable by the Navy and the 
Marine Corps 

l The DMA -- Functionalized was judged least desirable by the JCS, the Air 
Force, and the Army. 

The JDMC was judged least desirable by the OSD. 

6 

0 4 
). 

c Most Desirable : 
m 
: 2 
a 
a 
4 Exmeutfre Agent - QUA - 
0 Functlonallr.d 
U = 0 t 
L r 
P - 2 

Least Desirable 

-4 

Figure 5-3. Preference Assessment Results 

COMPOSITE RESULTS 

Figure 5 4 ,  below, shows the rankings of each depot maintenance management 
alternative as determined under the baseline, two sensitivity scenarios, and preference 
assessments. As shown in the figure: 

The Empowered DDMC alternative ranked first under the baseline scoring, both 
sensitivity analyses, and the preference assessment Only JCS failed to rank 
Empowered DDMC fust, ranking i t  second under the baseline and sensitivity 
scenario 1 and third under sensitivity scenario 2. 
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The Executive Agent -- DDMC alternative was ranked third under the baseline 
scoring, Scenario # I  and the preference assessment but ranked second under 
Scenario #2. 

The JDMC alternative was ranked second under the baseline scoring, Scenario #1 
and the preference assessment but ranked fourth under Scenario #2. 

The DMA --- Functionaiized alternative was ranked fourth under the baseline 
scoring, Scenario #1 and the preference assessment but ranked third under - 

Scenario #2. 

Figure 5-4. Composite Findings 

NIA indiutu that the dternllivc was ad ranked cirha nost a kuc desirable by che orgmiutioa 
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Each evaluating organization provided descriptive comments and rational 
relevant to their assessments of the management alternatives. The results of the 
evaluations clearly indicate a strong broad-based support for the Empowered DDMC 
alternative.. Organizations selecting the Empowered DDMC based their decision and 
evaluations upon characteristics such as are outlined below. 

Strikes a proper and effective balance between decentralized operations and 
centralized management Provides an integrated perspective of DoD-wide 
operations and a decision support process to make the necessary decisions that 
affect the entire depot maintenance community. 

Provides Service Secretaries with maximum control over depot maintenance 
resources, maintenance requirements, program managers, item managers, and 
inventory control points 

Maintains a logistics capability to ensure a ready and controlled source of 
technical competence and resources necessary to respond to mobilization , 
contingency and other emergencies 

Maintains the interface between war fighters and the depot maintenance 
communities and assures responsiveness to the war fighting community 

Utilizes existing elements already in place to implement the alternative, i.e., 
organizational structures, communications links, and operating procedures 

Facilitates rapid and effective implementation - least disruptive and most 
economical 

Promotts competition and flexibility. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study had several objectives. The principal purpose was to implement the 
Secretary of Defense's direction to aggressively pursue reductions in excess depot 
capacity by assessing the merits of establishing an Executive Agent, Joint Command, or 
Defense Agency for depot maintenance activities and examining possible further 
consolidation of depot activities and competitive bidding. 

Chapter 1 provided the basic background for the study by developing the 
historical justification for depot maintenance, describing the postcold war shift in focus 
to depot maintenance efficiency, and summarizing the current posture. To satisfy the 
Secretary's direction, it was first necessary to idenafy and come to grips with the major 
issues facing depot maintenance management Seven potential issues are identified in 
Chapter 1. 

In order to study the issues, the Study Team compared overall depot sizing to 
force structure and other key indicators, rc-examined the concept and quantification of 
CORE, examined recent changes in the use of competition, captured depot-related lessons 
from Desert Shield/Desert Storm, researched relevant trends in commercial practice, and 
took a hard look at the relationship between organic depots and the industrial sector. 
Among the'most important results were the following: 

Inability to reduce excess depot capacity is unsubstantiated. Actions underway 
will result in a depot maintenance personnel end strength some 30% below FY87 
levels by the end FY94. Over 30% of the major maintenance depots existing in 
FY87 have been closed or recommended for closure. Overall, depot personnel, 
budget, and the number of depots have decreased at roughly the same rate as 
supported inventory, total military personnel levels, and activity levels. It is 
probably unarguable, however, that excess capacity will still exist after closures 
are completed*. one Air Force Air Logistics Center was initially recommended 
for closure but remains open as does one Army depot recommended for closure. 
Future force structure reductions are also in the offering and may create 
additional excess capacity. The budget for depot capital investment is increasing 
in the out years rather than declining along with other indicators. 

Unnecessary duplication of capability and limited interservicing remain issues. 
Although closing or realigning the depots that have so far been identified will 
reduce intra-Service duplication, it does liale for cross-Service duplication. Of 
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total Corporate Business Plan savings. less than 3% is expected to come from 
interservicing. The existing management structure, methods. and processes are 
not effective at controUing inter-Service redundancy. With regard to the 
unnecessary duplication of capability and excess capacity, the BRAC 93 
Commission was critical of DoD efforts to provide an integrated input supported 
by cross-Service analysis. 

Future downsizing (i.e. closing and realignment of depots) will be r equ id  and 
will require cross-Service workload assignment since there is limited remaining 

. 

opportunity for the Services to unilaterally reduce capacity without affecting 
mission support. Unfortunately, cross-Service cooperation has proved difficult 
under the current, narrowly focused, ServiceJDDMC management structure. An 
improved cross-Service management structure - one that has clear decision 
authority - is needed. 

The concept of organic CORE depot maintenance capability was revalidated. 
Further, the Study Team proposed a new, multiService, framework including a 
common sizing algorithm for Service application. 

Competition is achieving the anticipated benefits. Public-private competition 
awards are relatively well balanced between private and public sources. The 
competition program, which has proved to be a powerful motivating force, 
should obviously be continued. 

Whether or not depot maintenance should be used to protect the health of the 
U.S. industrial base, it has limited leverage to do so. Depot maintenance 
expenditurn in FY97 are projected to be about $13B (then year $). Since 
approximately S9B will already be spent in the private sector or committed to 
CORE, something on the order of $4B may be available to address industrial 
base considerations. This figure is under 1% of total aerospace, motor vehicle, 
and electronics sales. Because discretionary depot maintenance dollars are small 
compared to the industrial base, any use of depot maintenance workload to 
assure its health will rquire careful targeting. 

a Successful commercial f m s  have concludtd that an overemphasis on cenvalized 
control is dysfunctional because of inherent conservatism and unavoidable 
myopia of the "rational" analysis underlying centralized decisions. Additionally, 
intentional internal redundancy as a risk mitigation method has merit Taken as a 
whole, these trends suggest a yellow light for centralization and consolidation. 

There were four actionable issues that emerged from preliminary study. Fit, the 
capital budget reversal (increasing when other indicators are decreasing), or at least 
integrated management of capital investment for depot maintenance, is an issue that 
deserves attention. Second, there is presently no coordinated approach for employing 
limited depot maintenance leverage to maintain vital industrial sources. Effective 
employment will require cross-Service coordination in both the depot maintenance and 
acquisition communities. Third, unnecessary duplication of capability, excess capacity, 
and limited interservicing remain problems. They are made more difficult because of 
limited cross-Service control of depot maintenance business decisions and because 
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existing capacity measures are not capable of providing the insights that would facilitate 
resolution. Fourth (and partly derived from the third), some additional management 
centralization is needed to enhance the effectiveness and efficiency of depot maintenance. 
Indetd, a common thread throughout the study has been the need for a new management 
structure ta provide cross-Service coordination of capability, capacity, and related issues. 

The first actionable issue, capital budgeting, is within the capability of the current 
DDMC and Serviccs'depot maintenance management structure to resolve. Indeed, DoD 
is taking steps to provide integrated management of the FY94 depot maintenance capital 
investment program and views the revised management structure as the long-term 
integrated manager for this area of resources. The second, as discussed in Chapter 4, is 
outside the scope of this study and netds to be addressed in the context of Chapter 148, 
Title 10 U.S.C. industrial base assessments. The third issue was partly addressed through 
the management alternatives presented in this study-all of the altematives were intenaid 
to make cross-Service control simpler. The concept of a new analytic basis for making 
workload consolidation, capability, and related decisions, however, needs additional 
research beyond what was possible in this study. Framing and evaluating alternative 
management structures were major tasks for the study and are addressed below. 

ALTERNATIVE MANAGEMENT STRUCTURES 

The Study Team approached the subject of alternative management structures by 
establishing criteria for evaluating altematives and developing an evaluation 
methodology. It then generated a set of alternatives, all of which were at least 
satisfactory in the context of the evaluation criteria. The alternatives were: 

An Empowered Defense Depot Maintenance Council 

Executive Service Management coupled with an Empowered Defense Depot 
Maintenance Council 

A Joint Depot Maintenance Command 

A Defense Depot Maintenance Agency 

The Services, JCS, and OSD then evaluated the altematives. There was strong support for 
an Empowered DDMC. 

The Study Team recommends that DoD implement the Empowered DDMC. 
This alternative is embraced by the Services and has the necessary clout to provide 
oversight of the Department's depot maintenance operations, develop coherent DoD-wide 
policies, make decisions in key areas, and, in general, exercise the authority of the 
Secretary of Defense to provide effective, integrated depot maintenance management. 
The pacing requirement for implementation is BRAC 95. DoD recommendations are due 
to the Commission by January 1995, less than 18 months away. Because it will take time 
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for the Empowered DDMC to achieve full functionality, implementation now is needed 
to develop an integrated input supported by cross-Service analysis. 

Additionally, the Study Team makes the following recommendations: 

Promulgate as formal policy the CORE definition and sizing algorithm developed 
in Chapter 3. The j ~ s ~ c a t i o n  for organic CORE depot maintenance has been 
revalidated and its relationship to the other segments that make up the depot 
maintenance industrial base is understood 

Develop a new analytic basis (probably based on a metaphor other than capacity) 
for making workload consolidation, retention of redundant capability, and related 
decisions. Similar to the approach taken in Chapter 3 of this report, any such 
undertaking needs first and foremost to have a coherent foundation. Development 
should begin soon to have any likelihood of affecting BRAC 95 
recommendations. 

Continue the competition program (private-private, public-public, and public- 
private). Evidence so far is that it is producing beneficial results - costs can be 
reduced, efficiency improved and innovative maintenance approaches developed. 
Although level-playing-field considerations will continue to deserve attention in 
public-private competition, the empirical results thus far indicate the process is 
essentially fair: then has not been a decisive shift of workload from the public 
sector to private or in the reverse direction. 

Do not at this time convert depot operations to Government owned, contractor 
operated (GOCO) plants. Although GOCO depots appear viable the Department 
needs a better understanding of the actual viability and the advantage to be 
gained by making the change. Recommend further study of this concept. 

Engage with the ongoing Undersecretary of Defense (Acquisition)-sponsored 
integrated assessment of the U.S. ttchnology and industrial base to determine 
how and if depot maintenance workload should be used to preserve capabilities 
in the public sector. 
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TERMS OF REFERENCE 
rOR 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE l l 4 F i U S T R ~  REVIEW 
AND 

STUDY OF OPTIONS FDR INTEGRATED MANA-NT 
DOD D E m  hUUNTENANCE ACTIVfTIES 

I. BACKGROUND 

On April 15, 1993, t h e  Secretary of Defense directed t h a t  t h e  
o f f i c e  o f  t h e  A s s i s t a n t  S e c r e t q  of Defense (PLL) examine a l t e rna -  
t i v e s  for management and opera t ion  of t h e  Department's depot- level  
maintenance a c t i v i t i e s .  I n  doing so, t h e  S e c r e t q  s t a t e d :  

"OSD, assisted by t h e  Serv ice  S e c r e t a r i e s  and t h e  J o i n t  
S t a f f ,  w i l l  assess t h e  merits of establishing an Executive Agent, 
J o i n t  C o m n d ,  or Defense Agency for depot maintenance a c t i v i -  
ties. The study w i l l  a l s o  examine pssible f u r t h e r  conso l ida t ion  
of depot  a c t i v i t i e s  and compet i t ive  bidding. The Department 
should  aggress ive ly  pursue r e d u c t i o n s  i n  e x c e s s  depot  capaci ty."  

I n  a d d i t i o n  t h e  Secre ta ry  has  d i r e c t e d  a review of t h e  Department 
o f  Defense i n f r a s t r u c t u r e ,  of  which maintenance depo t s  are a pa r t ,  
Terms o f  Reference (TOR) desc r ib ing  t h i s  review i n  three phases, or 
tasks, and a TOR f o r  "Task 2" were i s s u e d  by t h e  O f f i c e  of t h e  
Director, Program Analysis  and Evaluat ion  (PALE) i n  A p r i l  1993. 

11. PURPOSE 
, . 

This TOR is t o  direct t h e  review and develop r e c m e n d  solu- 
t i o n s  for i s s u e s  r e l a t e d  t o  depot  maintenance. The review w i l l  
f o l l o w  t h e  same b a s i c  s t r u c t u r e  as approved by t h e  USD(A) for Task 2 
of t h e  I n f r a s t r u c t u r e  Review. That  structure is a s  follows: 

A. P repare  a s t a t i s t i c a l  and an i n s t i t u t i o n a l  overview of t h e  
f u n c t i o n a l  areas under depot maintenance. The d e s c r i p t i o n  w i l l  
c o n t a i n  t h e  fol lowing b a s i c  elements: 

1. A d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  weapon system a c q u i s i t i o n  process 
and h w  and when d e c i s i o n s  axe made regarding depot 
maintenance requirements; t h e  criteria c u r r e n t l y  used 
(bas i s  for decis ion ,  i .e. ,  law, p l i c y ,  e c o n d c s ,  
other); and, t h e  role of workload competition. 
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tions, conanand and control of functions in peacetime 
and wart-, workload and logistics planning and opera- 
tional execution. 

3. ~inancial data -- distribution of costs and sales; 
organiclsontract split; budget and funding projections. 

4. Size and composition of the depot maintenance facility 
infrastructure (how measured) including number, loca- 
tion, and mission of activities; including description 
of private sector depot maintenance base, size and 
demographics of workforce, description of related sup- 
porting structure, and accomplishments to date in down- 
sizing infrastructure (includhg downsizing planned in 
~ ~ 9 2 - 9 7  Corporate Business Plan and BRAC 93). 

5. The role of the maintenance depots in supporting Opera- 
tion Desert Storm and how well they performed. 

C 

6. Workload estimates by depot and types of workload. 

B. Describe exogenous drivers of depot maintenance program and cost. 

1. Most significant requirements of law, including environ- 
mental li~nitations, FAR, international agreements, 
etc. ; 

2. External constituencies; 

3. Technology; 

4. Workload ( e . ~ . ~  force structure, operating tempo, and 
equipment driven relationships); 

C. Fundamental policy drivers. 

1 Changes in strategy and role; 

2. Economics; 

3. DoD regulations, DBOF rules, BRAC procedures. 



D. Decision Criteria and Issues. The purpose of d e f i n i n g  i s s u e s  
and decie ion c r i t e r i a  i s  to e n s u r e  t h a t  option8 for  cons idera t ion  are 
placed i n  the  context of a problem to be solved. I n  t h e  case of 
depot maintenance, the -problem, or causat ive  issue for which the 
SecDef options were generated,  was t h e  issue of the  e x i s t e n c e  of 
e x c e s s  capacity, how best t o  e l i m i n a t e  it, and how t o  manage the  
remaining capacity. An external f a c t o r  playing i n  t h e  equat ion is 
t h e  c l a im  by others t h a t  more D o D  organic  work ahould be d i r ec t ed  t o  
t h e  p r i v a t e  sector. 

1. Issues w i l l  be i d e n t i f i e d  and pr io r i t i zed .  An i n i t i a l  
s t a r t i ng  p o i n t  f o r  framing issues would be these ques- 
t ions t 

- now could DoD b e s t  evaluate the c a p a b i l i t i e s  and use 
of p u b l i c  and p r i v a t e  sector depot maintenance 
a c t i v i t i e s  i n  providing rec-ndations for BRAC 
957 

- What should be t h e  r o l e  of the  public and pr iva t e  
sector  maintenance depots? 

- what should be t h e  bas i s  for  determining t h e  s i z e  of 
t h e  depot  maintenance structure and t h e  publ ic /pr i -  
vate  sector share?  

-- Is t h e r e  a "core" requirement t h a t  can be quan- 
t i f i e d  as o rgan ic  D o D  (except by l a w ) ?  

- What are t h e  various management s t r u c t u r e s  t h a t  
could k p u t  i n t o  place t o  administer and manage 
the  DoD d e p o t  maintenance system and what are t he  
pros and c o n s  of each? 

2. The issues cited i n  Secretary Aspin's Apri l  IS, 1993, 
memo w i l l  be s p e c i f i c a l l y  addressed, 
including: (a) an  assessment of t h e  meri ts  of es tabl ish-  
ing an Executive Agent, Joint  Command, or Defense Agency 
for depot maintenance a c t i v i t i e s  and assessment of other 
management o p t i o n s ,  including an 'empowered" Defense ~ e p t  
Maintenance Counci l  and privatizat ion of depot maintenance 
f a c i l i t i e s  r (b) development of reccaonendations fo r  t he  
preferred option; and,  (c) an exadnation and development 
of an appropr ia te  framework for  possible f u r t h e r  consoli- 
dation of depot a c t i v i t i e s  and ccmpetitf ve bidding. 



. . .  *, 3 .' ' i~ Crib uhtc.1t, . . . !hie, views of M D  ord nc: -&:'I 
. .. t .*J.-- * a ; ; '  a- m! :,-:.?.;: 7,:: c ~ - e ; A e - m +  i~ Aa*.t'al,-.p- 

The Depot Maintenance Study Group w i l l  i d e n t i f y  issues, analyze 
management opt ions  and issue a study report w i t h  recommendations by 
~ u l y  15, 1993, a8 required by the  Secretary of Defense wmorandum of 
p i  5 1993. The Logirtica Infrastructure Task 2 Panel will not 
establish a separate set of options or recmmndat ions ,  but will 
incorporate the results of thir  effort. To the extent that other 
l o g i s t i c s  issues say depand upon t h e  recanmendations of the  Depot 
Maintenance study group, those dependencies w i l l  b reported via the 
Infrastructure  Task 2 Logistics Panel. 

David 3. Berteau 
Principal Deputy 
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CORE APPROACHES AND QUANTIFICATION 

All Services rely on approved scenarios that serve as the foundation for CORE 
determinations. The driver &hind this is the joint planning pmcas accomplished by the JCS that . 
is reflected in Service plans for contingencies and mobilization. All Services have a common step 
of identifying the quipment or weapon systems that should be considered as part of the CORE 
determination Each of the Sewices performs the calculations to quantify CORE in a different 
manner. Although CORE is conceived of in terms of resources, all Services express it in terms of 
workload (man-hours). 

ARMY 

Approach: The Army identifies those units that deploy during contingencies or mobilization to 
support approved operational scenarios. In turn, those units have established "mission essential" 
equipment allowances documented in The Army Equipment Distribution System (Equipment 
Readiness Code or ERC "A" and "P"). In this way the linkage is established between the scenario 
and quantities of quipment to be supported by the depot structure. 

Quantification: The uses the percent of cach line item (ERC A and P) of the total inventory 
and applies it to the workload program rquirement for that line item for a given year. The 
CORE quantity for cach line item is totaled and a percent of the total Army workload is 
calculated. This is the percent of CORE workload Thus, CORE is expressed as a percent of the 
peacetime workload requirement. 

MARINE CORPS 

Approach: The Marine Corps begins with the identification of mission essential items (MCBul 
3000 and some other items on a case by case basis). Then the quantity of these items in the three 
active Fleet Marine Force (FMF) organizations is determined. This establishes the linkage 
between the scenario and quantities of quipment to be supported. 

Quantification: The applies its CORE petcentage against its peacetime workload. 
The CORE percentage is computed by dividing the acquisition objective (that which is required 
by the FMF plus 50 days (funded) of prepositioned war reserve) into the applicable active FMF 
quipment quantity. The percentage is than applied to the individual weapon systemlitem 
peacetime workload. 
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NAVY 

Approach: The Navy first identifies the ships, aircraft and weapon systems (by type and quantity) 
which will be required to successfully complete combat contingency missions assigned by the 
Joint Chiefs. Next, the Navy catalogs the depot-level enginering and maintenance functions 
which must be performed to support these mission essential ships, aircraft and weapons. The 
capabilities needed to perform these functions are "CORE" capabilities. CORE capabilities arc 
established (if they don't alreddy exist) and maintained by assigning a minimum level of relevant 
work to the organic shipyards and depots. 

Quantification: The N a w  defrnes CORE workload as the minimum depot work needed to 
maintain CORE competencies. CORE workload is quantified by fmt applying acceleration 
factors to the peacetime level of effort for each CORE competency to account for increased 
combat employment and anticipated battle damage. The result of this calculation is then derated 
by a factor which accounts for the fact that, normally, less than lW% of the total inventory of a 
class of ships, aircraft or weapons will be committed to combat 

AIR FORCE 

Approach: For the Air Force, the CORE methodology is based on assumptions which are derived 
from approved operational scenarios. In particular, flying hours to support approved operational 
scenarios are the initial step for quantifying CORE. All weapons systems related to the peacetime 
and wartime flying hour programs are included. Any workload for itemslsystems not directly 
affected by flying hour programs are individually established based on expected surge 
requirements. 

Quantification: w r  Forcc shows a CORE percent calculated for each category of work The 
ratio of peace to war flying hours is key in this computation because this ratio is applied to the 
peacetime depot maintenance requirements, i.e., workload. This is done for each category of 
work in conjunction with a wartime depot capability (resources) computation. Wartime workload 
requirements arc then matched against the wartime resource capability for each category of 
workload (airframes, missiles, engines, etc.) to determine a percent CORE. 





LEGISLATION THAT SIGNIFICANTLY EFEECTS 
DoD DEPOT MAINTENANCE 

TlTLE 10 U.S.C., CHAPTER 146 

Each year DoD is subjected to legislative guidance contained in annual appropriation and 
authorization acts. The most enduring of this congressional guidance is codified as 
permanent law in Title I0 U.S. Code. 

Title 10 U.S.C. Chapter 146, Contracting For Performance of Civilian Commercial Or 
Industrial Type Functions, is the basic law that prescribes the legal parameters for DoD 
acquisition activities including depot maintenance operations. The Chapter's nine 
sections. 2461 through 2469 address the following topics: 

Commercial or industrial type functions - required studies and =ports before 
conversion to contractor performance 
Contracting for certain supplies and services required when cost is lower 
Reports on savings or costs from increased use of DoD civilian p e r s o ~ e l  
CORE Logistics Functions 
Prohibition on contracts for performance of fm fighting or security-guard 
functions 
Limitations on the performance of depot-level maintenance of material 
Cost comparisons; requirements with respect to retirement costs and consultation 
with employees 
Military installations; authority of base commanders over contracting for 
commercial activities 
Contracts to perform workloads previously performed by depot-level activities of 
the Department of Defense; requirement of competition. 

The discussion below deals only with those sections of Title 10 that have the most 
significance to depot maintenance. 

CORE Logistics Functions 

Title 10 U.S.C., Chapter 146, Section 2464 Sub-section (a)(l), requires DoD to maintain 
a logistics capability (including personnel, equipment, and facilities) to ensure a ready 
and controlled source of technical competence and resources necessary to ensure effective 
and timely response to a mobilization, national defense contingency situations and other 
emergency requirements. Sub-section (aX2) specifics that the Secretary of Defense shall 
identify those logistics activities that are necessary to maintain the logistics capability 
described above. Sub-section (b)(l) precludes non-government personnel from 
contracting for performance of logistics activity identified by the Secretary under 
Subsection (a) above. Sub-section (b)(2) grants the Secretary of Defense waiver 
authority from Sub-section (b)(l) above and then requires that OMB Circular A-76 
provisions be followed in case of such waiver. (OMB Circular A-76 establishes 
procedures for determining whether commercial activities should be performed under 
contract with commercial sources or in-house using Government facilities and personneI.) 



Sub-sections (b)(3) and (4) specify the provisions as to when the waiver under (b)(2) 
can take place and then elaborate on those provisions. 

In summary, whenever a waiver is granted to non-government personnel to contract for 
performance of a logistic activity identified by the Secretary of Defense then the 
provisions of OMB Circular A-76 apply. If the analysis done to comply with A-76 
indicates increased competition and increased private sector participation is necessary in 
order to perform DoD Iogistics functions in a more e x e t i o u s  manner, then an exclusion 
from the OMB Circular A-76 provisions may be considered as a desirable - 
recommendation. 

Legislatively Defined Limits 

Title 10, U.S.C., Section 2466 Sub-section (a)(l), prescribes the percentage limitation 
for the performance of depot-level maintenance. Except in the case of the Army, the 
Secretary of Defense may not contract for the p c r f o m ~ ~ ~ ~  by non-Federal Government 
personnel of more than 40% of depot-level maintenance workload for the military 
department or the Defense Agency. In the Army's case Sub-section (a)(2), the Secretary 
of the Army shall provide for the performance of Army aviation depot-level maintenance 
workload by employees of the Department of Defense of not less than (A) 50% for FY93, 
(B) 55% for N94, and (C) 60% for W95. Furthermore, sub-section (b) prohibits the 
management of DoD depot-level civilian employees on the basis of any end-strength 
constraint or limitation. Instead, these employees shall be managed solely on the basis of 
available workload and funds available for &pot-level maintenance. Within the depot 
maintenance community this section is commonly referred to as the 6 0  split 

Sub-section (c) grants the Secretaries of the Military Departments authority to waiver the 
limitation requirements if wananted by national security interests. If the Secretaries 
exercise such waiver authority, they are required to notify Congress of the reasons. Sub- 
section (d) exempts the Sacramento Army Depot from the requirements of this section. 

Reporting requirements are spccif~ed in sub-section (eX1); the Secntary of the Anny 
and the Secretary of the Air Force shall jointly submit to the Congress a report describing 
the progress to achieve and maintain the percentage limitations by January 15, 1992 and 
1993 for the then ended applicable fiscal years. Sub-section (e)(2) requires that the 
Secretary of each Military Department and the Secretary. of Defense, with respect to the 
Defense Agencies, jointly submit by Januaty 15, 1994, a report as described in sub- 
section (e)(l). 

The percentage limitation on the amount of contracting permitted, as specified in section 
2466 above, presents a potential ceiling with respect to the proposed new methodology of 
sizing depot maintenance CORE. 

Threshold For Moving Workloads 

Title 10 U.S.C., Chapter 146, Section 2469 is the last section of the chapter. However, it 
is of major importance because it prescribes constraints and procedures placed on the 



Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of a military department In essence, performance 
of depot-level maintenance workload with a threshold of $3,000,000 that is currently 
being performed by a DoD depot-level activity cannot be changed, unless the Secretary 
uses competitive procedures. 

ACQUISITION LAW ADVISORY PANEL REPORT 

In section 800 of Public Law Number 101-510 (the National Defense Authorization Act 
for FY91). Congress directed the Department of Defense to establish the "DoD Advisory 
Panel on Streamlining and Codifying Acquisition Laws." Accordingly the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition selected a Panel of experts in acquisition law and 
procurement policy to review all laws affecting DoD procurement with the intent of 
streamlining the acquisition processes. Under the leadership of the Commandant of the 
Defense Systems Management College, this panel concluded its work in January 1993 
and prepared a report for transmission by the Secretary of Defense to the Congress. The 
report is commonly refemd to as the 800 report - named after the section of the law that 
authorized it. The report contains recommendations that impact on the management of 
depot work loading processes. 

With regard to the three sections of title 10, U.S.C. Chapter 146 on CORE Logistic 
Functions, the panel proposed a new section designated as 24XY. This recommendation 
is extremely important and should be adopted except for minimal word changes (see 
strikeouts and bolding (additions)) and the inclusion of the competitive efficiency and 
effectiveness rules contained in Title 10, U.S.C., Chapter 146, Section 2461 (a)(3). The 
modified recommendation is as follows: 

"10 U.S.C. SECTION 24XY CORE LOGISTICS FUNCIlONS 

a POLICY - It is essenhal for t k  national defense that Department of D4ense 
activities maintain a CORE logistics capability (including personnel, equipmcnr 
and facilities) sufficient to ensure a rea& and controlled source of technical 
competence and resources necessary for an effective and timely response to 
~ t i o n a l  wentc  contingency sim'ons and other emergency requirements. 

b. Accordingly, the Secretary of Dfcnre or secretary of a military drpartment shll  
identifi those logistics activities that are necessary to maintain the logistics 
capabilities described in subsection (a). 

(1)  Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary of Defense 
or secretary of a military department shall have the modification, depot 
maintenance, and repair of defense-related material pedonned by 
Govenvncnt or military personnel at activities ia2mjied in subsection 
(b) as the secretary detennines necessary to maintain the CORE logistics 
capabilities described in subsection (a). 

( 2 )  The Secretary of Defense or the secretary of a military d e p a m n t  
m y  use competition among those Govenvncnt-owned facilities to 
determine which entity can most eflciently perfom the CORE logistics 



trqnitmmtts capabilities described at subsection ( a )  above, considering 
both cost and performance factors. 

c. In excess of the CORE logistics rrpainnrenk capabilities described in subsection 
(b), above, t k  Secretary of Defense or secretary of a military &partmen! may 
acquire the additional modification, &pot maintenance and repair of &fenre- 
related material and cumponcnts, and t k  prvduaion of d&nse-related 
supplies. needed for the Departmnt of Defense through (i) competition among 
maintenance aktivities owned by t k  United States, (ii) competition between 
such activities and privatefinns, or (iii) competition among privatefinns. 

d In compctitiom under this section. whether between DUD activities, between 
DoD activities and private finnr. or between private jinnr, b i b  from t k s e  
entities shall accurately disclose all costs properly and consistently &rived 
from accounting system and practices thor comply with laws, policies and 
standords applicable to those entities. In competition between DoD actiMes 
and privcztcjinns, the Government colculmion for the cost of perfonnutace of 
such function by D r p ~ m ~ n t  of Defense n'dian employec~ shall be based on 
an estimate of the most e m n t  and cost effeca've oganircrtion for 
performonce of suchfinerion by Deportment of Defense civilicrn cmplogees. 

e. The procedures or requirements of OMB Circular A-76 & not apply to 
determinations ma& or competitions entered inro pursuant to this section " 

The final panel recommendation in this area is the repeal of both Section 2466, and 
Section 2469. Section 2466 sets forth guidance regarding DoD contracting for depot 
level maintenance. In short, it prohibits each Military Department from contracting out 
more than 40% of its depot level maintenance and is considered as an aggregate type 
limitation. Section 2469 quires competitions before changing the performance of 
depot-level maintenance workloads, valued at S3M or more, among DoD depot activities 
or between such depot activities and private conuactors. Section 2469 is considcrcd a 
limitation applicable at the individual depot level. The repeal of these sections is an 
excellent recommendation. 
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SUMMARY: MAJOR WEAPON SYSTEM ACTlVATlON PLANS As of: 7mB3 
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DEPOT ACT DATE 
Ti30 

4TH QTR 96 
20 QTR 97 

3/93 
1998 
2/96 

41H OTR 94 
1/2000 (Start) 

TBD 

ICSlDEPOT OR CLS 
ICS M R U  95 (1) 
ICSaRGANC 

K;S-ORGANICCLS 
ICS-ORGANICCLS 

ICS-ORGANIC 
ICS-ORGANIC 

K;S-ORGANICCLS 
ICS - TBD 

ICS-ORGANIC 

Milesone Ill Date 
6/95 

2/91 DUAL SOURCE 
3/96 
1 /93 

4/92 
NIA 
N/A 

2/93 (IIIA) 

Program Name 
C-17 
ACM 

JSTARS 
MILSTAR 

AWACS RlSP 
AMRAAM 

B 1 
82 

SR-UAV 

Seritlce 
AF 
AF 
AF 
AF 
AF 
AF 
AF 
AF 

DOD 





Legal Perspective 
on 

Depot Maintenance Management Alternatives 

This appendix provides an overview of potential legislative issues that may need 
to be considered in adopting one of the five management alterncr~es developed by 
the Study Team. it is not intended to be a comprehensive review, but more to provlde 
insight into the considerations that may have bearing on the implementation of an 
alternattve depot maintenance management structure. The primary focus involves 
potential limitations on the authority of the Secretary of Defense to reorganize Do0 in 
light of the Goldwater-Nichols DoD reorganization Act of 1986, set forth at 10 U.S.C. 
Section 11 1 et seg. ("Goldwater-Nichols"l and issues under the Defense Base Realignment 
and Closure At of 1990 ("BRAC?. Pub. L No. 101 310 Section 2901 et seg. Any or all of 
the aiternattves may require supporting legislation in order to Implement. 

Goldwater-Nichols, which reorganized and strengthened certain elements of 
DoD, was the culmination of a series of studies and hearings by Congress and the 
Packard Commission. One of the central purposed of Goldwater-Nlchob was to 'clarify 
the roles, responsibilities, and authority of senlor civilian officials and senior military officers 
of (DoD.)" S. Rep. No. 99-280,99th Cong., 2d Sess. 2 (1986). Goldwater-Nicholas 
enumerated the powers and duties of the Secretary of Defense as well as the powers 
and dutles of the Sewice Secretaries. In addltion, GoMwater-Nichols specMcally 
modified the authority of the Secretary of Defense to reorganhe DoD. 

Prior to the enactment of Goldwater-Nichok. the Secretary of Defense had the 
ability to "(t)ransfer, reassign, consolidate, or abolish any Do0 function, power, or duty, 
including those vested by law in DoD or in a DoD officer, official or agency.' S. Rep. No. 
99-280.99th Cong., 2d Sess. 13 (1986). reprinted in 1986 U.S.C.C.A.N. 2181 (citing old 
section of statue). In Goldwater-Nichols, Congress curbed this broad grant of legislatfve 
authorily by repealing that portion of the statute that enabled the Secretary of Defense 
to change functions, powers, and duties specified in law and requiring Congressional 
approval of such changes in its normal legislative process, except In time of hostilities or 
imminent threat of hostilities when the President ls authorized to transfer, reassign. or 
consolidate functions, that the congress has expressly created a function, power, or duly 
and has speciflcdly assigned it to an entity created by the Congress, the Secretary of 
Defense's authority to reassign, transfer, or consolMate Is limited. See 10 U.S.C. Section 
125. 

Many of the management atternattves considered appear to change or 
eliminate Service Secretary functions and responsibiilties set forth in statute. Therefore, a 
detailed review and analysis by the Do0 General Counsel would be in order to 
determine whether legislation would be required to support implementation of a specific 
alternative selected. 

In addition to Goidwater-Nichols Lssues. the five proposals may ralse issues under 
BRAC which may need legal review. To the extent that any of the proposals require 
realignment of the organhcrtlons and closure of actlvitles as defined in the statue, BRAC 
procedures would have to be followed and appropriated funds could not othewise be 
used for such efforts. Whether closure or realignment is invoked may need to be 
determined by counsel. 



APPENDIX F 

DEFENSE DEPOT MAINTENANCE MANAGEMENT 
ALTERNATIVES 

This Appendix provides a complete description of the Four Depot Maintenance 

Management Alternatives. In addition, this Appendix indades a Table starting 

on page F-28 that compares the alternatives with regard to functions performed. 

The alternatives start on the pages indicated below: 

Empowered Defense Depot Maintenance Council, page F-2 

Executive Service Depot Maintenance Management 

with and empowered DDMC, page F-7 

Joint Depot Maintenance Command, page F-15 

Defense Depot Maintenance Agency, page F-23 

. 
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CONCEPT PAPER FOR AN 
E x ~ m r m  SERVICE DEPOT MAINTENANCE MANAGEMENT 

W m  AN EMPOWERED DDMC 

A. Overview 

1. The current Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) and reIated depot 
maintenance management structure has limited cross-service control of depot maintenance 
business decisions. Its principal focus has been on managing to implement the efficiencies and 
attain the savings called for by the Defense Management Review. The result has been great 
difficulty making substantial changes in depot capacity and business processes. Needed are: 

Broader-based, more fundamental downsizing decisions to include cross-service resizing 
of depot capacity to match changing force structure, 
A standard, DoD-wide structure for managing and operating depot-level maintenance, 
and 
Common maintenance procedures, cost systems, and information systems. 

2. Proposed in this paper is an empowered DDMC that provides oversight of the entire 
breadth of the Department's depot maintenance operations, develops coherent DoD-wide policies, 
makes decisions in a limited number of key areas, and, in general, exercises the authority of the 
Secretary of Defense to provide effective, integrated depot maintenance management A decision 
support process would be developed to provide consistent decision support information, highlight 
necessary decisions, and elevate decisions to appropriate levels. The Components retain 
operational control of actual depot maintenance operations, organic and contract, and arc 
responsible for implementation of approved business plans. 

The chair of the DDMC will be the incumbent in the newly established position of the 
DUSD(L). The membership of the DDMC will include the DUSDC), and a designated 
representative from the Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps, JCS and DLA. figure 1 provides 
a notional organizational approach. The members will vote on issues and programs raised to the 
DDMC level; the chair will promulgate decisions through the appropriate means, e.g., decision 
memoranda and policy statements. All seven members will each have one equal vote and a 
simple majority rule will decide all issues. Those decisions requiring additional authority or 
those issues that cannot be resolved will be elevated to the Board of Directors (described below), 
the USD(A) or to the Secretary or Deputy Secretary of Defense, as may be appropriate. 

Unlike the current DDMC, the empowered DDMC will have welldefmed decision 
making authority in specific areas of responsibility. However, as with the cunent DDMC 
structure, the Components will retain responsibility for and control of the resources for program 
execution. The empowered DDMC will function as the decision maker and management 
integrator in DoD depot maintenance operations areas such as the following: 

a. Industrial suppon policy for depot level maintenance 
b. Consolidated planning 
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c. Coordinated resourcing 
d. Standardized business practices 
e. Significant business decisions 
f. Integrated capacity management to include downsizing decisions 

(e.g., BRAC 95) 

The empowered DDMC will be supported by a maintenance management support 
activity (MMSA) attached to OSD. The MMSA will be responsive to routine management tasks 
attendant to their described support role as well as to specific taskings from the DDMC. 

EMPOWERED DEFENSE DEPOT MAINTENANCE COUNClL 

I DepSecDef 

I 

ODUSD(L) - 
Mrcug- 
suppaC - 

JCS Swvlor DU 

- L 

1 
Figure 1. Relationship to Other Offices, Commands, and Agencies 

3. It is important to understand the relationship of the empowered DDMC management 
concept to Service headquarters, combatant commands, materiel commands, system managers, 
item managers, and others from the standpoint of functions assumed and not assumed. The 
relationships would be as shown in the following table: 
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Functional Relationships 

Comment 

Broad poticy promulgated by 
Deputy Undersecretary of Defense 
Logistics 

Responsibility of Savices 

In coordination with Services 

In coordination with Savices 

In coordination with affected 
Senices 

Saves to standardize where 
appropriate; m i t w s  results from 
an integrated perspective 
Works to establish comparability 
and uniformity 

Saviccs arr: responsible for 
public-public, public-private, and 
private-private depot maintenance 
procnremnt 
Services develop budgets; DDMC 
advocates after theit review and 
approval 
Savice or jointly developad and 
supported capabilities 

Supported by beadquarters 
commands, materiel commands, 
etc. 
Services rrtain ownership of 
facilities and responsibility to plan 
for and advocate resourus 

Empowerel DDMC Responsibility 

Supports developmmt of internal 
* policies; approves implementation of 
such policies. Recommends wbere 
policy affects external commands and 
agencies 

Supports 

Develops overall guidelines; reviews 
rtsults of gui&linc application. 
Promulgates guidelines; dtcidcs above 
set thresholds 

Provides general guidelioes; establishes 
criteria; &ides above ser  holds 
Develops broad goals and provides 
guidelines; develops uniform criteria; 
integrates as nacessaxy and determines 
final posture 
Develops rtquircmtots; approves and 
reviews implcmentatioa 

Provides g e n d  g u i d e k ,  Focuses on 
any necdcd sta&udhtion 

Facilitates sharing of information 

Ovenighc guidelines for competition 
ProgramS 

Reviews from an htegated perspective; 
uses Limitad number of coaaols to 
balance overall program 
Ensures DoD has estabtisbed 
appropriate capabilities 

Broad policy; advocates appropriate 
policy within DoD and with external 
constituencies 
Coordination of facility use and capital 
improvements above set thresholds 

t 
Fun&n/Area 

Overall policy on &pot 
rnainttnance process 

Dettrmining requirements for 
depot maintenance 
CORE 

Depot posturdbusiness 
planning and maintenance 
workload assignments 
Soum of repair decisions 

Downsizing 

Depot maintenance busi~ess 
practices and performance 
measures 
&pot maintenance idonnation 
systems (cost, workload 
control. rtsoutce allocation, 
industrial engineering) 
Depot m a i n m e  methods 
and procedures 
Procurement 

DBOF budget 

Contingency response forces 
(e.g., banle damage repair 
kams and in-theater &pot(s)) 
Human resource management 

Ownership of Maintenance 
Production Facilities and 
Resources 
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B. Why Do It, How Does it Work? 

4. The motivations for moving to an empowered DDMC structure are centered on the 
complexity of developing and implementing alternative management structures in a timely and 
effective manner. The fundamental issue appears to be providing integrated management for a 
limited number of recurring policy and resource decisions. These decisions become increasingly 
more important during the transition to a smaller depot infrastructure. Depot maintenance as a 
process is, however, an integriil part of a larger logistics infrastructure and is intricately 
interwoven into the fabric of support for DoD weapon systems and equipment Each Component - 

has tailored its depot maintenance support structure to meet its unique maintenance needs as well 
as to operate effectively within the Component logistics structure and overall organization. Depot 
maintenance is, therefore, not so easily segregated to establish centralized agencies, commands, 
or other combined organizations. 

The empowered DDMC addresses the need to provide integrated management of a 
number of key elements within the DoD depot maintenance program. Through broadening the 
charter of the DDMC to go beyond effective implementation of the Defense Management Report, 
the DDMC is granted the perspective necessary to deal across the entire spectrum of depot 
maintenance operations. Institutionalizing the decision making authority in the DDMC provides 
a viable way to make the necessary decisions that provide control of the integrated program. The 
DDMC provides centralized management (for a limited number of program and decision 
variables) and decentralized program execution (through an already established infrastructure that 
is fully integrated with the Service's combat and weapon systems management concepts). 

5. The necessary decision-making authority to effectively manage DoD depot 
maintenance resides in the SecDef chain. To strengthen the DDMC, a decision support process 
that includes a limited number of controls is required. The DDMC focus will be on a limited 
number of key decisions that require an integrated perspective and provide effective overall 
control of DoD depot maintenance operations. The DDMC will elevate the decision level when 
appropriate to ensure effective implementation of decisions. To enhance the effectiveness of the 
empowered DDMC, a "Board of Directors" wilI be cstabiished. The Board, which would be 
comprised of (for example) the USD(A) and thc Service Understcntaries, would come into play 
should the DDMC not be able to resolve a particular issue or reach a decision. 

Decision implementation is through Semce chains of command and management 
structures. The DUSD (L) chairs the DDMC. The composition of the empowered DDMC is 
described above in paragraph 2. When issues cannot be resolved by the DDMC, they will 
determine the appropriate course of action, e.g., submit the issue to the Board of directors or to 
the USD(A) or DepSecDef. 

Decision parameters will be established for a limited number of key elements, e.g., 

Workloading 
Budgeting 
Capital investment and dis-investment 
Technology introduction 
Business strategies and support systems 

6. The DDMC is supported by a maintenance management support activity (MMSA). 
There is a permanent head of the MMSA who shall be an SES-level director. The joint 
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community provides membership for the permanent MMSA, which serves as a monitoring, 
planning and information staff. The empowered DDMC and its suppon structure will provide an 
opportunity to streamline the current interservice support structure and eventually would subsume 
much of that structure's operations. The Director of the MMSA will, 

Develop the decision support concept, e.g., identify control elements and information 
needed to support DDMC operations 
Facilitate and oversee consolidated planning; develop integrated plan; 
Monitor plan implementation 
Develop DDMC operating procedures and agendas 

The DDMC is an ad hoc group with scheduled periodic meetings. DDMC meetings will 
address recurring topics (e.g., as in decision parameters d W b e d  above) in a methodical manner. 
Other topics may be introduced thru agenda development by the Components, by OSD or by the 
MMSA. "Triggers" an established to raise decisions to DDMC level, e.g.: 

Workloads - inter-dept (into or out of a single depot) or change of source workloads 
exceeding on a cumulative fiscal year basis 100 DLY s annually 
Budgeting - deviations from Corporate Business Plan of xx percent 
Capital investments - total by depot and specific projects exceeding S100K in value 
Tcchaoiogy introduction - Introduction of any new technology; adaptation or expansion 
of existing technologies 
Business strategies and support systems - competition programs (i.e., specitic 
competitions for pending year); changes in maintenance concepts such as those affecting 
where levels at which maintenance is performed; contract to organic mix; support plans 
for new acquisition weapon systems and equipment 

The Board of Directors meets only as required to address spa5fic issues. 

The DDMC is also notified of changes in operating procedures, organizational changes 
through submissions to the secretariat or to the supporting MMSA. Special meetings of the 
DDMC will be held to address specific topics when required such as BRAC, CIM, and special 
studies. An integrated Corporate Business Plan is developed annually with Service inputs and 
DDMC approval. 
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A. Overview 

1. The cumnt Defense Depot Maintenance Council and related depot maintenance 
management structure has limited cross-service control of depot maintenance business decisions. 
Its principal focus has been on managing to implement the efficiencies and attain the savings 
called for by the Defense Management Review. The result has been great difficulty making 
substantial changes in depot capacity and business processes. Needed arc: 

Broader-based, more fundamental downsizing decisions to include cross 
service mizing of depot capacity to match changing force structure, 
A standard, DoD-wide structure for managing and operating depot-level maintenance, 
and 
Common maintenance procedures, cost systems, and information systems. 

2. Proposed in this concept paper is an empowered DDMC that provides oversight of tbe 
entire breadth of the Department's depot maintenance operations, develops coherent DoD wide 
policies, makes decisions in a limited number of key areas, and, in general, exercises the authority 
of the Secretary of Defense to provide effective, integrated depot maintenance management 
Included in this proposal is the establishment of an Executive Service (ES) by category depot 
maintenance structure throughout the Services. As a notional example, USN could be ES for all 
ships and watercraft, USAF for all fixed wing aviation, USMC for amphibious equipment and 
the Maritime Prtpositioning Foxce (MPF) program, and USA for all ground equipment. 

Because then is no truly clean partitioning of workloads at the depots, which other than 
for ships, are all multi-commodity facilities, the initial assignment of Executive Service would 
have to be determined by the empowered DDMC. This could be accomplished by the notional 
breakout above or some other such as-technology, skills, ctc. During the initial phase, depots 
could be assigned to an Executive Service based on largest percent of workload falling in any one 
category. It would be the responsibility of the empowered DDMC to make future decisions 
which would better align the depot structure. 

A decision support process would be developed to provide consistent decision support 
information, highlight necessary decisions, and elevate decisions to appropriate levels. The chair 
of the DDMC will be the incumbent in the newly established position of the DUSD(L). The 
membership of the DDMC will be struchucd to properly align with this newly created position. 
Figure 1 provides a notional organizational approach. While members will vote on issues and 
programs raised to the DDMC level, the chair will have final decision-making authority. Those 
decisions requiring additional authority or those that cannot be resolved will be elevated to the 
Board of Directors, the USD(A) or to the Secretary or Deputy Sccrctary of Defense, as may be 
appropriate. The ES will assume control over all Depot Maintenance Business Areas of the 
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Defense Business Operations Fund (previously DMIF) operations/tesources at the Depots 
assigned to that category. Only plans, policies, and decisions relative to DMIF activities will be 
covered by the ES maintenance Systems. The staff of the ES would be made of existing 
organizations, authorizations, and suuctures within the Logistics Command given the Executive 
assignment 

Unlike the current DDMC, the empowered DDMC will have well defined decision 
making authority in specific areas of responsibility. However, as with the cumnt DDMC 
structure. the ES will main responsibility for and contml of the resources for program execution. 
The empowered DDMC wiU function as the decision maker and management integrator in DoD 
depot maintenance operations areas such as the following: 

a. Industrial support policy for depot level maintenance 
b. Consolidated planning 
c. Coordinated resourcing 
d. Standardized business practices 
e. Significant business decisions 
f. Integrated capacity mauagement to include downsizing decisions 

(e.g., BRAC 95) 

The empowered DDMC will be supported by a maintenance management support activity 
(MMSA) attached to OSD. The MMSA will be responsive to routine management tasks 
attendant to their described support role as well as to specific taskings from the DDMC or the 
DDMC Secretariat. The MMSA staffillg authorizations will come from the curnnt Joint Depot 
Maintenance Analysis Group (JDMAG) which this option does away with. 

The mission of the ES assignment would be to conduct the most efficient, customer- 
responsive, depot maintenance operation possible. Under this concept the Services would 
maintain control over their own mission and depot maintenance requirements determination, 
weapon systems management and inventory control points. 

Consolidation under this concept will be done in such a manner that it provides the 
operational units the best value (cost, quality, and schedule). Because current force structure and 
budgetary projects reflect continued reductions the ES must be given the authority to aggressively 
pursue consolidations of similar workloads to eliminate unnecessary dundancies and increase 
efficiency. Consolidation studies will be managed by the ES while the Service owning the depots 
will perform all analysis on depot closures and realignments. The ES will be responsible for 
making depot closure recommendations. Any such decisions on closure of depot k v i t i e s  and 
lor bases hosting the depots will be made by the DDMC with DUSD(L) approval. 

The ES will assure all customers am provided ready affordable support. The Joint Depot 
Maintenance Center Director (described below) will make all Source of Repair decisions for the 
assigned category of Depot Maintenance, control all capital investments/divesti~~ within 
category depots, establish uniform measures of performance for DMIF operations, set broad 
reaching guidance, direction, and policy for operations and budgeting processes, and establish an 
infmstructure that guarantees support of customer needs both in periods of peace and contingency 
operations. To aid in accomplishing this objective the ES will have decision authority for use of 
all DMIF resources (manpower, equipment, and facilities) at depots assigned. 
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Day-to day operations between depots under an ES and the weapon system manager will 
be direct between the manager and responsible workloader/busincss planner at the assigned 
Source of Repair (SOR). These operations will include such things as workload negotiations, 
changes in requirements, fudding increases/reductions. and technical data changes. 

A three-star (notional rank) Joint Depot Maintenance Center Director will act as the 
single source of management information and is responsible for corporate depot maintenance 
business plans and decisions. Tfie Director and Deputy positions will be rotating positions with 
no one Service holding both positions at the same time. The recommended tour of assignment 
would normally not exceed three years. 

The Director will report through the Commander of the Service Logistics Organization 
given ES responsibilities. The Director position will rotate among the Service having workload 
within the category (e.g., Navy, Army, Marine Corps, and Air Force for aviation; Army, Air 
Force, and Marine Corps. for ground equipment). The ES headquarters will be co-located with 
the ES Logistics Commander and supported by a multi-Service staff (Joint Depot Maintenance 
Center) to be manned by a proportional number (to workload in dinct labor actual hours) of 
military and civilians from each supported Service. The mix of military and civilian personnel 
will be determined by the supported Service. 

Services will retain w n m l  over depot activities by selecting their own depot 
Commanders. However, the depot Commanders will report to the Director on matters pertaining 
to DMIF operations. The DMIF staffs at depots managed by the Director will have joint staffs in 
all management positions. 

Empowered Defense Depot Maintenance 
Council With Executive Service Management 

I L DDMC ] 
M A l m N c E  i I 
MANAGEMENT XS MA 

SUPPORT 
A m  

W P U M T E D  IN E4CH MH=LmVE SERVICE 

EXECUWESERYlCE 

JDMC DIRECTOR 
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B. Relationship to Other Offices, Commands, and Agencies 

3. It is important to understand the relationship of the empowered DDMC management 
concept to service headquarters, combatant commands, material commands, system managers, 
item managers, and others from the standpoint of functions assumed and not assumed. The 
relationships would be as shown in the following table: 

. 
Comment 

Broad policy promulgated by 
Deputy Undenecrctary of Defense 
Logistics 

Responsibility of servias 

DDMC coordinates with Servias 
whereas ES coordinates with 
assigned depot maintenance 
functions 
In coordination with Rogram 
Executive Officers and Program 
Managers 

DDMC coordinates with Services 
and tbe ES coordinates with 
Rogram Executive Officas aod 
Program Managers 
In coordination with affected 
commaads and agencies subject to 
interservice review process 

DDMC serves to staodardire when 
appropriate; reviews results h m  
ao integrated paspecrive and ES 
will standardizt and gathtr data 
within assigned depots 
Works to establish comparability 
aod uniformity 

ES is responsible for the efficiency 
of operations 

FUNCTIONIAREA 

Overall policy on depot 
maintenance process 

Determining requirements for 
depot maintenance 
CORE 

Depot postwdbusiness 
planning and maintenance 
workload assignments 

Source of repair decisions 

Downsizing 

Depot maintenance business 
practices and performa~ce 
mtasurw 

Depot mainmanu information 
systems (cost, workload 
control, resource allocation. 
industrial enginering) 
Depot mainmance methods 
and p r d u r t s  

Empowered DDMC /Executive 
Service Responsibility 

DDMC Supports development of 
internal policies; approves ES 
implementation of such policies. 
Recommends where policy affects 
exma1 commands and agencies 
Supports 

DDMC develops overall guidelines; 
reviews results of guidcliac application. 
ES has responsibility for development 
of core numbers. 
DDMC promulgates guidtlines; decides 
above set thresholds and tbe ES has 
responsibility for processes and decision 
making 
DDMC provides g e d  guidelines; 
establishes criteria; decides above set 
thrrsholds. ES has decision authority 

DDMC develops broad goals and 
provides guidelines; develops uniform 
critaia; integrates as necessary and 
determines final posture w a DoD level. 
ES is responsible f a  implementation 
and plans developmnt within depots 
assigned. 
DDMC develops rcquiremcnts; 
approves and reviews implanatation 
aod ES develops and implements 

DDMC provides general guidelines; 
Focuses on any n& standardization 
and ES recommends staodard functional 
rtquirtments 
DDMC facilitates sharing of 
information and ES atablisbes policies 
within assigned depot structure and 
implements 
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C. m y  Do tt, How Does it Work? 

Procurement 

DMIF budget 

Contingency response forces 
(e.g.. battle damage repair 
teams a d  in-theam depot(s)) 

Human resource management 

Ownenhip of MaiDttnance 
Production Facilities and 
Resourcts 

4. The motivations for moving to an empowered D D M W  structure art centered on the 
complexity of developing and implementing alternative management structures in a timely and 
effective manner. The fundamental issue appears to be providing integrated management for a 
limited number of recuning policy and resource decisions. Thest decisions become increasingly 
more important during the transition to a smaller depot i n f m t m m  &pot maintenance as a 
process is, however, an integraI part of a larger logistics infktructure and is intricately 
interwoven into the fabric of support for DoD weapon systems and equipment. Each Service has 
tailored its depot maintenance support structure to meet its unique maintenance needs as well as 
to operate cffcctively within the Services logistics structure and overall Service organization. 
Depot maintenance is, therefore, not so easily segregated to establish centralized agencies or 
commands. 

The empowered DDMC/ES structure addresses the netd to provide integrated 
management of a number of key elements within the DoD depot maintenance program. Through 
broadening the charter of the DDMC to go beyond effective implementation of the Defense 
Management Report, the DDMC is granted the pcnpcctive necessary to deal across the entire 
spectrum of depot maintenance operations. Institutionalizing the decision making at the 
ODUSD(L) level provides a rational way to make the necessary decisions that provide control of 
the integrated program. The DDMC/ES condept provides cenvalized management (for a limited 
number of program and decision variables) and decentralized program execution (through the ES 

DDMC provides oversight; guidelines 
for competition programs and tbe ES 
manages the competition program 
withio Savice. ES acts as a seller ratha 
than a buya 

DDMC reviews from an integrated 
paspective; uses limited numk of 
controls to balance overall program. ES 
has responsibility for guidance and 
development 
DDMC ensures DoD has established 
appropriate capabilities and ES plans for 
a d  trains for in peacetime, deploys in 
wartime. 
DDMC develops broad policy; 
advocates appropriate pdicy within 
DoD and with external constitu~aes 
and ES has responsibility for all DMIF 

DDMC is ~ o s i b l t  for coordination 
of facility use and provision of resources 
above set thresholds. ES has 
responsibility a d  ownership within 
assigned depots 

. 
Senices art responsible for public- 
public, public-private, and private- 
private depot maintenance 
procurement System managen art 
mpoasible for public-public. 
public-private, and private-private 
depot maintenance procurement 
Savices develop budgets within 
DoD guidelines and assure 
consistency among all assigned - 
depots; DDMC advocates afta their 
review and approval 
Savicc or jointly developed and 
supported capabilities 

Supported by lxdqua~m 
commands, material corn, 
ctc.. Levels drivea by Source of 
Repair assignments and customer 
funding. 
Savices retain oamenhip of 
facilities and responsibility to plan 
for and advocate resources. The ES 
has responsibility for all budgeting. 
approval. and validation of Deed 
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for a commodity grouping and already established infrastructure that is fully integrated with the 
Service's combat and weapon systems management concepts). 

Paramount to the acceptance of this proccss is the fact that it integrates not only the 
decision processes but the service maintenance staffs. It establishes no new organizations nor 
creates any requirement for manpower (overhead). As an example the current JDMAG 
authorizations can be u t i W  to establish the Maintenance Management Support Activity 
(MMS A) described below. 

5. The necessary decision-making authority to effectively manage DoD depot 
maintenance mides in the SecDef chain. To strengthen the DDMC a decision support process 
that includes a limited number of controls is required. The DDMC focus will be on a limited 
number of key decisions that require an integrated perspective and provide effective overall 
control of DoD depot maintenance operations. The DDMC will elevate the decision level when 
appropriate to ensure effective implementation of decisions. To enhance the effectiveness of the 
empowered DDMC, a "Board of Directorsw will be established. The Board, which would be 
comprised of (for example) the USD(A) and the Service Undersecretaries, would come into play 
should the DDMC not be able to resolve a particular issue or reach a decision. 

Decision implementation is through Service chains of command and management 
s t r u c t u ~ .  The DUSD Q chairs the DDMC and is the decision-maker. The composition of the 
empowered DDMC includes the Service Logistics CommandcrslDLA Commander who 
Commander serve as voting members and advisors. When a conclusive vote cannot be made, the 
Chair of the DDMC exercises his decision-making prerogative; such prerogative may also be 
exercised when the Chair does not concur with the d t s  of a vote. The option to raise an issue 
to the Board of Directors level will be a DDMC decision. 

Decision parameters will be established for a limited number of key elements, e.g., 

Workloading 
Budgeting 
Capital investment and dis-investment 
Technology introduction 
Business strategies and support systems 

6. The DDMC is supported by a maintenance management support activity (MMSA). 
There is a permanent head of the MMSA who shall be an SES-level director. The joint 
community provides membership for the permanent MMSA, which serves as monitoring, 
planning, and information staff. The empowered DDMC and its support structure wil l  provide an 
opportunity to streamline current interservice support stnrctures and eventually would subsume 
much of that structure's operations. The Dicctor of the MMSA will: 

Develop the decision support concept, e.g., identlfy control elements and infonnation 
needed to support DDMC operations 
Facilitate and oversee consolidated planning; develop integrated plan; 
Monitor plan implementation 
Develop DDMC operating pmedurts and agendas 
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The DDMC is an ad hoc group with scheduled monthly meetings. The Executive 
Support Group also meets monthly, prior to the scheduled DDMC meeting. Monthly DDMC 
meetings will address recurring topics (e.g., as in decision pacameten described above) in 
methodical manner. Other topics may be introduced through agenda development by the 
Components, by OSD, or by the MMSA. "Triggers" are established to raise decisions to DDMC 
level, e.g.: 

Workloads - inter-depot (into or out of a single depot) or change of source workloads 
exceeding on a cumulative fiscal year basis 100 DLYs annually 
Budgeting - deviations from Corporate Business Plan of xx percent 

Capital investments - total by depot and specific projects exceeding SlOOK in value 
Technology introduction - Introduction of any new technology; adaptation or expansion 
of existing technologies regardless of funding source 
Business strategies and support systems - competition programs (i-e., specific 
competitions for pending year); changes in maintenance concepts such as those affecting 
when levels at which maintenance is pa-formed; contract to organic mix; support plans 
for new acquisition weapon systems and equipment 

The Board of Directors meets only as may be required to address specific issues. 

Similar procedures would be developed for use by the ES in its posture planning 
processes. Issues or decisions not resolved at the ES level will be elevated through the normal 
DDMC operating procedures described above. 

The DDMC is also notified of changes in operating procedurej, organizational changes 
through submissions to the secretariat or JDMC inputs to the supporting MMSA. Special 
meetings of the DDMC will be held to address specific topics when required such as BRAC, 
CIM, and special studies. An integrated Corporate Business Plan is developed annually with 
Service inputs and DDMC approval. 

The reasons for selection of the ES concept arc that it recognizes the synergism of 
combining similar technologies, improving business practices and the need to downsize our 
organic industrial complexes. However, paramount to any efforts made in this area is the 
requirement to preserve or enhance the Services ability to rapidly satisfy changes in maintenance 
priorities for primary weapon systems and UP components. This must be done while assuring 
no degradation in peacetime, contingency, dcploymcnt and reconstitution support to our military 
customers. A key element in any management structure's success will be the ability of the of the 
system owner and operational commanders to participate and influence the decision making 
process. 

The ES Management concept provides a structure that can achieve both mission support 
and economic objectives. This is possible because there is very little disturbance of the existing 
maintenance, item management, and operational structure that currently exist It provides a single 
focal point for customer involvement through the integrated struchue of a single headquarters and 
maintenance center point of contact. Because it is a joint service structure with inputs from all 
customers in the decision making process joint senrice acceptance of key decisions will be much 
more likely to receive acceptance. By making the management structure joint in nature at both 
the headquarters and center level the crossfeed of lessons Iwned, technology, and maintenance 
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knowledge will allow the organization to promote standardization of processes, eliminate bamers 
to interservicing ,and gain customer support. 

The organizational structure under this concept promotes direct communications rather 
than adding layers of management in that it uses existing service management structuxts, and 
posture/business planning processes. Total oversight of the DoD depot maintenance program is 
still provided by the DDMC and OASD. Oversight of workload categories arc provided by the 
ES. By developing a joint staff concept there is a reduction in duplicate staffs between the 
Services. 
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CONCEPT' PAPER FOR AN 
JOINT DEPOT MAINTENANCE COMMAND 

(JDMC, DMCOM) 

A. Overview 

1. JDMC would be a joint command with the functional mission of efficient, effective 
Defense depot maintenance. While it would not 'own' the personnel or physical plants of the 
depots, it would control their capability assignments, priorities, capital investments, MILCON, 
and income from DBOFDMIF budgets. 

2. As shown in Figure 1-1, JDMC would be commanded by the Commander-in-Chief of 
Depot Maintenance (CINCDM). CINCDM would be a four-star combatant commander 
empowered by a SECDEF-recommended Presidential modif~cation of the Unified Command Plan 
under Title 10 Chapter 6. and would report to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The 
creation of DMCOM would not require fonnal Congressional approval. The billet of CINCDM 
would be rotated among the Services. 

3. CINCDM would be supported directly by his Deputy for Joint Requirements 
Integration and a joint staff of systems maintenance experts and analysts. This staff would 
provide expert technical knowledge, and review Service depot rnaintamce requirements for 
integrated solutions which would optimize efficient spending on depot maintenance. DMCOM's 
infrastructure would be created by absorbing the commanders from each Service who arc 
responsible for managing the depots and depot maintenance of their Service (Most of DESCOM 
and parts of NAVSEA, NAVAIR, CGMCLB, and AFMC). The commanders would be assigned 
as component commanders for five groups of warfare systems as shown in Figure 1-1. Other 
systems not immediately described by the title of the component commanders would be delegated 
by CINCDM or assigned during the implementation planning for DMCOM. CINCDM would 
become the Reporting Senior for his warfare system component commanders who would bring 
with them the staffs and subordinate commanders who provide depot leadership and manage the 
incorporation of depot maintenance into the plans of procurement, engineering, and item 
management decisionmakers for their Service. (Item and system managers would not come with 
the depot maintenance management staffs but would remain with the Services.) The Service 
depot maintenance management staffs would be combined into joint offices where possible, and 
reorganized in a standard configuration to provide each warfare system component commander 
an equal level of interface with JDMC. Warfare system component commanders would be 
flag/general officers senior to depot commanders. 

4. After consolidation and elimination of rtdundant billets, and creation of the CINCs 
personal staff billets, the JDMC staff would probably be smaller than the combined billets of the 
current Service depot maintenance management staffs. 
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Figure 1 .I. Joint Depot Maintenance Command (JDMC) 

( Deputyfor 1 
DBOF Input @ 

fmm Acquisition, Engineering, 

5. JDMC could be located anywhere all of the fleglgineral officer requirements could be 
accommodated. A metropolitan Washington, DC location would be preferred, although not 
necessary. Wherever located, CINCDM would not be dual-hatted with any other Service function 
to avoid the appearance and reality of parent Service pressure on his joint perspective on depot 
maintenance. 
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6. Although a DMCOM wouId ailow each Service to retain organic depots, work would 
be assigned to all depots based on joint decisions and CLNCDM's priorities, not simply by 
sending equipment to depots of the owning Service. 

7. With a JDMC, the Services would continue to have Program Objective Memorandum 
(POM) and budgeting responsibilities for depot maintenance. DMCOM would be the sole source 
for providing depot maintenance, both organic and contract, and would receive Service 
requirements for depot maintenance through its component commanders. 

8. Using recommendations for most efficient joint utilization of depot funds, CINCDM 
would make integrated Source of Repair (SOR) and workload assignments for each system and 
component. A fundamental decision will be whether to conduct organic depot maintenance or 
contract for the work Criteria for this decision will include cost effectiveness, desired 
redundancy, skills maintenance, consolidation of technology, and retention of surge capacity. As 
the coordinator of all contact maintenance, DMCOM will review existing and potential contracts 
to consolidate workloads under contracts which provide economies of scale and the least cost to 
the buyer. Administration of depot maintenance contracts will be assigned to appropriate warfare 
system component commanders. To make an accurate assessment of the most efficient, capable 
sources of depot maintenance, staadardized reporting of costs by all depots would be q u i r e d  by 
the JDMC. After balancing all considerations, CINCDM will provide direct his component 
commanders to respond to Service requirements with an organic capability or a contract and the 
cost of the work. The Services will then be able to direct their workloads and DBOFDMIF 
expenditures to the designated facilities. 

9. After an initial review of all capabilities and requirements, CINCDM may elcct to set 
a threshold for workloads below which component commanders may deal directly with a Service 
without joint requirements integration if no capital investment is required. 

10. Component commanders would provide depot maintenance requirements to 
DMCOM for their Service, and manage their warfare systems' depot mainterma through their 
assigned &pots and contracts. While planned depot maintenance requirements would be 
integrated with those of other Services by the Deputy for Joint Requirements Integration. to 
provide flexible response in contingencies, component commanders would have the authority to 
provide immediate response by their depots to emergent requirements which meet certain criteria 
such as: 

a Rquirt quick response (less than 60 days); 
b. An less than 10 thousand direct labor hows (KDLH), andlor, 
c. Are of short duration (less than 90 days). 

11. CINCDM would review and approve all plans for capital investments and MILCON 
within depot facilities. Some threshold may prove necessary to avoid inhibiting beneficial 
discretionary spending while still preventing unplanned duplication of capabilities or investment 
in facilities targeted for eventual disposal. 
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12. By directing inputs from DBOFIDMIF accounts to each depot, DMCOM would: 

a ensure depots meet cost goals and accept workloads per SOR criteria; 
b. control depot capability growth and downsizing, and; 
c. phase out facilities which should be closed due to inefficiency or unnecessary 

redundancy. 

13. Warfighting CINCs would advise DMCOM of mission essential systems while the 
Services would provide requirements for core capabilities. CINCDM would then integrate depot 
capabilities to meet these requirements in the most efficient manner. 

14. DMCOM would participate in the engineering, development and procurement 
planning for new systems, and assume responsibility for meeting Service requirements with an 
organic capability or contractor depot maintenance for the system. 

15. To stabilize the depot maintenance effort and allow effective planning, CINCDM 
would assume nsponsibility for broad policy and goal-setting for all depots. DMCOM would 
coordinate a business plan for depot maintenance at least annually to advise expected 
performance, standards and metrics for depot commanders. 

B. Functional Relationships. Functional relationships of JDMC with 
other commands are shown In Table 1-1. 

Table 1-1. JDMC Functional Relationships 
FunctiodArer 
O v d  policy oo depot 
maintenance proass 

Maintenance production 
function 
Detmnining rquiremnts for 

&termin?tion combatant c o d  ad 

~ - 

&pot maintenance 
Core Integrates combatant 

commands e~~cntial systems 
and Service essential skills nceds 

JDMC Repodbility 
Recommends and implemnu 
where policy affects a t a n a l  
commands sod agencies; 
responsible for intenral policy 
Controls with Service ownaship 

Supports 

Provides integrated capabilities 

Comment 
Broad policy promulgated by 
Deputy UndasecFetary of 
Defwe Logistics 

Suvices staff and maintain 
facilities 
Responsibility of savices 

Source of rcpair decisions 

D o w a s ~ g  

Service managers 
Decides In cooldination with Program 

Executive Officus and Program 

Determines through workload 
assignments 

Managers 
Savias present closure 
recommendations 
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C. Military Responsiveness In a Contingency. 

Depot maintenance buskss 
practices and performance 
mcasurrs 
Depot maintenance informauon 
systems (cost. workload coaml. 
resource allocation, industrial 
engineering) 

Depot maintenance methods and 
procedurts 
Procurcmcnt/contracting 

Depot Maintenance Industrial 
Fund @ME) segment of 
Defease Business Operatmg 
Fund (DBOF) 

Contingency response f m  
(eg.. battle damage repair t ams  
and .in-theatcr dcpot(s)) 
Human resource management 
Maintenance production 
facilities and ~wurces 

1. As a functional combabnt CINC, CINCDM would enhance the contribution of the 
depots to ~ ~ g h t i n g  effectiveness by having the same operational commander (the Joint Chiefs) 
as the regional combatant CINCs. Instead of dealing with the current system of separate, 
independent, and often redun&nt S e ~ c e  command structures, the Joint Chiefs would be able to 
direct CINCDM's integrated depot support of all S e ~ c e s  with the same authority they have over 
the warfighters who rely on the depots. Furthamorc, CINCDM's military peer relationship with 
combatant CINCs would maximize commonalty of experience and his motivation to'support 
combat. His subordinate component commanders would provide communications loops to and 
from Service authorities. He would have direct access to all Defense depot assets to respond 
rapidly to emergent quinments for depot support above the thnsbold set for independent 
response by his component commanders. 

2. DMCOM would be a centralized organization which could handle the near-term need 
for restructuring the depot inventory by sizing it for efficiency and to mctt contingency 
projections. Immediately aware of alternative sources of depot repair and able to k t  work 
requirements anywhere to meet his priorities, CINCDM could take maximum advantage of all 

Develops and implements 

Cootmls standad functional 
requirements for and develops. 

Defines maintenance interface to 
CIM 
Develops and implements 

Is a seller of depot mainttnance, 
not a buyer. 

Through business planning 
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managers, decides if workload 
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DBOFDMIF 

Plans for and &a& for in 
pacetime, deploys in wartime 

Manages own staff personnel 
Savices own 

Service system a d  item 
managen retain responsibility 
for buying depot maintenance. 
wbetba from organic or contract 
soraces 

Oversight for Savice depot 
operating, MILCON and capital 
budgets 

Depots staffed by Services 
IDMC directs workload 
assignments above threshold 
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Services' capabilities to provide responsive depot maintenance at the least cost to DoD. He would 
be less inclined than the current individual Service depot managers to enter expensive contracts, 
or make capital investments to refacilitize within a parent Service to meet emergent requirements. 

3. CINCDM would be evaluated solely for the efficiency and effectiveness of depot 
maintenance both in peace and in crisis. He would have total military accountability. As their 
Reporting Senior, he would hold his component commanders accountable for eliminating 
backlogs and inefficiencies during peacetime while optimizing (not maximizing!) organic and 
contractor depot maintenance capabilities for contingencies. This would institutionalize an 
interservice effon to eliminate unnecessary duplication and excess capacity where there is no 
supporting rationale. 

4. With DMCOM, the CINCs and the Services would still be responsible for identifying 
core systems and skills to fulfill contingency missions and maintain a DoD skill base. CINCDM 
would consolidate Service requirements, and configure the depot inventory to meet these 
contingency requirements in the most efficient manner without crating unnecessary redundancy. 
He would review commercial industrial capability and make decisions which support all Defense 
components, avoiding redundant contracl a w d e d  by individual Service commands. 

D. Military Responsiveness in Peacetime 

1. CINCDM would be motivated, even if just for his own career development, to support 
the objectives of the Joint Chiefs by re-engineering the depot inventory, excess capacity, and 
duplication to the minimum required. The peacetime benefit of his actions would be a reduction 
in depot maintenance to the lowest possible cost thereby f k h g  funds for readiness production, 
and systems research and development The combination of mdi$ap a c c o w  for . . 
interservice optimization with authpdty maximizes the effect of this new depot 
maintenance management organization on readiness improvement. 

2. CINCDM's military experience and primarily military staff would ensun the 
commander of depots has a deeply engrained understanding of the critical nature of military 
readiness. He could be expected to be as responsive as his budget permits to Service readiness 
requirements. 

3. DMCOM would restructure management of all depots into one organization. Depot 
maintenance policy couId be implemented across all Services by one authority which would 
simplify interaction with OSD for depot maintenance issues This command would 
stabilize the depot inventory, and centralize or decentralize maintenance as appropriate to provide 
continuity in the depot SOR for weapon system managers over the life cycle of a weapon system. 

4. DMCOM would provide each Service's item managers and weapon system managers 
one face accountable for depot maintenance of all components of a system thus maintaining and 
possibly improving closeness between the provider and customers of depot maintenance. 

5. CINCDM would speak with one voice for all the Services, providing authoritative 
advocacy on depot maintenance issues. 
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1. By every measure - customer costs, infrastructure costs, economies of scale and scope 
- a unified commander tasked with maximizing the return from depot maintenance can be 
expected to improve efficiency. 

2. CINCDM would fully employ the proven tools of cost control, competition, and 
modem, standardized business-practices. With Reporting Senior authority over all depot 
commanders, he could direct their use of standardized depot metrics. and authoritatively resolve 
problems of interpretation. 

3. Under CINCDM, the motivation, knowledge and authority to enhance depot 
efficiency would be vested in one command It is expected that interservicing benefits would be 
maximized followed by consolidation and a resultant reduction in depot overhead. JDMC would 
be able to oversee development of a flexible work force at all depots to optimize manning 
efficiency for peacetime requirements and provide responsive contingency capacity when needed. 

F. BRAC Process Interface 

1. The lessons learned from the protracted creation of USTRANSCOM would be 
incorporated into the implementation of DMCOM. Upon approval of the concept, an 
implementation plan would be drawn up within 45 days by a Joint Staff working group with 
Service participation. 

2. Assuming an implementation decision by September 30,1993 and a &month lead 
time for order-writing, DMCOM could begin standing up in March 1994. leaving over 6 months 
to develop a methodology for nominating depots for BFUC 95. 

3. Six months would be a minimal time to prepare for the BFUC 95 opportunity to 
divest depot facilities, but the process should be simplitM by having one commander to 
standardize the methodology. A joint approach to planning depots for the fuhlrc should reduce 
the inventory more than individual, non-integrated Senrice closure nominations. The military 
nature of DMCOM provides the added benefit of leadership by career officers for whom 
readiness and support of the warfighters is a prime consideration along with efficiency. 

4. While preparing for BRAC 95, DMCOM would be in an optimal position to dinct the 
work of those depots closed by BRAC 93 to other facilities which won't be nominated to 
subsequent Commissions. IDMC can direct the workloads to the most efficient locations 
regardless of S e ~ c e  ownership in a manner which avoids havingto move the same work twice. 

5. Looking beyond BRAC activities, DMCOM would provide continuity and military 
leadership for all fuhlre depot closure initiatives, whether initiated by a BRAC p e s s ,  or as a 
result of changes in the political administration. JDMC would avoid the possibility of a 
non-military manager of depot maintenance evolving into a politidy-appointed position over 
which the Service chiefs have no influence. 
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G. Implementation 

1. A joint command with broad responsibilities and authority is an attractive solution to 
the Joint Staff but would have to be sold on its merits to other organizations interested in depot 
maintenance. Many constituencies would rather not see a command with the span of authority of 
JDMC because it can be expected to restructurt decisively and force the divestiture of excess 
infrastructure. 

2. DMCOM would be resisted for characteristics other than its effectiveness. Expected 
arguments against it include: 

a. A perceived reduction in Service Chief responsibility while unlinking control of the 
depots from those charged with employing their output to win wars: 

b. The failure of the uniformed military to resolve the depot capacity imbalance to date, and 
c. The control of depot maintenance expenditures in congressional districts by other than 

political appointees. 

3. Even if accepted, these arguments do not mitigate the effectiveness of the unified 
command approach, and are less relevant than resolving the problem of excessive costs in depot 
maintenance. Unified commands, such as USTRANSCOM, have provided the answer to 
integrating multi-Service efforts in areas where parochialism leads to expensive inefficiency, 
despite the 'turf badcs' such commands induce. DMCOM will probably be met with initial 
resistance from proponents of other management altemtives but, if established quickly and with 
full authority to make the tough decisions, is the option which best addresses the fundamental 
n d  of the CINCs md Services, while permanently fixing the problem of depot maintenance 
costs and excess capacity. 
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A. Overview 

1. The current Defense Depot Maintenance Council and related depot maintenance 
management structure has limited cross-senice control of depot maintenance business decisions. 
The muit has been great difficulty making substantial changes in depot capacity and business 
processes. Needed arc: 

a Broader-based, more fundamental downsizing decisions to include cross service resizing 
of depot capacity to match changing force structure, 

a A standard, DoD-wide structure for managing and operating depot-level maintenance, 
and 
Common maintenance procedures, cost systems. and information systems. 

2. Proposed in this concept paper is a Defense Depot Maintenance Agency (DDMA) 
that repom to the Under Secretary of Defense (Aquisition and Technology) as a peer to the 
Defense Logistics Agency 1). The agency director, who will be an established 
professional with extensive experience in depot maintenance activities, will assume control over 
all existing depot maintenance operations. 

Figure 1: Depot Maintenance Agency 
Structure 
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The dimtor will be supported by a headquarters staff of 250-300 militarylcivilian 
maintenance management, engineering, comptroller, contracts, and human resoues  personnel. 
No new authorizations arc needed. These positions will be created by transferring existing depot 
maintenance policy, posturdbusiness planning, facilitiedequipment and information systems 
billets (as well as the functions) from the services. The agency headquarters will be located in the 
metropolitan Washington, DC-area. 

The agency director, assisted by the agency staff, wiU develop broad goals, policy and 
direction for depot activities. As an example, he or she will develop and implement measures of 
performance to include cost, capacity, utilization, and quality. In coordination with the services, 
the director will develop and implement objective methodologies for nominating core 
competencies and determining needed capacity. 

The director will directly make mission system, major technology group, and major 
subsystem workload assignments among depots by centrally controlling assignments that: 

Require any capital investment, 
Exceed 50,000 direct labor hours per annurn, 
Involve more than 30 permanent personnel authoritations, andfor 
Require any militaq construction program actions. 

The &tor will establish standard business rules for the agency to use in making 
assignments below these thnsholds, but, consistent with the concept of centralized authority and 
decentralized execution, assignments below the thresholds will normally be decided at the depot 
ltveL 

The director will recommend to the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics) and 
Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition and Technology) depots for reorganization and/or 
closure. 

In coordination with the program executive officers and program managers, the director 
and agency staff will make source of repair decisions for new programs. 

The director wiU prepare budget requests to cany out his or her nsponsibilities. 

8. Relationship to Other Offices, Commands, and Agencies 

3. It is important to understand the relationship of this agency to service headquarters, 
combatant commands, material commands, system managen, item managers, and others from the 
standpoint of functions assumed and not assumed. The relationships would be as shown in the 
following table: 
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Functional Relationships 

Comment 

Broad policy promulgated by Deputy 
Uadenecrttary of Defense Logistics 
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C. Why Do It, How Does it Work? 

4. The motivations for moving to a Depot Maintenance Agency structure, as opposed to 
an enhanced Defense Depot Maintenance Council as an example, are centered in issues of 
authority, control, and timeliness during the transition to a smaller depot structure. Achieving 
agreement among members of a council (or for that matter any collaborative body), all of whom 
bring different agenda to the table is fraught with delay and difficulty and in some cases is not 
possible. Further, execution responsibility is diffuse. The need for a hierarchical structure, in 
fact, was a lesson learned during implementation of the Defense Finance and Accounting Service. 

Administratively s u p p o d  by 
beadquartcn commands. material 
commands. etc. 
Transferred h m  service mataial 
commands to agency 

Human resource management 

Maintenance Production 
Facilities and Resources 

The Depot Maintenance Agency resolves the authority and control problem by 
centralizing responsibility for depot maintenance operations in a single entity with a single 
individual in charge who is the advocate for depot maintenance. It is envisioned that the Director 
of the Defense Maintenance Agency would be a flag officer (nominally 0-9) or SEES equivalent 
during the first four years and then revert to an 0-8 or SES equivalent after depot workload and 
facilities arc stabilized. His or her staff would comprise both military and civil stmce personnel 
with the majority civil service. In order to avoid stove piping over time, the headquarters 
assignments of key personnel would be for moderate periods of time, say three years. The 
Director of the Agency would be by policy (and possibly statutorily) responsible for mili!axy 
responsiveness of the agency as well as its efficiency and have the authority to execute this 
responsibility. 

Manages agency personnel 

Owns 

5. In order to provide the link to the final combat customer and to intermediate 
customers such as program, system, and item managers, while stressing integration, the agency 
would be aligned along broad combat pladom and system lines (e.g., aeronautical, sea, ground, 
communications). It would not be organized along service lines, an option that would in all 
likelihood perpetuate current difficulties in integrating workload Each broad platform and 
system line would be the responsibility of a System Executive (SE), nominally an 0-8 or SES 
quivalent during the fvst three years (Elgun 2). Additionally, then would be an Executive 
Officer for Business M s e s  and Methods who would achieve standardization of business 
practices (via both policy and oversight) and operate the budgeting process. When more than 
one service has a vested interest in a platfodsystem h e ,  the SE assignments will rotate among 
the affected services. 

In the near temz, roughly through December 1994, the SEsDprimary task wiff be deciding, 
for each platfonn/iystern line, how to integrate workload in a way that achieves eficiency in thc 
face of rapidly decreasing workdoad while assuring readiness d sustainability in war. By 
December 1994, thc SEs will recornmd and be prepared to & f e d  which &pots to realign and 
or close. All other tasks will be secondary until then 
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The effective link to customers is much more dependent on day-today, formal and 
informal coordination at the working level than it is on the actions of a headquarters. It is for this 
m n  that the agency headquarters is intentionally modest in size, will focus on business 
planning and broad policy, and directly manage only those actions that an above the thresholds 
shown in paragraph 2. The SEs will not necessarily be physically located in the headquarters; if 
it makes more sense to collocate with a center of system management or engineering excellence 
then that option is available. 

Figure  2: Agency  Headquarters  

Director. Depot 
Maintenance Agency 

Systmm Exmcutlvo 
(8uslnmsa Practlcmr & Polky)  

I I 

(Amronautical) 
Syrtem Exocutlre 

(Land) 
Syatom Exocutlvo 
( C o m m u n k ~ U o n r l  
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APPENDIX F 
Alternatives Compared with Regard to Functions 

r 

FunctlodAru Empowered DDMC Exrmtlvc Service 
Managemen1 DDMC 

I Responsibility 
Broad policy Recommends 

ated by and implements 
where policy 

Undersecretary affects external 
of Defense commands and 

implementation 
of such 
policies. 
Recommends 
where policy 
affects external 
commands and 
agencies. 

Jolnt Dcpol Mnlntennnce Command 

Comment 
Broad policy 
promulgated by 
Deputy 
Undersecretary 
of Defense 
Logistics 

Comment I[ Responsibility 

Defense Depot Mnlntennnrc Agency 

Transferred from 
service material 
commands to 
agency 
Responsibil~ty of 
services 

Broad policy 
promulgated by 
Deputy 
Undersecretary 
of Defense 

Logistics 

Maintenance 
production 
function 

Determining 
rtqulremenb 
for depot 
maintenance 

Recommends 
and implements 
where policy 
affects external 
commands and 

approves ES 
implementation 
of such 
policies. 
Recommends 
where policy 
affects external 
commands and 
agencies. 

Supports 

Logistics agencies; 
responsible for 
internal policy 

Logistics 

Responsibility 
of services 

I 

agencies; 
responsible for 
internal policy 

Supports Responsibility 
of services 

Controls with 
Service 
ownership 

Supports 

Services staff 
and maintain 
facilities 

Responsibility 
of services 

Owns 

Suppow 



DM Study Report Draf't #2 07/29/93 

CORE 

k ~ o t  
posturd 
businem 
planning and 
maintenance 
workload 
assignments 

Source of 
rcpalr 
decisions 

Develops 
overall 
guidelines; 
reviews results 
of guideline 
application. 

Promulgates 
guidelines; 
decides above 
set thresholds 

Rovides 
general 
guidelines; 
establishes 
criteria; decides 
above set 
thresholds 

In coordination 
with Services 

In coordination 
with Services 

DDMC 
develops 
overall 
guidelines; 
reviews results 
of guideline 
application. ES 
has 
responsibility 
for 
development of 
core numbers. 

DDMC 
promulgates 
guidelines; 
decides above 
set thresholds 
and the ES has 
responsibility 
for processes 
and decision 
making. 

DDMC 
provides 
general 
guidelines; 
establishes 
criteria; decides 
above set 
thresholds. ES 
has decision 
authority. 

DDMC 
coordinates 
with Services 
whereas ES 
coordinates 
with assigned 
depot 
maintenance 
functions. 

in coordination 
with Rogram 
Executive 
Officers and 
Program 
Managers. 

DDMC 
coordinates 
with Services 
and the ES 
coordinates 
with Rograrn 
Executive 
Officers and 
Program 
Managers 

Provides 
integrated 
capabilities 

Decides 

In coordination 
with combatant 
commands, 
systems 
managers. and 
item managers 

In coordination 
with Program 
Executive 
Officers and 
Program 
Managers 

Integrates 
combatant 
commander 
essential 
systems and 
service 
essential skills 
needs. 

In coordination 
with Program 
Executive 
Officers and 
Program 
Managers 

Determines 

Decides 

Decides 
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Controls 
standard 
functional 
requirements 
for and 
devefops. 

Controls 
standard 
functional 
requirements 
for and 
develops. 

Depot 
maintenance 
information 
systems 
(cat,  
workload 
control, 
resourn and ES Defines Defines 
allocation, recommends maintenance maintenance 
industrial standard Interface to interface to 

CIM CIM engineering) functional 
requirements. 

Rovides 
general 
guidelines; 
Focuses on any 
needed 
standardization 

Depot 
mdntenance 
methods and 
procedures 

Facilitates 
sharing of 
information 

Works to 
establish 
comparability 
and uniformity 

Work to 
establish 
comparability 
and uniformity 

DDMC 
provides 
general 
guidelines; 
Focuses on any 
needed 
standardization 

DDMC 
facilities 
sharing of 
information 
and ES 
establishes 
policies within 
assigned depot 
structure and 
implements. 

ES is 
responsible for 
the efficiency 
of operations 

Develops and 
implements 

Develops and 
implements 
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Rocurement 
I 
contracting 

Depot 
Maintenance 
1ndustrl.l 
Fund (DIM) 
segment of 
Defense 
Business 
Opentlng 
Fund 
@Born 

Oversight; 
guidelines for 
competition 
PrOgramS 

Reviews from 
an integrated 
perspective; 
uses limited 
number of 
controls to 
balance overall 
PWram 

Services arc 
responsible for 
public-public, 
public-private, 
and private- 
private depot 
maintenance 
procurement 

Services 
develop 
budgets; 
DDMC 
advocates after 
their review 
and approval 

Services are 
responsible for 
public-public, 
public-private, 
and private- 
private depot 
maintenance 
procurement. 
System 
managers are 
responsible for 
public-public, 
public-private, 
and private- 
private depot 
maintenance 
procurement 

-- 
Services 
develop 
budgets within 
DoD guidelines 
and assure 
consistency 
among all 
assigned 
depots; DDMC 
advocates after 
their review 
and approval 

DDMC 
provides 
oversight; 
guidelines for 
competition 
programs and 
the ES manages 
the competition 
program within 
Service. ES 
acts as a seller 
rather than a 
buyer 

DDMC reviews 
from an 
integrated 
perspective; 
uses limited 
number of 
controls to 
balance overall 
program. ES 
has 
responsibility 
for guidance 
and 
development 

System and item 
managers retain 
responsibility for 
buying depot 
maintenance, 
whether from 
Depot 
Maintenance 
Agency or from 
cornmercral 
sources 

Is a seller of 
depot 
maintenance, 
not a buyer. 

Through 
business 
planning 
process, and in 
conjunction 
Service with 
system and 
item managers, 
decides if 
workload will 
be performed 
in-house or 
commercially. 

- -  - 

Controls inputs 
to depots from 
DBOFJDMIF 

System and 
item managers 
retain 
responsibility 
for buying 
depot 
maintenance, 

Is a seller of 
depot 
maintenance, 
not a buyer. 

Through 
business 

whether from 
organic or 
contract 
sources 

Oversight for 
Service depot 
operating, 
MLCON and 
capital budgets 

planning 
process, and in 
conjunction 
with system 
and item 
managers, 
decide(s) if 
workload will 
be performed 
in-house or 
commercially. 

Responsible for 
both operating 
and capital 
budgets 

Also 
responsible for 
related direct 
appropriations 
(e.g.. military 
construction. 
mobilizationlsu 
rge capacity) 
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Plan(s) for and 
trains for in 
peacetime, 
deploys in 
wartime 

Manages 
agency 
personnel 

Owns 

Adrnin~sua~ively 
supported by 
headquarters 
commands, 
material 
commands. ctc. 

Transferred horn 
service material 
commands to 
agency. 

Plans for and 
trains for in 
peacetime, 
deploys in 
wartime 

Manages own 
staff personnel 

Services own 

Contingency 
response 
forces (cg., 
battle 
damage 
repdr teruns 
and in- 
theater 
depot(s) 

Human 
resource 
management 

Maintenance 
Production 
Facilities and 
Rcsourcts 

Depots staffed 
by Services 

JDMC directs 
workload 
assignments 
above 
threshold. 

Service or 
jointly 
developed and 
supported 
capabilities 

Supported by 
headquarters 
commands, 
material 
commands, etc. 

Services retain 
ownenhip of 
facilities and 
responsibility 
to plan for and 
advocate 
resources 

Ensures DoD 
has established 
appropriate 
capabilities 

Broad policy; 
advocates 
appropriate 
policy within 
DoD and with 
external 
constituencies 

Coordination of 
facility use and 
capital 
improvements 
above set 
thresholds. 

DDMC ensures 
DoD has 
established 
appropriate 
capabilities and 
ES plans for 
and trains for in 
peacetime, 
deploys in 
wartime. 

DDMC 
develops broad 
policy; 
advocates 
appropriate 
policy within 
DoD and with 
external 
constituencies 
and ES has 
responsibility 
for all DMIF. 

DDMC is 
responsible for 
coordination of 
facility use and 
provision of 
resources 
above set 
thresholds. ES 
has 
responsibility 
and ownership 
within assigned 
depots. 

Service or 
jointly 
developed and 
supported 
capabilities 

Supported by 
headquarters 
commands, 
material 
commands, 
etc.. Levels 
driven by 
Source of 
Repair 
assignments 
and customer 
funding. 

Services retain 
ownership of 
facilities and 
responsibility 
to plan for and 
advocate 
resources. The 
ES has 
responsibility 
for all 
budgeting, 
approval, and 
validation of 
n d .  
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GLOSSARY 

AFMC 
AGMC 

AMC 
ASD 

BRAC 

CBP 
CGMCLB 
CIM 
CINC 
CINCDM 

DBOF 
DCAA 
DDMC 
Deps=="ef 
DESCOM 
DLA 
DLH 
D m  
DMA 
DMCOMs 
Dh4IF 
DMR 
DMRD 
DOD 
DUSD 

FAR 
FFRDC 

A 
Air Force Material ~ o m k d  
Aerospaa Guidance a d  Metrology 

Center 
Air Logistic Ccnta 
Aircraft Maintenance and 

Regeneration Ccnttr 
Army Materiel Command 
Assistant Secntary of Defense 

B 
Base Realignment and Closure 

Commission 

C 
Corporate Business Plan 
Command Guard Marine Corps Logistics Base 
Corporate Information Management 
Commander In Chief 
Commander in Chief of Depot 

Maintenanct 
Contractor Logistics Support 
C o n h t a l  United States 

D . 

Defense Business optrating Fund 
Defense Contract Audit Agency 
Defense Depot Maintenance Council 
Deputy Senetary of Defense 
Depot System Command 
Defense Logistics Agency 
Direct Labor Houn 
Depot Level Reparables 
Depot Maintenance Agency 
Depot Maintenance Commands 
Depot Maintenaoce Industrial Fund 
Defense Managemnt Review 
Defense Managemnt Report Decisions 
Department of Defense 
Deputy Undenax~uy of Defatsc 

F 
Federal Acquisition Regulatioas 
Fedaally Funded Research and 

Development calm 
Fleet Maintenance Force 

GAO 
GOCO 

GTE 

ICS 
ROAN 

JCS 
JDMC 
LAV 

MAR 
MCLB 
MILCON 
MPF 
MRC 
MMSA 
MSA 
MTBR 

NADEP 
NAVAIR 
NAVSEA 
NSY 
NWC 

OASD 
ODUSW) 

OC-ALC 
OBM 
OEM 
OMB 
OPIEMPO 
OSD . 
OTA 

G 
General Accounting Offia 
Government-Owned Contractor- 

o p e r a d  
Gas Turbine Engines 

I 
Interim Contractor Support 
h p e c t  and Repair Only As Necessary 

J 
Joint Chief of Staff 
Joint Depot Maintenance Command 
Light Armored Vehicle 

Marine Corps Logistics Bases 
Military Consauction 
Maxitime Prepositioning Force 
Major Regional Contingency 
Maintenawe Management Support Activity 
Management Support Activity 
Mean T i  Between Removal 

N 
Naval Aviation Depots 
Naval Aviation Systems Command 
Naval Sea Systems C o e  
Navy Shipyard 
Naval Warfare Ceatas 

0 
Office of Assistant Seaetary of Defense 
Office of Deputy Uade- of Defense 

(Logistics) 
Oklahoma City Logistics Center 
Operations & Mainterma 
Original Equipment Manufacrurer 
mce of Management and Budget 
Operations Tempo 
Offia of the Saxetary of Defense 
Office of Technology Assessment 



POM Program Objective Memoraidurn 
POS Rogram Objectives Summary 
P&L Production and Logistics 

R 
RCM Reliability Centatd Maintenance 
RDT&E Research Development Testing and 

Engineering 

S 
SAC Strategic Air Command 
SE System Executive 
SES Senior Executive Service 
Sec Dcf Secretary of Defense 
SOR Source of Repair 
SWA Southwest Asia 

T 
TRANSCOM Transportation Command 

U 
USN United States Navy 
US AF United States Air Force 
USMC United States Marine Corps 
USD(A) Understcrttary of Defense (~quisition) 

W 
WRSK War Readiness Spares Kit 
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.Vovember 10, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUS 
::I shall not include amounta necessary to depot-level maintenauce workloads per- 

recover Ule costs of a military construction formed by employees of the Department of 
3roject (as such term is defined in section Defense. 
3Ol(b) of tltle 10, United States Code). other (6) A comparison of the methods by which 
:nan a minor construction Prolect fl-nced the rates and prices for depot-level mainte- 
,.,v the Defense Business Operations Fund nance workloads performed by employees of 
carsuant to section 2805(~)(1) Of Such title. the Department of Bfense are determined 
tb) DEFENSE SERv- with the methods by which such rstes and 

.ces.-The full coat of the operation of the pfices are determined for depot-level malute- 
3efense Finance Accounting Service be nance performed by non-Federal 
::oa'nced within the Defense Business Oper- 
;:ions Fund through charges for goods and 
services provided through the Fund. (7) A discussion of the issues involved in 

;c)  MODIFICATION OF C A ~ A L  ASSET sUB- detenninlng the balance between the rmount 
c c o v ~ ~ , - ~ c t i o n  34a of the National m- of depot-level maintenance wmkioads as- 
:+cse Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993 "wed for performance by Of the 
~ubi:c ~ a w  102484: 10 U.S.C. a note) is Department of Defense and the amount of 

-;;.ended- depot-level maJntenance workloads assigned 
1) In subsection (a). by striking out the for Performance by non-Fedeml Government 

+ 1. . .... rd sentence; personnel. inclucting the preservation of 
2)  in subsection (b). by s t r iung out ". to surge capsbilities and essential industrial 

exrent provided for ln appropriations base capabuitles needed in the event of mo- 
.i,:,3": and bilizatlon. 

3 )  In subsection (d). by striking out ", dur- (3) An identlflcation of the depot-level 
.nc fiscal year 1993 and until April 15, 19%". functions and activlties that  are suitable for 
six. 334. LIMITATION ON OBLIGAlIONS AGAINST p e r f o m c e  by employees of the Depart- = DEFZNSE BUS@JlQM OPES ment of Defanse and the depot-level func- 

A ~ O E ~ ~ R I N D .  Uons and activitlea that are suitable for per- 
!a) LIMITATION.---(I) The StcTQtar~ of De- f~,,, by non-Federal Cove-ent F- fense mag not incur obligations against the mnnel. 

rxpply management dlvfSf0nS of the Defense (9) AD identification of the management Eusiness OWm*m Fund during flecal Year and omnia t iona l  structm of the Depart- 
In ' -Ount In excess Of 65 ment ment of Defense necessary for the Depart- '' '"' derived - ment to provide the optimal management of ju~:h dlvisiom during that flscal year. ,,?, For purposee of the depot-level maintenance and the allocation 

irzount of obllgatlons incurred against and Of 

33;es from. such adsions d m g  fisa'yesr (b) MEMBERSHIP.-The task force estab- 
the Sscretary exclude ouigat.ons lished pursuant to  subsection (a) shall be 

an3 sales for fuel. commissary and subuist- wmROsed Of individuals from the Depart- 
er,;e lams,  operatiom, repair of epuig ment of Defense and the private sector who- 
x e ~ t  and spare parts in s u m ,  of mpair. dl- (1) haos the m a g e m e n $  of 
rect vendor delivsricm. foreign military sales. depot-1eve1 activiues; 
fr:tial outfitting requiring equipment fur- (2) have expertise in acauisitim; 
r!shed by the Federal Government. and the (3) have expertise in the m~nogement of 
cost of opecatlons. relevant items and w e a m  system; m d  
~ b )  Exc~mo~. - -The  Secretary of Defense (4) are Or have beerr users of depot-level 

r . ~ y  waive the llmitation deectibed in sub- malntenance products produced by employ- 
fec5:on (a) if the Secretary determines that aes of the Cepartment of Defense and by non- 
s-ch waiver is necessary ln order to main- Federal Government personnel. 
%in the readinera and cornbet mectivenesa (c) PAY AND TRAVEL M P E N s E s . ~ ~ )  Except 
cf the A r ~ ~ e d  F o r c a  The secretary shall im- as provided in paragraph (3). efch member of 
-., .-.-Jiately notify Congress of m y  such waiv- the task force shall be psid at a mte eqaal to 
e r  and the reasons for such waiver. the daily equivalent of the minimrun annnal 

Gubtitlc D - D e p o t k l  Actidtiem rate of tasic pay payable for level IV of the 
a C .  UL DEP- W D- DEPOT E X 9 ~ u t i ~ e  Schedule under seCti0n 5315 of 

TASR m title 5. United State6 Code, for each day (in- 
' a ;  E S T A B L ! ~ . -  Sumtmy of Do- cluding travel time) during whlch the mem- 

fens0 shall establish a task force to asseas ber ir engaged in the actual performance of 
'.:-:0 overall performance and management of the duties of the task force. 
+F~G-level activlties of the Department of (2) Each member of the task f m e  shall r e  
3"fense. The assessment shall include the ceive m v e l  expnses, including per diem in 
f 2 l l  >wing: lieu of subsistence. in accordance with sec- 

:! The identification of the depot-level tions 5702 and 5703 of citle 5. United States 
za:ztenance workloads that  were perfomed Code. 
cL'ng each Of years 1980 lgS3 (3) Except as provided in paragraph (2). a "' the and the De- member of the task force who is an employee 
' e r je  Agencies by employees of the Depart- of the Department of D e f e m  or a member of 
z p c t  of Defense and by non-Federal Govern- the Forces not receive addi- 
rerat personnel. tional pay. allowances, or benefits by reason '" estimate Of the current capacity to of such individual's service on the task force. .. -,. a..y out the performance of depot-level 
T'ai2tecance workloads by employees of the ADmlSmm 'UPPoRT.-The '"- 
?"arTment of Dgfeme and by non-Federal retary of Defense shPll provide the task force 
L-: cercment personnel. with the administrative. professional, and 

' 3 ,  An identification of the rationale used technical support required task force 
i .  - , ::;e Department of mfense to support a to carry Out its duties under chis section. . . w*,  : - <  

L .>.on to provide for the performance of a ( 0 )  REPDRT.-NOt later than *pril 
:e;,?'.-:evel mante-ce workload by em- th0 task force S h l l  submit to the Secretary 
-.-..- *.-. -.3s of the DepBItment of ~ e f e n s e  or by of Defense and the congressional defense 
2---F?deral Government personnel. committees a report on the results of the as- 

4 '  An evaluation of the cost, manner, ~d s e m e n t  conducted under subsection (a) and 
F - ~ Z ~ Y  of pertomance of the depot-level the recommendations of the task force for 
?.alr.:enance workload by employees of the any legislative and odminisVative actlon 
Le:asment of D e W e  and by non-Federal the taek force considers to be appropriate. 
Gcpernmsnt personnel. (0 m w m ~ n c m . - ~ a e  task force shall ter- 

= )  An evaluation of the manner of det8r- minate not later than 60 drys riter mbmlt- 
R6:n!ng the con, workload requirements for ting i ts  report pursuant to subsection (e). 

E H 9207 
BEC &Z LIIWIATION ON C O N . ~ A n O N  OF 

MAWAGENEIW o? DEmmlDYLL 
lWAINTENANCP WORKWAD. 

The Secretary of Defense may not. during 
Bscal year 1991. consolidate the management 
of the depot-level malntenance workload of 
the Department of Defense under a single 
Defense-wide entity. 
SEC. a CONTINUATION OF CERTAIN PERCENT- 

AGE u w r A n o r a  ON TIIE PER- 
MRblMCE OF D m - L E V E L  MAIN- 
TENANCS. 

The Secretary of Defense shall ensure that 
the percentage limitations applicable to the 
depot-level maintenance workload performed 
by non-Federal Government personnel set 
forth in section 2466 of tltle 10. United States 
Code. are adhered to. 
SEC. SU. SENSE W CONGRESS ON TW PeR- 

mY)RMANCE 01 CERTAIN DEPOT. 
LEYEL WORK BY 5'-CN CON- 
llu4xQR9 

(a) SENSE OF CCHGRESS.-It is the sense of 
the Congress that the Secretary of Defense 
should not contract for the performance by a 
person or organ1zat:on described in sub- 
section (bt of any depot-level maintenance 
work on epulpmctnt located in the United 
States if the SecretPrJ determines that the 
work could be performed in the United 
States on a cost-effective basis and without 
significant adverse effect on the readiness of 
the Armed Forces. 

(b) COVERED PEXUWNS A'D ORGANIW- 
n0NS.-A person or organization referred to 
in subsection (a) is a person or organhation 
which is not part of the national technology 
a d  industrial base, rs such term is defined 
in section 249111) of title 10. United States 
Code. 
SEC. S45. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON ZlOlS OF 

DEPOT-LGYEL MXWnlE3  OF THS 
DEPARTMENT OP DEPENML , 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress makes the fol- 
lowing findings: 

(1) The depot-level maintenance and npelr  
activities of the Department of Defenm pro- 
vide the Armed Forces wlth a critical caw- 
ity to respond to the needs of the Armed 
Forces for depot-level maintenance and re- 
pair of weapon systems and equipment. 

(2) The depot-level maintenance and repalr 
activities of the Department of Defense pro- 
vide the Department with mpdulltiee that 
are uniquely suited to responding to the in- 
c-ed need for reualr and mlfntenanoe of 
reapon systams and equipment which m a y  
arise In times of national crisis. 

(3) The skilled employees and equipment of 
the depot-level maintenance and repair ac- 
tivitles of the Depsrtment of Defense an, an 
essential component of the overall defense 
industrial base of the United States. 

(4) The critical role of the depot-level 
maintenance and repair activities of the Do- 
psrtment of Defense is mcognlzed in section 
2466 of title 10. United States Code, which 
provides that the Secretary of a mil~tary de- 
partment and. with respxt  to a Defense 
Agency. the Secretary of Defense. may not 
contract for the performance by non-Federal 
Government personoel of more thnn 41 per- 
cent of the depot-level maintenance work- 
load for the mihtary departnect or the De- 
fense Agency. 

(5) Mslntenance of this critical industrial 
capability in the Department of Defense re- 
Quires that an appropriate level of the depot- 
level maintenance and repah of new weapon 
systems be assigned to depot-level m u t e -  
nance and repair actlvitles of the Depart- 
ment of Defense. 

(b) SEXSE OF CONGRESS.-It is the sense of 
the Congress that. in order to maintain the 
crltical depot-level maintenance and repair 
capsbility for military weapon systems and 
equipment. the Secretary of Defense shall. to 
the maximum extent practicable, ensure 



tha t  a sufficient amount of the depot-level 
maintenance and repair of new weapon sys- 
tems and equipment is  asslgned t o  depot- 
level maintenance and repair activities of 
the Department of Defense, consistent wlth 
the requirements of sectlon 2466 of title 10. 
United Sta tes  Code. 
SEC. Ud COh7RACP8 lU PERFORM WORKLOAD8 

PREVIOUSLY PERWRMED BY 
DEPOT-LEVEL ACITVITLES OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE. 

Section 2469 of t i t le 10. United States code. 
is amended- 

(1) by Inserting "(a) RE~UIREMENT FOR 
COMPERT~ON.-" before "The Secretary of 
Defense"; 

12) by striking out "threshold"; 
( 3 )  by strlking out  "unless" and all t ha t  

follows and inserting in lieu thereof "to per- 
formance by a contractor unless the Sec- 
retary uses competitive procedures for the 
selection of the  contractor to perform such 
workload."; and 

19) by adding a t  the end the following new 
subsectlon: 

"tb) INAPPLICABIL~ OF OMB CIRCULAR A- 
76.-The use of Omce of Management and 
Budget Circular A-76 shall not apply t o  a 
performance change under subsection la).". 
SEC. 347. ALmORPrY TO WAn-T: CERTAIN CLAIMS 

OF 'IHE CWTZD STATES. 
( a )  DESCRIPTSON OF CLAIMS INVOLVED.--T~IS 

section applies wlth respect to any claim of 
the Unlted Sta tes  against an individual 
which relates to a bonus or other payment 
awarded t o  such 1ndlvLdual under a produc- 
tivfty gainsharing p r o m  based on work 
performed by such individual a s  an employee 
of Naval Aviation Depot. Norfolk. Virginia. 
or as an employee of Naval Aviation Depot. 
Jacksonville. Florlda. after September 30, 
1986. and before October 1. 1992. 

(b) WAIVER ALTHORPTY AVAILABLE H'TTHOLT 
REGARD TO AMOUNT L h ' ~ o ~ v ~ ~ . - N o t w i t h -  
standing the limitation set forth in sectlon 
Z774ra)(2)tA) of t i t le 10, United States Code. 
any waiver authority under section 2774ra)(2) 
of such t i t le may be exercised. wlth respect 
to  any claim described in subsection ( a )  of 
t h ~ s  section. without regard to  the amount 
involved. 

tc) REWRT.-NO~ later than March 1. 1994. 
the Secretary of the Navy shall submit to  
the congressional defense commit*&es a re- 
port that specifies-- 

(1) the circumstances under which each 
overpayment of a bonus or other payment re- 
ferred t o  in subsection ( a )  was made: 

(2, the number of individuals to abom such 
an overpayment was made: 

(3: the total amount of such overpayments; 
and 

(4: any action planned or initiated by the 
Secretary to prevent. the occurrence of siml- 
lar  overpziyments in the future. 

td: P E F I S ~ ; ~ ~ K . - ~ ~  this section, the term 
"productfvi::. gainsharing program" means a 
prodnct:v:ty gainsharing program e s t a b  
lished under chapter 45 or section 5407 of 
t j t le 5, Cnited States Code. or Executive 
Order No. 12637 (31 U.S.C. 501 notel. 

Subtitle E--Commissaries rad Military 
Exchanger 

SEC. 551. PROHIBXTION ON OPERATION OF COM. 
MJSSARY 6lORES BY ACTT\'E DL'TY 
MEMBERS OF TKE ARMED FORCES 

(a1 LN GmErn~.4!hapter  49 of t i t le 10, 
Un~ted States Code. is amended by inserting 
after sectlon 976 the following new sectlon: 
"OB77. Operation of commissary stom as- 

signment of active duty members generally 
prohibited 
"(a) GEHERAL RULE.-A member of the 

armed forces on actlve duty may not  be as- 
signed to the operation of a commissary 
store. 

:ONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUS 
"tb) EXCEPTION FOR DCA D I R E ~ R . - T ~ ~  

Secretary of Delense may assign an  offlcer 
on the active-duty list to serve as the  Direc- 
tor of the  Defense Commissary Agency. 

"(C) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN ADDITIONAL 
M E M B E R s . - B ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I ~ ~  on October 1. 1996, not 
more than 18 members (in addition to the of- 
ficer referred to in subsection (b)) of tbe 
armed forces on actlve duty may be assigned 
t o  the  Defense Commissary Agency. Mem- 
bers who may be assigned under this sub- 
section to regional head~uar ters  of the agen- 
cy shall be limited to enlisted members as- 
signed to duty as advisors In the regional 
headquarters responslble for overseas com- 
missaries and to veterinary speda!ists. 

"(d) E X C E ~ O N  FOR CERTAIN NAVY PERSON- 
NEL.--(~) The Secretary of the Navy may as- 
sign to the  Defense Commissary Agency a 
member of the  Navy on active duty whose 
assignment afloat 1s part of the operation of 
a ship's food servlce or a ship's store Any 
such assignment shall be on a 
nonreimbursable bash.  

"(2) The number of such members assigned 
to the Defense Commissary Agency during 
any period before October 1. 1996, may not 
exceed the number of such members so as- 
signed on October 1. 1993. After September 
30. 1996. the number of such members so as- 
signed may not exceed the lesser of ( A )  the 
number of members so ass!gned on October 1, 
1993. and (B) 400.". 

tb) CLERICAL AMENDMENT-The table of 
sections a t  t he  beginning of such chapter is  
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to sectlon 976 the  following new item 
"977. Operation of commissary stores assign- 

ment  of active duty members 
generally prohibited.". 

SEC. S1. MODERNIUTION OF ALTOMATED DATA 
PROCESSING CAPABILlTY OF TKE 
DEFENSE COKBUSSARY AGENCY. 

In order t o  perform inside the Defense 
Commlssary Agency a!l automated data 
processing functions of the Agency a s  soon 
as  posslble, the  Secretary of Defense shall, 
consistent with other applicab!e law, take 
any action necessary t o  expedite the mod- 
ernlzatlon of the automated data processing 
capability of the  Agency, including the a d o p  
tlon of the  use of commercial grocery indus- 
try practices and financial management pro- 
grams with respect to such processing 
SEC. 365 OPEIUTlON OF STARS AND STRlPES 

BOOKSIORES OVERSEAS BY TlUC 
MIUTARY E X C W G E S  

(a) REQUIREMENT.-The Secretary of De- 
fense shall provide for the commencement. 
not later than October 1. 1944, of the oper- 
ation of S'drs and Stripes bookstores outside 
of the United Sta tes  by the military ex- 
changes. 

(b) REGUUnoh's.-The Secretary of De- 
fense shall prescribe regulations to carry out  
subsection (a). 
SEC. 3%. AVAILABILITY OF FtNIlS FOR RELOCA. 

n o N  EXPENSES OF ~ I E  NAVY EX- 
CEANGE SERWCE COMMAND. 

Of funds authorized to  be appropriated 
under section 301(2), not more than fi0.000.000 
shall be available to  provide for the payment 
of expenses Incurred by the Navy =change 
Service Commend to relocate functions and 
actlvitjes from Naval Station. Staten Island, 
New York. to Norfolk. Virg!nia. 

Subtitle F--Other Matters 
SEC. MI. EMERGENCY AND ~ O K D I K A R Y  EX- 

PENSE AUI'HORITY N)R TRE N- 

Section 121 of t i t le 10, United States Code. 
is  amended- 

(1) in subsectlon (a+ 
tA) in the  first  sentence, by lnsertlng ", 

the Inspector General of the Department of 
Defense," after "the Secretary of Defense"; 

;E November 10, 1993 
(B) 1n the second sentence. by inserting "or 

the Inspector General" after "the S e ~ r e t a : ~  
concerned": and 

( C )  in the  third sentence, by l n s e r t i ~ g  ' ,or  
the  Inspector General" after "The Secretary 
concerned": 

(2) in subsection (b), by inserting ", by t ? . ~  
Lnspector General to any person in the Office 
of the Inspector General." aStar "the D e ~ n -  
ment of Defense"; and 

(3) in subsectlon (c)- 
(A) by inserting "(1)" after "tci"; and 
(B) by addlng at the  end the following new 

~arag raph :  
"(2) The amount of funds expended by t h e  

Inspector General of the Department of De- 
fense under subsections (a) and (b) d u r i f i ~  E 
fiscal year may not exceed $400,000.". 

SEC. WL4 AUTHOHlTV FOR CIVILIAN KMPLO'IFES 
OF TKK ARMY TO ACT ON R E P O m  
OF 8URVgy. 

Section 4835 of t i t le 10, United States Code. 
is mended-  

(1) in subsectlon (a). by Inserting "csr ac s  
clvlllan employee of the Department of the 
Army" after "any officer of the Army": and 

(2) in subsection lb), by strlklng out ,'an 
offlcer of the  Army designated by him " acC 
inserting In lieu thereof "the Secretary E 

designee. The Secretary may designate of:]- 
cers of the Army or civilian employees oi the 
Department of the  Army to approve such tic- 
tlon.". 

SEC. SgS. EXTENSION OF GLXDUKNES FOR RE- 
DUCnON8 W C W L U N  POSITIONS. 

la)  EXTENSION OF GUIDELINES.-Section 15117 
of t i t le 10. United States Code. Is amended- 

(1) in subsectlon (a) ,  by strtklng out "acr- 
in6 flscal year 1993" and lnsertlng in Iicli 
thereof "during a fiscal year"; and 

(2) in subsectjon tb). by strfklng ou: "lor 
fiscal year 1993". 

(b) UPDATE OF MASTER PLAN.-Secticr. 
1597(c) of s ~ c h  t i t le is amended- 

(1) in paragraph (I). by striklng out ,':cr 
fiscal year 1994" and inserting in lieu tr.c.recf 
"for each fiscal year"; 

(2) In subpara#rmph (A1 of paragraph ( 3  . >3 
adding a t  the  end the  following neu clacse 

"tvll) The total  number of lndlviduals em- 
ployed by contractors and subcontractors o! 
the  Department of Defense under a concracr 
or subcontract entered Into pursuanc t2 0:- 
fice of Management and Budget Circular A- 
76 to perform commercial activities for t?e  
Dephrtment of Defense, a mllitary dcptr:- 
ment, a defense agency. or other c c r r x -  
nent.": and 

(31  by adding a t  the end the :ollowir.c :.?'A 

paragraph: 
"14) The Secretary of Defense sha!l I:.! 2~ 

in the materials referred t o  in paraprz:.'. .: 
a report on the  implementation of the rr.s.;- 
cer plan for the fiscal year immedlateiv Fre- 
ceding the fiscal year for which such r;z:e- 
rials are submitted.". 

SEC. 364. AL!ORITY TO HTEND MlULING PRT7. 
LEGES 

Paragraph (1) of section 3401ta) of LIT.:? ?C 
United Sta tes  Code. 1s mended- 

(1) in the mat ter  before subparagraph ( h  - 
(A) by inserting "an individual who is" : s o -  

fore "a member"; and 
(B) by inserting "or a civilian, othex!:. 

authorized t o  use postal services a t  A.-T.;€.: 
Forces lnsta!lntlons. who holds a posit:or fir 
~ r f o m s  one or more functions in supp.)rt 
mllitary operations. 84 designated by t h e  
military theater commander." after "sec:loL 
101 of t i t le 10.": and 

(2) in subparsgraphs (A) and (B), by s::';s- 
ing "the member" and Inserting ' ,swh 11. : - 
vldual". 



The United States has reduced its armed forces by approximately 30 percent, since the end of the 
Cold War and the dissolution of the former Soviet Union. However, the infrastructure has 
decreased only 15 percent., mainly through the base realignment and closure process. After 
BRAC 1993, defense officials warned that BRAC 1995 would be the toughest yet in a process 
that already has eliminated 250 bases, including 70 major facilities. The Secretary of Defense 
last month partly allayed such fears, saying fewer bases would be recommended this year than in 
1993, when 130 were recommended. 

In January 1994, the Secretary of Defense stated a BRAC) 1995 goal of a 15 percent reduction in 
infrastructure based on plant replacement value. Accordingly, the Secretary required cross- 
service and intra-service opportunities to be pursued throughout the BRAC 1995 process. A 
number of cross-service teams, lead by Office of the Secretary of Defense officials were 
established. These teams requested such data from the Services, analyzed the data, and made 
recommendations to the Services to reduce and/or consolidate their infrastructure. The Services 
responded to the Secretary with their recommendations. While the Secretary's final 
recommendations will not be officially known until the list is published in the Federal Register, 
preliminary indications are that they will be significantly fewer than originally recommended by 
the cross-service teams. 

The BCARC 1995 Cross-Service Team is concerned that without additional installations being 
added to the Secretary's recommended list opportunities will be lost to reduce unneeded/excess 
DOD capacity in the areas of depot maintenance, test and evaluation, and laboratory 
infrastructure: 

Deuot Maintenance 

Over the past 5 years, DoD's annual depot maintenance costs have been approximately $13 
billion. There are 24 maintenance depots that will remain after the 7 closures recommended by 
the 199 1 and 1993 Commissions have been implemented. A well respected study performed by 
General Went (USMC ret.) stated that only 72% of the depot maintenance capacity will be 
utilized in FY 1997. DOD's maintenance depot cross-service team identified 5 to 8 depots that 
could be closed, however, we believe the Secretary's recommendations to the BCARC will 
include only three maintenance depots. 

Test and Evaluation 

Test and evaluation funding and infrastructure have generally been protected from down sizing. 
Within DOD there are currently 19 major test ranges, with $5 billion operations cost and $20 
billion to $30 billion in capital investment. DoD has not aggressively pursued consolidation of 
major test and evaluation facilities even through testing of air vehicles, electric systems and 
armament weapons show significant excess capacity and the greatest potential for cross-Service 
consolidation. 

DoD's Project Reliance was established to consolidate existing test and evaluation capacity but it 
has not been effective because: (1) its focus shifted from consolidation to future test 



investments, (2) the Services were allowed to retain their existing test and evaluation capabilities 
and funding authority, and (3) the Reliance study methodology had major weaknesses. 

Laboratories 

There are at least 8 1 laboratories with DoD and the Services: 1 DoD, 28 Army, 28 Navy, and 24 
Air Force. Their multi-billion dollar budgets (amount unknown) have declined only slightly in 
real terms since 1989 and they remain about the same size as they were during the mid-1980's 
Cold War peak. An April 1994 Defense Science Board report states : 

"The U.S. Combatant Commands are undergoing great change to reflect the fundamental 
changes in the threats they face with the end of the Cold War***. Forces are shrinking 
and their missions are evolving. The Defense laboratory system on which the combatant 
commands must rely for their technological edge has not kept pace. The laboratory 
system remains an obsolescent artifact of the Cold War". 

The report also states that the laboratory system has not kept pace with changing patterns of 
technology generation. No longer does DoD drive all militarily critical, cutting edge 
technologies. American industry, universities, and other government agencies play significant 
roles. Accordingly, one of the DSB's recommendations is that an additional 20 percent cut in the 
laboratories' Civil Service personnel (above the 4 percent per m u m  directed by DPG 95-99) is 
necessary and the cut can be achieved through closures and realignments. 
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DEPOT MAINTENANCE and BRAC 95 
EXPECTED OUTCOMES 

- PROVIDE STATUS REPORTS BY THE ARMY REPRESENTATIVE ON EACH OF THE THREE SUPPORT 
GROUPS OF THE DEPOT MAINTENANCE TASK FORCE, TO INCLUDE: 

1 

- PROWDEAN O V E R W A N D  CLEAR UNDERSTANDING OF THE VARIOUS GROUPS CURRENTLY 
IM/OLVED IN THE DEPOT MAINTENANCE AND BRAC 95 EFFORTS 

+ CURRENT GROUP TASKERS 
+ PLAN OF ACTION 
+ MILESTONES 

I 

-AGREEMENT ON THE COORDINATION, APPROVAL, AND FEEDBACK LOOPS TO BE FOLLOWED 



DEPOT MAIN I ~NANLc  armu cmnb a;r 

II 

AGENDA 

1500-1505 1NTRODUCTlON MG ROBISON, ADCSLOG 

1505-1 530 OVERVIEW COL AHERN, DALO-SMM 

1530-1540 STATUS REPORT - MANAGEMENT ANALYSlS GROUP COL JONES, HQ, AMC 

1540-1550 STATUS REPORT - CAPAClTY& DATA ANALYSIS GROUP M R  SCHAFFER, AMSA4 

1550-1600 STATUS REPORT - COST, PRICE & QUAUTY ANALYSlS GROUP M R  ZARDECKI, TOAD 

1600-1 700 EXECUTIVE SESSION: COOf?DINATION & FEEDBACK MECMNISMS 

j 



I 

-- 

-- 

- - - -  - - -  - 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE and BRAC 95 
I 

M N T E N A C E  
M L L  DRnm 

-- - --- - -- - - 

BRAC 95 
PROCESS 

AND INFLUENCE 

+ CORE DETERMINATION 
+ INTERSERYlCING POLICIES 
+ PUBLICIPRNATE BALANCE 

-- - 

+ INFRASTRUCTURE AND 
CAPACITYANALYSIS 

+ REALIGNMENTAND 
CLOSURE OPTIONS 

pp - - - - - - 
-- - - -- - - - 



DEPOT MAINTENANCE FUNCTIONAL AREA 

OSD BRAC 95 Management Structure 

Who are the players? 

Task Force Chair 
Mr. Parker 

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

Respond to Congressional Tasker 
" 9 Questions" 

DoD Depot Maintenance Task Forc 

Management [:;;;I 

Inter-Service BRAC Analysis 

Support Groups p" z;tcr:] 
Analysis Group 

BRAC 85 Review Group 

BRAC 85 Steering Group 

0, DR&E Education 

....... 

DASA-IL&E 
ADCSLOG 

Test & Evaluation ; I I Joint Cross-Servjce 

Groups 
rn 1 On-going Program Oversight for Depot Maintenance I Policy for Integration of Industrial Base 

1 Defense Depot Maintenance Council I 

VADM  onus LTG T i e M  
USMC. DCSLOG i 

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

I Non-Voting Members 

(Jan 94 DoD "Off-Site") 

DoD Defense lndustrial Base Council 
I 

I 

ASD (Ec. Sec) 
Sewlcs Acs Execs 

I Action ~ r o u p  Heads fi 

DOD DlBC 

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

Base Realignment 

- -  ._- - - . ........... 
- . . . . . .  



DEPOT MAINTENANCE TASK FORCE 
"9 QUESTIONS'! 

ASSESS, AND REPORT TO CONGRESS BY 1 
APRIL, 1994, THE OVERALL PERFORMANCE AND 

MANAGEMENT OF DOD DEPOT-LEVEL 

ORGANIZATION 

_p.--_.--__.- _ __--__ . . 



DEPOT MAINTENANCE TASK FORCE 

SPONSOR 
DUSD(L) 

TASK FORCE 
CHAIR 

MR. PARKER 
DEFENSE SCIENCE BOARD 

TASK FORCE MEMBERSHIP 
TO BE EQUAL NUMBER OF 

GOV'T AND INDUSTRY 
REPRESENTAWES 

GROUND SYSTEMS 
COlCHAlRS 

GEN(RET) KEITH, DSB 
LTG PIGAN, USA 

ARMY REPS MR. KELTZ(HQ AMC) MG GUENMER (CECOM) BG GERALD (HQDA) 

II, MR. MACDONNEL, SES(CEC0M) 

MlSSlLE/COMM-EL 
COlCHAlR 

MR. BIGGERS, HUGHES 
LTG TIEBOUT, USMC 

CAPACIN & DATA 
ALALYSIS GROUP 

TASKS 1,2,3 1 
r FIXED WING 

COlCHAl R 
R. ENGLAND, LOCKHEED 

LTG NOWACK, USAF 

SUPPORT 
GROUPS 

COST, PRICE AND QUALITY 
ANALYSIS GROUP 

TASK 4,6 

SEA SYSTEMS 
CHAIR 

MR. TURNER, DSB 

MANAGEMENT ANALYSIS 
GROUP 

TASKS 5,7,8 

CAPT. HEILLMAN, USN (CHR) MR. HUNTER, JDMAG (CHR) MR. EVANS, OSD-C (CHR) 
LTC NEWBY, (HQDA) LTC SWART,(HQDA) MS. HUFFMAN,(HQDA) 
COL JONES, AMC MR. SCHAFFER, AMSAA MR. ZARDECKI, AMC 

MISSION..... BY 1 APR 94, REPORT TO CONGRESS AND SECDEF RESULTS OF M E  TASK FORCE ASSESSMENT OF THE OVERALL 
PERFORMANCE AND MANAGEMENT OF DOD DEPOT MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES AS CITED IN PI 94 DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT AND 
PROVIDE RECOMMENDED LEGISLATION AND ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS TO IMPROVE THE OPTIMAL MANAGEMENT OF DEPOT LEVEL 
MAINTENANCE AND M E  ALLOCATION OF RELATED RESOURCES. 





DEPOT MAINTENANCE and BRAC 95 

COST, PRICE, AND QUALIN GROUP 
TASKS 

EVALUATE: 
- COST OF PERFORMANCE 
- MANNER OF PERFORMANCE 
- QUALITY OF PERFORMANCE 
OF DEPOT-LEVEL MAINTENANCE WORKLOADS 

ACCOMPLISHED BY DOD AND PRIVATE SECTOR 
EMPLOYEES 

- METHODS BY WHICH RATES & PRICES ARE DETERMINED 
FOR DEPOT-LEVEL MAINTENANCE WORKLOAD PERFORMED BY 
DOD EMPLOYEES ... 
WITH 
- METHODS BY WHICH RATES & PRICES ARE DETERMINED FOR 
MAINTENANCE WORKLOADS PERFORMED BY PRIVATE SECTOR 
EMPLOYEES 
- -- - - 

I I IMPACTS PUBLICJPRIVATE BALANCE & 



-- - -- -- - - - - - -- --- - 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE and BRAC 95 

MANAGEMENT ANALYSIS GROUP 
TASKS 

EVALUATE: 
- MANNER OF DETERMINING THE CORE WORKLOAD 
REQUIREMENTS FOR DEPOT-LEVEL MAINTENANCE 
WORKLOADS PERFORMED BY DOD EMPLOYEES 

7 DISCUSS ISSUES INVOLVED IN DETERMINING THE BALANCE BEWEEN: 
- THE AMOUNT OF DEPOT-LEVEL MAINTENANCE WORKLOADS 

ASSIGNED FOR PERFORMANCE BY DOD EMPLOYEES AND 
- THE AMOUNT OF DEPOT-LNEL MAINTENANCE WORKLOADS ASSIGNED 

FOR PERFORMANCE BY PRIVATE SECTOR EMPLOYEES 
- INCLUDE: 
+ PRESERVATION OF SURGE CAPABILITIES, AND 
+ ESSENTIAL INDUSTRIAL BASE CAPABILITIES NEEDED IN THE EVENT OF 

MOB1 LlZATlON 
-- - - 

IMPACTS: CORE 
Intersen/icing/Public 
Private Balance 

8 
IDENTIFY DEPOT -LEVEL FUNCTIONS AND ACTIVITIES THAT ARE SUITABLE 
FOR PERFORMANCE BY DOD EMPLOYEES AND THOSE SUITABLE FOR 
PERFORMANCE BY PRIVATE SECTOR EMPLOYEES 

- -  
-- - 



DEPOT MAINTENANCE and BRAC 95 

INTEGRATION GROUP 
TASK 

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

- -- - - -- - 

9 IDENTIFY THE DOD MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE NECESSARY 
FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE TO PROVIDE OPTIMAL MANAGEMENT OF 
DEPOT-LEVEL MAINTENANCE AND THE ALLOCATION OF RELATED RESOURCES 

- - - - - - - - - - -- -- 

- - - --- -- - -- -- 

IMPACTS: Core, Interservlcing, PublicJPrivate Balance 
" How maintenance depots will support future warfighting" 

-- 



DEPOT MAINTENANCE and BRAC 95 

SEC DEUTCH ALSO DIRECTED THE DOD TASK FORCE TO 
ADDRESS THESE TWO ADDITIONAL AREAS: 

(TIME & RESOURCES PERMITTING) 

- -- -- - -- -- - - - - - -- -- - 

A. WAYS TO IMPROVE OVERALL EFFICIENCY OF DEPOT MAINTENANCE IN 
ORGANIC AND PRIVATE INDUSTRIAL FACILITIES, INCLUDING THE MOST 
PROMISING STRATEGIES FOR SIGNIFICANTLY IMPROVING NEW 
TECHNOLOGY APPLICATIONS, PROCESS IMPROVEMENTS, MODERN 
BUSINESS - PRACTICES, & RELIABILITY IMPROVEMENTS. 

- - - -- - - - - - --- - - - - - - - 

- 

B. DEPOT MAINTENANCE PLANS FOR NEW ITEMS OF EQUIPMENTAND 
COMPARE RELATIVE COST EFFECTIVENESS OF ORGANIC AND PRIVATE 
INDUSTRY FACILITIES, INCLUDING MAJOR WPN SYSTEMS, MISSILE 

1 I SYSTEMS, ELECTRONICS, SOFTWARE, etc. 



-- -- - - - -- -- 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE and BRAC 95 

ARMY'S BRAC 95 MISSION 

ELIMINATE EXCESS INFRASTRUCTURE AND CONSOLIDATE 
FUNCTIONS THROUGH BASE CLOSURE/ REALIGNMENT TO SUPPORT 
THE ARMY'S VISION OF A 10 DIVISION, CONUS BASED, FORCE 
PROJECTION ARMY 

RESTATED DEPOT MAINTENANCE 
MISSION 

TO ENSURE THE ARMY'S CONTINUING CAPABILITY TO SUPPORT 
AND SUSTAIN DEPOT-LEVEL MAINTENANCE FOR THOSE WEAPON 
SYSTEMS AND EQUIPMENT NECESSARY FOR WARFIGHTING. 



DEPOT MAINTENANCE and BRAC 95 

OSD EXPECTATIONS 

DEPSECDEF MEMO TO SERVICES 7 JAN 94: 

"REDUCE BASE STRUCTURE COMMENSURATE WITH PLANNED 
DRAWDOWNS AND PROGRAMMED WORKLOAD REDUCTIONS." 

REDUCE INFRASTRUCTURE (PRV) BY NOT LESS THAN 15% 
(DOD-WIDE)." 

"ACHIEVE SIGNIFICANT CROSS-SERVICE REALIGNMENTS." 

"INSURE BASE CLOSURES/SAVINGS ROUGHLY EQUAL THAT OF ALL 
PREVIOUS BRACs." 



- - - - -- - 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE and BRAC 95 

THE OSD GAME PLAN I" 
(SERVICES WILL STILL RUN THE BALL, 

WlTH STRONG COACHING FROM THE OSD STAFF) 

CHARGE SERVICES WlTH RESPONSIBILITY FOR REVIEW OF 
"OPERATIONAL BASES" AND ALL ANALYTICAL SUPPORT. 

EXERCISE STRONG OVERSIGHT OF SERVICE ANALYSIS USING A 
COMMITTEE SYSTEM (ANALOGOUS TO THE "BOTTOM UP REVIEW"). 

IN CROSS-SERVICE FUNCTIONAL AREAS, EMPOWER OSD-LED 
STUDY GROUPS WlTH AUTHORITY TO : 

-- ESTABLISH PARAMETERS FOR SERVICE ANALYSIS 
-- IDENTIFY & RECOMMEND OUT-SOURCING POLICIES 
-- DEVELOP CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES AND 

TARGETS. 
-- - -- ---- - -- - - - - - - - - -- - -- - - 



DEPOT MAINTENANCE and BRAC 95 

OSD BRAC 95 Management Structure 

BRAC 95 Review Group 
USDfA) Chair 

I USA: Mr. Reeder 
VCSA: GEN Peay 

BRAC 95 Steering Group 
DASD (Economic Reinvestment & BRAC) 

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

# ..... 

Maintenance Depots Laboratories 

Undergraduate 3 
Pilot Training 

AS D(P& r) 

...................... %. ................. ;;.. ................................................................................................... :.:.. I ASA(I.L&E): Mr. ChvenlMr. Johnson 

Graduate Medical 

ASD(Health Affairs) 

~- 

DASA(L0G): Mr. Orsini (X79030) 
ADCSLOG: MG Robison (X75301) 
LOG: COL Mike Ahern (X72516) 
PAE: CPT John Klotsko (X57737) 

I 
DASA(M&RA): Mr. Weiler (~70919) 
Dir, Training: BG Shinseki (X48198) 
OPS: LTC John Finley (X52591) 
PAE: Maj Randy Carey (X70260) 

DASA(R&T): Mr. Singley (X71646) 
Dir, Rsch: Dr. Chait (X73558) 
SARD: LTC Dan Thomas (X40434) 
PAE:: MAJ Pat Bushway (X57737) 

Test & Evaluation 

TSG: LTG Lanoue (756-0000) 
ASG: BG Zajtchuk (756-0000) 
TSG: COL Emanuel Cassimitis (756-8036) 
PAEW: LTC Jim McGaha (~76388) 

Dir, TEMA: Mr. Gehring (X58995) 
Mr. Ray Wagner (X58995) 
PAE: MAJ Mike Mullins (X56664) 

Economic Impact 
DASD(ER&BRAC) 

ACSIM: MG Little (X33233) 
ACSIM: Ms Maureen Wiley (X44311) 
PAE: LTC Mike Schultz (X74460) 
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DEPOT MAINTENANCE and BRAC 95 
PA&E "QUARTERBACK CONCEPT FOR OSD BRAC '95 

r 

MISSION: KEEP SEMOR ARMY LEADERSHIP /WORMED OF ISSUES & 
POSlTlONS EMERGING FROM OSD JOINT GROUPS 

BRAC 95 
REVIEW GROUP - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .  

BRAC 95 

USA/VC&l 

QUICK FEEDaACK 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ASA ( M E )  TO PA&€ 

DPA&E 

INTERGRATE & 
FEEDBACK 

el - - - ISSUE TELEPHONE BRIEF PAPER 

1 
I 

1 - 

JOINT 

t 
- A RMY "QUARTERBACK" (GOISES) 

- GROUPS - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - ARMYACTION OFFICER 
- - - PA&€ POC 

- 



DEPOT MAINTENANCE and BRAC 95 
ISSUES, CONCERNS, POTENTIAL CONFLICTS 

L 

CONTROL THE " PROCESS 'I  -- ENSURE FEEDBACKAND COORDINATION 
AMONG DIVERSE GROUPS; DE-CONFLICT MILESTONES. 

DNELOE ARTICULATE AND DEFEND THE ARMY'S INTERESTS IN OSD 
FORUMS (DDMC, DM TASK FORCE, BRAC-95 GROUP) 

- CAPACITY AND UTILIZATION TARGETS 
- BASIS FOR SIZING (PROGRAMMED WORKLOAD VS REQS) 
- PROCEDURES AND CONCEPTS FOR INTER-SERVICING 
-- PUBLICIPRNATE BALANCE 

RECOMMEND AND DEFEND A REAUSTIC "ARMY POSITIOAI" FOR BRLIC-95 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE INFRASTRUCTURE TO THE SENIOR LEADERSHIP 



STATUS REPORTS 
BY 

SUPPORT GROUP 
REPRESENTATIVES 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE and BRAC 95 
1 



DoD Depot Maintenance 

* ESTABLISH TASK FORCE QB 
-- DATA LINK WITH GROUPS 
-- STATUS TO DALO-SM 

*DALO-SM QB 
-- PROVIDE "WEEKSUMS" 
-- INTEGRATE TF & BRAC 
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MISSION 
The AFMC mission statement is "Through inte- 
grateel management of research, clevelopment, 
test. acquisition, and support. we atlvalce ale1 
use technology to acquire anel sustain superior 
systems in partnership with our customers and 
suppliers. We perfonn continuous proiluct mcl 
process improvement throughout the Ilfe-cycle. 
As a1 integral part of the Air Force war fighting 
team. we contribute to afforclable combat supe- 
riority, reacliness and sustainability." Air Force 
Materiel Commanil's role is to turn global power 
and reach concepts into capabilities--to clesign. 
ilevelop and supp6rt the world's best air and 
space weapon systems. The Comma~cl also 
supports all Air National Guarcl (ANG) a~cf US 
Air Force Reserve (USAFR) activities. other US 
Government agencies. anel air forces of fnencily 
nations receiving US military assistance. 

The office of the Directorate of Logiqtics (HQ 
AFMCLG) develops ancl prescribes policy guid- 
ance. plans and programs for logistics operations 
(maintenance, supply. transportation. ancl item 
management) at AFMC's five Air Logistics 
Centers (ALCs). the Aerospace Guidance and 
Metrology Center (AGMC), the Aerospace Main- 
tenance ale! Regeneration Center (AMARC). 
altl Support Center Pacific (SCP). Its task is to 
provicle the logistics mmageine~nt neetieci to keep 

Cover Photo 
1%-LH Programmed Depot Maintenance (PIIM) on 
the line at Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center, 
Tinker Air Force Hase, Oklahoma. 

the Air Force's aircraft. missiles. a ~ d  support 
equipment in top conclition. 

The AFMC Depot Maintenance Business Area 
(DMBA) of the Defense Business Operation 
Fund (DBOF) is solely clepenclent on the sale of 
maintenance services to co\leroperating expenses. 
This applies to all work whether performed or- 
giinically. contractually. or tiuough intersenlicing. 
Management of the DMBA involves the devel- 
opment of realistic budget estimates that include 
improvements in productivity and continuous 
review ancl analysis of depot maintenance opera- 
tions to ensure timely production of a quality 
procluct at the lowest possible cost. 

Criteria establisheel by the Dep-arttnent of De- 
fense limits our organic facilities to mission es- 
sential workloacls which require a coiithuing 
tlepot level maintenalce capability to maintain 
operations under emergency or wartime condi- 
tions. or which require depot maintenance in 
peacetime to assure material operational reacli- 
ness. Contract iiepot maintenance provicles a 
means of augmenting the organic capability. 

The HQ AFMCLG objective is to attain the best 
possible use of contract, organic, and interservice 
tlepot maintenance resources to support the Air 
Force mission. This requires the econoinical anci 
effective use of facilities. equipment, manage- 
ment information systems, and manpower. hn 
provicling management policy for the clepot main- 
tenance operation, the Directorate must consicler 
scheclules. quality a1t1 cost to measure the effec- 
tive use of resources. 
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INTRODUCTION 
FY93 was atransition year for AFMC. It was the 
first full fiscal year as a Command. The depot 
maintenance community continued to stream- 
h ~ e  and downsize their operations with height- 
ened emphasis on capacity control. Manpower 
and the amount of depot production continued to 
drop. Resource management, as with last year, 
has been our biggest challenge. 

The Activation of the new Air Force Materiel 
Command (AFMC) brought the management of 
the acquisition and sustainment (depot mainte- 
nance) of Air Force weapon systems closer to- 
gether with the "cradle-to-grave1' philosophy 
called Integrated Weapon System Management 
(IWSM). It places the management of a weapon 
system, from "cradle-to-pave," on the shoulders 
of a single manager. Logistics issues get intro- 
duced more forcibly and earlier in the acquisition 
process because the single manager has to sup- 
port as well as acquire the weapon system. 

In FY93, the Air Force moved from a test mode 
to a full scale implementation of the Two-Level 
Maintenance (2LM) program. Its aim is to 
improve the current three-level maintenance sys- 
tem eliminating costly intermediate level that 
operates out of base maintenance squadrons. 
The switch to 2LM also simplifies the aircraft 
repair process by eliminating extensive base- 
level repairs. 2LM supports the Air Force vision 
of global reach/global power, because it reduces 
the numbers of people and equipment opera- 
tional commanders must take with them when 
they go to war. Avionics' reparable pipeline 
times have been consistently shortened through- 

out the fiscal year. Great strides have been made 
in lowering engine repair times and base engine 
stock levels have consistently remained around 
100 percent full. The lessons learned from 2LM 
are being adopted for other depot workloads in 
the Lean Logistics demonstrations. Lean Logis- 
tics utilizes express transportation, consolidated 
inventory points, and depot repair on demand to 
shorten the logistics pipeline. The shortened 
pipeline will result in a "right sized" inventory. 
Assets will be repaired on demand in response to 
an actual failure in the field and assets will be 
pushed to where they are most needed. 

, The Support and Industrial Operations Mission 
Element Board (S8rIO MEB), one of five MEBs 
in AFMC, is chaired by the Directorate of Logis- 
tics, HQ AFMC/LG. It is responsible for the 
command activities that ensure the Air Force 
operating commands get the best support at the 
least cost forevery system AFMC delivers. S&IO 
members come mainly from the logistics com- 
munity, but also come from a core of h~ct iona l  
experts from throughout the command. Budget 
cuts, downsizing, and the accompanying changes 
in defense strategies are the major challenges 
shaping S&10 philosophies. 

Continuous quality improvement is a driving 
goal of depot maintenance while at the same time 
reducing the cost of our product to our custom- 
ers. Many tools are being used to guide us 
towards this direction. Examples are Total Qual- 
ity Management (TQM), Benchmarking, and the 
application of Theory of Constraints. 
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IIEYOT MAINTENANCE ANNUAL REPORT FY93 

The Depot Maintenance Annual Report provides a summary of p a ~ t  fiscal year achievements 
along with an insight of special programs anel actions which influence the AFMC ciepot mainte- 
nance operations . 
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Ogden Air Logistics Center ((.)(I)-ALC) 

Nurnber of Facilities: 209 
Facility a1cI Equipment Value: $1 .X7 1 B 
Aircraft: ? 1 8 
Missiles: 769 
Exchrulgeables: 75.276 
Maintenance Man-hours: 6.179.( X X  DPAHs 

Ma.jor FY93 Accomplishments: 
LJSN F/A-18 Aircraft, M~Iificntioo Corrosiou auld Paint Propar11 
(MCAYP); Prototyped the f is t  USN CKC-130 Airc~:ift. St:uldard 
Depot Level Mainteoru~ce (SDLM) ;iircrdt for ra FYY4 production 
strut. result of a DMRD 908 interservicing dirtx~ion. F-16 Rlock 401 
42 FALC( )N UP. APG-66 Ra&u Progr:uns, Aircraft Wl~eels Repair 
:uld Overhaul W~)rklo:id. The Techoology auld h~dusm:~J Support 
Dirtxtonte hecane the Secret,ui:it for the Air Force Softwrue 
Engineering Stwring Group. 
New Workloads: 
F- 16A/R. APG-66 Radar. F-16 Rlock 40/42. FALCON UP, F/A-I X 
Modificntino Corrosion aind Pai~lt Prograiln (USN). CKC-130 
Standard Depot Level Maiinteoru~ce Propnnn (USN). Silo-Rased 
haercontilental Radlistic Missile (SRICRM) System PI-c~gr:un Office 
trasferred Peacekeeper in Minutern:ul silo refurbishment at 
Valdenkrg AFR frm~ cnnn;cr to org:n~ic repaur. circuit card 
~~~au~ufiicture. x-ray of JAU-X i~litia~tor. F-1 l 1 softwaue support. 
New FaciIities/Equipment: 
SRlCRM acquired 10 new Volvo White semi-truck/tractors. Computed 
Tomography Facility,Upgraded R205 and 0 100, CNC Vertical Machining 
Center. VAX Computer System irnpn)vements in R100 and R205. 

Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center (OC-ALC) 
Number of Facilities: 59 
Facihty ;illti Equipment Value: $1.84B 
Aircraft: 87 (Organic) 
Ensines: 1,053 (Incl436 missile engines) 
Exchmgeables: 1 1 1 .975 
Maintenance Man-hours: 6,526.854 DPAHs 

Ma.jor FY93 Accomplishments: 
Winner 01'tlle Air Force auld Secret:u-y of Defe~~se  Aw:ud for 
Pollutio11 PTevr11tio11. Reduced h:eaudous wat\;te. 11:uldliop. w~~rkel- 
exposure. :uld incre:tr;ed oper:~tion:ll c1u:lity by replaciop the prcvl~)us 
seal:uu rtlix :md freeze operritioo wit11 "just-in-tiunr" procuremeill of 
fr~)zen :iircr:ifr seal:u~t. Successful offeror on repair/cwerl~:iul conlpeti- 
tious for the E-3 Progr:unmed Depot M:untena~ce (PDM). C- 115 
Refueli~lg Room. F-15 Turbine Motor. a~cl tlree Const;u~t Speed 
Drives (CSDs) with a cnntraict aw:ud v:llue c~f S58.5M. Produced 
154 Two-Level Maitltenlulcr engilles for the Secretary of the Air 
Force dxected 2LM prognim. 
New Workloads: 
R-52H Pri~granmed Depot Mainte~la~lcz (PDM) RUY ismovetl from 
SA-ALC to OC-ALC. Navy E-(IA Exprulded Phrcse Mai~ltennuce 
(EPM) Prograrrl was initiated hy the E-3 System Support Man:~pe- 
went LXvision. Engine 2LM for t l ~ e  FlOX-100. TF31-3/103. 
TF33-1(K). and TF33-7. Initiated Avionics 2LM. 
New Facilities/Equipment: 
Addition of :n~ energy dispersive X-Ray system tn the existing 
Sca~~ning  Electron Microscope. 
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SA-ALC: Aerial Rase Photo 

Sacramento Air Logistics Center (SM-ALC) 
Number of  Facilities: 107 
Facility md Equipment Value: $1.2( )4B 
Aircraft: 164 Organic 
Exchangeables: 12 1 ,(H )2 (Organic) 
Maintenance Man-hours: 6,107.000 DPAHs 

San Antonio Air Logistics Center (SA-ALC) 

Number of Facilities: 92 
Facility ruitl Equip~nerit Value:$1.209B 
Aircraft: X( 
Engines: 3.475(6iclucles modules) 
Exchangeables: 60.3X7(orgwic) 
Maintenuice Mrui-hours: 7.406.( )OO DPAHs 

h4a.jor FY93 Accomplishments: 
Transitioned TF39. FlC)0-20(1. aincl T56 engi~les to suppon Two- 
Level Mai11teo:ulce. R-2 Secood;uy Power Sys te~l~  supported 
tiom newly huilt G:tq Turbi~le En~ ine  (GTE) Facility. 
New Workloads: 
R- 1R PT( S113ft. ?:itriot Missile GTE (Ar111y). LANTIRN. F- 16 
Paint. 2LM Quick Engine C11:mge. ACFT Strip & Paint, T-3X 
Cockpit Refurbishment. C-5 Speedline. 
New Facilities/Equipment: 
GTE Repair Facility. Corrosion C(~ntrnl Facility, OEC Facility. 
Advatt~ced Composi\e Repalr Fricility. TSh. F 1(X). TF3Y Twc~ 
Level Ma~intenxlce Faicilities. 

Ma.jor FY93 Accomplishments: 
Implemen~rrl Wrttchdog elecuo~lic ~ntrnitoring system. Reduced 
F-l l 1 fuel t:ulks PDM by 3.(.)00 hours. Completed Avionics 
Moder11iz:ltion Pntgram o n  the F-I I IE. E~~l~aincement to AN/ 
FMN-1 Runway Visibility Computer. LH creaited a siogle point 
nf contact to the customer for cost. schedule. ru~d perform:u~ce. 
Raselined ctlufigura~tii)n for AN/FMQ-I:! Digital Ionospheric 
Sounding System. Completed Mobile Electronic W:&:ire 
Surveill:u~ce System. LI Suggestinn Progwn realized a trulgihle 
benefit of S999.920. Established dud use concept. 
New Workloads: 
Kit proofed the F-111F Pacer Strike mod. Digital flight control 
modific:~tion for all F-11 1s started in FY93. Received 15 F- 
1 1 IGS for inspectino and processing for sale lo the Australim 
Air Force. Joiut Tactical Infnnnation Distributioo Syste~rl 
(JTIDS) AN/TSC- 13 1 LJS M:irine Corps versiou. AN/TPN-30 
Air TnLffic C(rntro1 ;uld Laulding System (ATCALS). Guudrail 
colnmon sellsnr power pl:u]t AN/MJQ-44. ANnSC-107 
Communicario~~s van upgrade. ANPRC-90-2C Surviv:ll K:idio 
upgrade. AIS 37U-2 Truck and sllelter mount mini-MLJTES. 
Army Rrriclley Fighting Vehicle. 
New Facili tiesJEquipment: 
Source Treaiunent Plant; Wind Tunnel for ANFMQ-13: Com- SM-ALC: Aerial Rahe Pho~o 
puler Repair Center Facility: Pneudraiuiics Facility. 
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Warner Robins Air Logistics Center (WR-ALC) 

Number of Facilities: 86 
Facility u~cl Equipment Value: $1 .167B 
Aircraft: 3 1 ( )  (Organic) 
Exchaugeables: 124.489 (organic) 
Maintenance Man-hours: 7,383.( lo0 DPAHs 
New Workloads: 
C-130 Ceorer Wing replacement. Gloh:l Positic~oing Systems 
011 Cornhat Trdon; APG-(13 Firc Control Radar System; Metal- 
lurgical Analysis Team testing of Defense Logistics Agency 
(LILA) h:trdw:re itenls: C o ~ ~ v e r s i o ~ ~  of R o e i ~ ~ g  707 :iircr;Lft to 
operatiou;l level rn:iinten:u~cc traiiner for JoiotSTARS progr:im: 
In-house F-15E Confnnnal Fuel Tank Rep:iir. 
New FacilitiesIEquipment: 
Gn)und hre:king for the first of fourteeu buililil~gs to support 
Joint Surveil1:inct: T:trget Attack Radair System (Joint STARS); 
Fluid Cell Press auld Water Jet Cutter & Deburring Center were 
added. 

AGMC: Aerial Rahe Photo 

WR-ALC: Aerial Rase Photo 

Aerospace (hidance & Metrologv Center 
(A(;MC) 

Number of Facilities: 5 
Facility mcl Equip~nent Value: $504.5M 
Excha~tgeables: 1 1.1 77 
Maintenuince Man-hours: 961 . O ( K )  DPAHs 

RJla.jor FY93 Accomplishments: 
The Suggestiou :u~d Value Engineering Progr:uns for the 
Director:ite of' Maintenance (MA) produced over S756.000 ill 

actual s:~vings and %4.2(15.000 in cost avoid:ace. MA reduced 
the numher of Ozone Deplet i~~g Cbemic:ls (ODCsj hy more 
t11:u1 557.000 pounds w11e1-l compared lo FY92 usage a ~ l d  
slashed the number of processes using 0L)Cs from 1321 in 
FY92 t o  (145 ;LI; of the end of  FY93. ln~plernei~tati(,~, o f  2LM for 
tile F- 16 :u~d A- I 0  we:ipo~~s S ~ S I ~ I I I S  reduced the actua11 IUI-11- 

ruouod time to 3.5 days. t l~us  exceeding the goail of 5.5 d:iys. 

Aerospace Maintenance and Regeneration 
Center (AMARC) 

Number of Facilities: X 1 
Facility mcl Equipment Value: $45.4M 
Inspections (Maintain-In): 5,455 
Input to Storage: 91 1 (Acft only) 
Routine Aircraft Reclamation: 27.056 (Parts) 
Withdrawals: 165 (Flyaways, O v e r l ~ t ~ l ,  Museum) 
Represervations: 35 

Major FY93 Accomplishments: 
Received 671 aucnift and processed 91 1 i11t1) stor:ige. Used 
TOM tools 10 reduce time rerlu ired to process z~ircraft into 
storage by 24 bours. As of l i )  Sep 03had eliminated 28 R-52s 1 I 
x; part of Suntepic Artns Reduction Treaty. AMARC: Aerial Rase Photo 
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Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center (OC-AIX) 

In an ;itmosphere of force reductions, base closures, and 
severe budget consarlints, OC-ALC succeeded in inno- 
vating our prrictices to meet the needs of our customers. 
Effective intersewicing, efficient Two-Level Minte- 
n:mce (2LM), and successful competitions were the 
fundamentrtls for FY93. 

OC-ALC earned the prestigious U.S. Air Force Orgrmi- 
zritionalExcellence Award forthe period July 1993, -July 
1993. During the summer of 1993, OC-ALC was the first 
air logistics center to host AFMC's senior militrq imd 
civilian leaders for HORIZONS. The focus of theconfer- 
ence was the Support and lndusmal Operations Mission 
Element which wits aul atppropriate topic ti) be addressed 
at :n atir logistics center. 

OC-ALC entered into a revolutionaq new interservice 
maintenamce progrim for the Navy's 16 E-6A aircrrlft 
crlled the ExpmdedPha~e~tintenancePmgraun. Under 
this program, maintenance work k performed by depot 
personnel working atlong side Navy personnel while the 
atircraftisundergoingroutinePha~seInspections. All work 
is done in the Navy's facilities which is auniquemange- 
ment not found at any other repair depot. This Extended 
Phase mlintenamce Program eliminates a longer ";twaiy 
from home batse" time normally atssociated with aridi- 
tional Scheduled Depot Level Maintenance (SDLM). It 
eliminates an estimalted six months of maintenance 
downtime every six ytius which is the norm rtsscxiated 
with the ariditionad Navy SDLM Progrnnl. In addition to 
aircraft .wpport, this wats the first ytiu for OC-ALC to 
accept full overhiul requirements for the Navy engines, 
TF30-P414 and F110-4(K). Production consisted of X I  
TF.30-P414 and 7 F110-400s. 

OC-ALC completed the modific:ttirvn znd testing of the 
first U.S. aircraft used to support the Open Skies Treaty 
that esti~blished unarmed aerial observation flights over 
the United Scttes, Camadat, NATO and the Warsaw Pact. 
OC- ALC was in ckuge of the cost schedule, and perfor- 
mance aspects of the modification of the :kc&. OC- 
ALC brought the project in on schedule, delivering the 
atircrnft 30 June 1993, and $1.4 million under budset. 

The Software Engineering Institute (SEI) awruded the 
Software Division the Process Maturity kiting of Level I1 
- the first Air Force organization to achieve this rating. 
Erch level of maturity brings with it increased reliability 
to the customer, more productivity, and fewer defects. 

The Auurnatic Digitrtl Weather Switch reltrated from 
Ciuswell AFB, TX to OC-ALC. The switch brought 9X 
high-tech positions to Tinker. 

CJC-ALC was named its the Cruise Mssile Product Group 
Manager (CM PGM) on 6 July 1993. The CM PGM is 
responsible for numerous systenls and their respective 
pylons thus becoming the single ftce to the user for cruise 
missiles (with the exceptiondthe AGM- 129A ACM). In 
addition, OC-ALC is the location of the System Support 
Manatger (SSM) for the AGM-129A Advance Cruise 
Missile ( ACM) which is scheduled for cunsigm~ent to the 
Cruise fvhssile Product Group in July 1994. 

ALCAR (Air Logistics Center Airframe kiting) is anew 
program implementd to make our rticrntft technicians 
multi-skilled ats opposed to the old single skill concept. 
This new concept for mining and certifying aircraft 
technicians provides significant benefits for both the 
workers - who acquire a broader skill base, and the center, 
which secures an enhanced competitive edge. 

Prlrticipation in Depot Maintenance Competition (DMC) 
proved to be extremely successful for OC-ALC. A 
winning bid wats made to rectin the USAF E-3 Aircrrtft 
Programmed Depot Maintenance (PDM) worklo~ul for 
NO4-FY98 which meant a new one-year contract, with 
four succeeding option years, i d  is estimated at a totrll of 
S16Mifoptioned throughoutthe five ytiucontractperiod. 
Repair and overhrtul workloads consisting of three Con- 
strmt Speed Drives (CSDs). the F- 15 Turbine Motor, and 
the KC- 135 Refueling Boom were ilso won. 

OC-ALC implemented the Secrecuy d the Air Force's 
Two-Level Maintenance (2LM) progrrun for engines 
during FY93. CORAL THRUST, the 2LM Engine Test, 
w~~scompleted 30 Sep 1993. It successfully demonsartted 
support of pipeline segments, htse stock levels, two level 
maintenanceprocesses,md initialpr~xessimprc~vements. 
Phaae-in of the FIOXs and TF33s resulted in the 2LM 
production of 154 engines from eight different bases. 

Phrtse I1 of the NATO Maintenance and Supply Agency 
(NAMSA) workload begrin in FY9.7. OC-ALC bid 
a~gatinqt U.S. and European companies, and was awitrded 
the four year, $3 million contrricton 16 sepaur~te line; tems. 
The items include re~ulators, valves, liquid oxygen con- 
verters, computers, mdicators and amplifiers used on 
NATO C- 130 atircrntft. 

Tinker won the Air Force's and the Secrecuy of Defense's 
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top pollution prevention awards for FY93. Human expo- 
m e  to toxic chemicatls auld air emissions to the environ- 
ment has been reduced through the implementrttion of the 
Self-priming Topcoat for aircratft. Replacement of the 
previous sealant mix and freeze operation, with ':just-in- 
t i e "  procurement of fiozen aircrrlft sealant, h ~ s  reduced 
hraudous waste, worker exposure, imd increitsed opera- 
tional quality. 

Toelirnhtetheuseofharmful plating chemicals, suchats 
chrome, OC-ALC implemented five new thermal spray 
processes: powder flame spray, wire flame spray, pla5ma 
sprny, arc spray, and High Velcxity Oxygen Fuel spray. 

T i e r  also opened a new Hazaudous Mtteriatls Cell, 22 
July 1993. The cell is only one of two in the entire Air 
Force,and is the largest. The HAZMATcell is instrumen- 
tal in the safe flow of %udous materials within the large 
industrial complex. It is a specid office which incorpo- 
rates the functions of base supply and depot supply and is 
designed to manage k w d o u s  materials on Tinker AFB . 

All of these accomplishments could not have happened 
without the talents, hard work, and dedication of the 
complementing civilian, military, and contactor work 
force. 

Ogden Air Logistics Center (00-ALC) 

The Aircraft Directorate entered into a new era of private 
contract operations when Ogden won the bid to perform 
the Modification Corrosion ,and Paint Program (MC APP) 
requirements on the Navy FIA- 18 fighter/mtck aircraft. 
The contract award is for the baic year and four one-year 
options. Totid contract value for the five-year period is 
S60,599,7 15. The prototype Navy C- 130 Standud Depot 
Level Maintenaince (SDLM) atircraft wat~ inducted in 
June. The aircraft was accepted by the U.S. Muine Corp 
activity with zero defects noted. Ogden has expanded it$ 
"two-level maintenamce" role beyond avionics into the 
redm of engines. Initiated and completed the third phase 
of Coronet Deuce, which ran from I Oct 92 to 30 Sep 93; 
the test was svccessful in showing that two-level mainte- 
nancecould be sustained long term. The APG-66,F- 16N 
B Radar workload and F-16 Block 40142 FALCON UP 
Pro,? were won competitively. A nine member team 
was mvolved in the development, plrming , implementa- 
tion, and feasibility assessment for enhanced electronic 
~arf .~ue.  Five aircraft have been completed: this modifi- 
cation could involveallF- l(IC/D, Block 25/30/32aircraft. 

The Missile Maintenance Section ofthe Silo-Brsed Inter- 

continencd Ballistic Missile (SBICBM) System Prog~un 
Office reduced operrttijlg costs by $226,000. The Missile 
Transportation, Hamdling, and Dextivati on Section de- 
veloped procedures and trained Army personnel on mis- 
silelmotor handling and storage tzsks, enabling Pueblo, 
CO, and Nava-jo, AZ, Army storage facilities to come on- 
line ahead of schedule. Twenty svccessful crulse missile 
recoveries at Dugway Proving Ground, UT, and four 
missile recoveries at Primrose Lake Evaluation Range in 
Alberta, Ca t&,  were performed. The recovery in 
GmaQ WiL, the frst successful recovery outside U.S. 
territory. As ;I result, we were asked to participatte in 
developing afunctional ground testforthecruisemissiles. 
Over 1 .O(K) Minuteman and Peacekeeper motors and 150 
Minuteman missile overground trucking rmfers were 
performed; HK) Mutem.an caniages were proof loaded. 

Construction wats started on the new Computed 
Tomography Facility for Minuteman :nd Peacekeeper 
Missile (largest production facility of this type in the 
continental U.S .); estimated completion bite is Sep 94. 
The Technology and Industrial Support Directorate held 
the Annual SoftwareTechnology Conferencein SaltLCe 
City, UT. This tri-service sponsored conference attracts 
representatives from all DoD agencies and private indus- 
tries. It has been an ideal vehicle by which to exchange 
the latest software information. The Science and Engi- 
neering has expanded its customer base by 
upgrrtding its facility. A crosstalk publication from the 
Software Division continues to be the premier software 
publication for DoD users. The free monthly publication 
provides the latest up-to-date software infomlattion avail- 
able. 

Automated Remanufrtcturin,o of Cylindrical Objects 
(ARCO) was implemented using four prototype sy stems. 
ARCO is avoiceactivated computer inspection station for 
landing gear components designed to improve the quality 
of the evaluation and inspection process by reducing the 
time to determine proper repair routes. In Mar 93 the 
Commodity Directorate completed efforts to establish a 
feature based manufacturing cell in Bldg 5 10. Thecell is 
designed to efficiently manufacture small to medium 
sized machine turned components such as bolts, phs, 
sleeves, bushings! and slxtfts, incorporating just-in-time 
manufacturing pmciples with improved machining pro- 
cesses. Investment casting stw a signifiatnt incrtise in 
workload due to marketing efforts with the Naval Under- 
sea W'ufare Depot Keyport, W A. We provide castings on 
eight different components, which the Navy assembles 
with otherkudware, for use on submarines :tnd as torpedo 
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sub-aissemblies. Current orders amount to I ,2( H castings 
(2,500 m:tnhours). A depot maintenance competition 
workloitd for ircrnft wheels repair atnd overhatul, with 
seven other reputable bidden, W ~ L V  won by 00-ALC. 

San Antonio Air Logistics Center (SA-ALC) 

SA-LC's  mission, capabilities, and demonstrated per- 
formance during peacetime and world conflicts make it 
the htirt of the Nation's strategic airlift capability now 
:tnd for the foreseeable future. The C-5 is, and will 
continue to be,the backboneof thestrrttegicairliftmission 
for the next 15 to 20 years. The C-17, which ismanaged 
and will be matintrtined a t  SA-ALC, will further amplify 
our strategic role :is the prime large bodied atircrntft 
maintenance center in the Au Force. 

SA-LC's  $17 million in productivity stvings rank$ 
highest in the Air Force and we ktve pioneered the Air 
Force's only Organic Waumt)~ Prognun covering all 
items manufactured or repired at the Center. The 
program guarantees that workperformed;tt SA-ALC will 
be free of material and workrnamship defects for at 30-&ty 
period after instidlation. 

S A- ALC is the AirForceCenterofExcellence for Aucrnft 
Engines, engine modules, and related work. Strtte of the 
art inspections, repair and test technologies insure engine 
anraulatbility, safety, reliability and quatlity for Arnenca's 
front line fighters and ua~nspwt aircraft. Our Jet Engine 
OverhauVRepair Complex is designed for cleaning, in- 
spectmg,andrepairingtheT56,F39.:nd F1CK)engines. 
The complex allows for the ready adaptation to new 
engine inspection, repair, atnd testing technologies in it's 
1.2 million square foot facility. 

Under Two Level Maintenance (2LM), SA-ALC pro- 
vides front-line engine support to Air Combat Command 
(ACC), Air Mobility Command (AMC), ind Air Ectucu- 
tion and Trrcining Command (AETC). Three facilities 
:re being renovated to support engine 2LM a t  SA-ALC. 
SA-ALC prototyped the 2LM repair and conducted the 
CORAL STAR test for the Fl(K)-PW-220/E engines in 
FY93. During the test, 25 engines were repaired and 
returned to the customers under the expedited processes 
to be utilized at full implementation. Similar pl~inning 
W;LS initiated to expand the engine 2LM progrrm to the 
TF39 and T56 engines in FY 94. 

The Propulsion Product Group Manager (PPGM) estitb- 
lished a t  SA-ALC in FY93, provides management of 
propulsion activities through the use of existing infr:t- 

structures. The PPGM has lifec yclematnayementrespon- 
sibility for planning, analysis, technology development 
atnd insertion through design, development, prtxluction, 
sustrtinment, modifiahon and retirement. These func- 
tions are ~tccomplished by the PPGM using a Propulsion 
Integra~ted Product Team (PIPT) comprised of propulsion 
personnel from SA-ALC, OC-ALC, and ASC. 

The Commcxlit!~ Prcxluction Division repairs over I ,OM) 
GLV Turbine Engines (GTE) incluhg Sconday Power 
Systems. The F- 15 AMAD and the B- I B ADG itre in 
production in the newly completed GTE Facility. With 
this new facility the Center's capability huis been ex- 
p n d d  to provide competitive overhaul :nd repair for 
engine srrut systems. aircrft starters, secon&q power 
systems and small GTEs. 

In FY93, SA-ALC became the depot of choice for the 
PATRIOT mssile System GTE and other Amy Ground 
Power GTE applications. This was the direct result of the 
Jam C) 1, Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) 
GTE Consolidation Study, which recognized S A-ALC as 
the DoD Center of Excellence for G E s .  Contributing 
factors were SA-ALC's industrial catpabilities, infhctruc- 
ture, existing catpacity, skilled work force and future 
growth potential in this depot repair commodity. This 
centerkis demc)n~uateditsatbility to aggressive1 y develop 
organic atpatbility to respond to both Army and Navy 
interservice needs. We were able to compress the PA- 
TRIOT and Navy T561501K production schedules re- 
syectively, by three mcxtths due u) the infkistructure 
aivitilitbility and commonality of workload. In addition, 
3X,(XN) hours of Naivy and Coast Guard workloatd includ- 
ing GTEs, engine cc)nlpc)nents, manuhcture of torpedo 
compcments, and repair of KL&U test set< W:LS :Lccom- 
plished in FY 93. 

The Center's first competition victory came in FY 93 with 
the successful proposal to m c d y  7 1 C-5AD aircrrft. 
This contrrtct was awarded as the best value to the 
Government on the h i s  of S A-ALC's bid of $35M on an 
estimated $70M contract. The firstaircraft to aurive on the 
Speedline wits in June 1993 with one arriving per month 
for the remainder of FY93. These four aircntft received 
large modificattion~ tothe landing gearaissembliesandthe 
Malfunction DetectionandReadout System (MADARS). 
SA-ALC completed all work ahtid of schedule and is 
currently performing at a 2% profit margin. 

During FY93. this center achieved a 39% reduction in 
flow drtys on C-5A aircralft. The atverrtge flow days in 
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January 1993 wereover4ohhys. By September 1993, the 
flow days had been reduced to less than 244 clays. 

In FY93, this Center's capability was further ellhanced 
withtheacceptlmce of the new Corrosion Control Facility. 
This facility is the only one of its size in DoD which haw 
the capability to strip a C-5 cargo size or smaller atirc~lft 
usingplastic beadmediablatsting (PMB),an enviromlen- 
tally "clcn" process to remove adxtnle coatings. 

Source of repair responsibility for the B-52 during the 
eruly months of P i93  remained divided between SA- 
ALC and OC-ALC. In early Mxch 1992, the two centers 
began formulaiting a plan to transfer a l l  SA-ALC man- 
aged MISTR items for the B-52 tn OC-ALC. lmplemen- 
t;~tion ofthis plan commenced on I October 1992 with the 
transfer of Kelly's field generated, non-fixture MlSTR 
asset< to OC-ALC. Eight B-52 Bombers continued 
throughthePDM lineinFY93, with thecompletion ofthe 
last one on 22 May 1993. marking the end of an era. SA- 
ALC had established a 36-ytiu relationship with the 
aircraft and durins that perid kld performed PDM on 
1.427 B-52 aircfiift. 

SA-ALC was aw:uded EPA's Strrttospheric Ozone Pro- 
tection Award for its ourscnding program to control, 
monitor, and eliminate the use of ozone depleting mate- 
riads. Numerous pollution prevention programs, such i s  
a1 reduction of 53% in ODC use and a 33% reduction in 
the useofEPA 17s has allowed SA-ALC toexceed the Air 
Force mandr~ted goal\; in a l l  progrrun austs. 

Sacramento Air Logistics Center (SM-ALC) 

Sacramento Air Logistics Center ~ L S  a vision: to exprtnd 
the bitqe into a model dud-use industrkd facility. We itre 
leveraging our investment in facilities. equipment and 
technologies to provide the genesis of this dual-use plan. 
We are offering our capabilities, facilities and technolo- 
gies for interservicing,.and supporting commercial atppli- 
cations that are in the interest of the ritxpayer. Working 
together, " T m  McClellan" ~ L S  made ovenvhelming 
progress toward building reality into our challenging 
visicm. 

SM-ALC is the largest indusmal employer in Northern 
California, latding the way for depot level maintenance. 
High technology crerttesaworld-uniquesituation inmany 
auc~s, and continues the tradition of ltitdership. We halve 
the only fighter-size non-destructive inspection (NDI) 
facility and the only indusmal rcictor in the Deprunnent 
of Defense. This provides am opportunity for the Center 

to work with other U.S. Agencies like NASA. We adso 
hostedtheNavy'sF- 14Tomc~tintheNDIandtheArmy's 
Apache Helicopter which we hosted in both the NDI and 
the McClellan Nuclear Radiation Center for bladeinspec- 
don. 

High technology is continurlly evident in our software 
supportfncilities,computer-aided design/computer-auded 
manuficturing processes, 5-atxis numerical control ma- 
chining equipment, customer confifured optical equip- 
ment, and DoD's hugest plastic injection molding ma- 
chine. 

Fornew worklo:ids,the Army's Bradley Fighting Vehicle 
workload was awarded to the Commodities Directorate, 
for a mt;l of V.5M for a five yeru period. In addition, we 
received the workload for the Joint Tatcticl Information 
Distribution System ANrSC- 13 1 US Mauine Corps 
version. Thisintersenlicingeffortcontinuestodisplay the 
position of cooperation that SM-ALC provides toall DoD 
projects. Additional new workload includes n S2.3M 
communication van upgrade, and a survival radio up- 
grade. SM- ALC kit proofed the F- I I 1F Rtcer Strike 
modification, and a digital fight control modification for 
all F- 1 1 1 s stated in FY 93 and will continue through 
FY 97. 15 F-I l l  Gs were received for hspection and 
processing for ade to the Australinn Ar Force. 

In the LH Directorate. an enhamcement to the ANF4N-  
1 Runway Visibility Computer wit\ completed and a 
Project Flight wits created to provide a 
single point of contact to the customer for costs, schedule, 
and performance. A Computer Repair Center was created 
to itccompli~h computer workloaids in-house small com- 
puter support amd Mission Critical Computer Resources. 
Batsed-lined confi~uration for the ANFMG- 12 Digiud 
Ionospheric Sounhg  System wc~s accomplished rud the 
progrnrn was completed for the Mobile Electronic Wau- 
fareSurveiknceSystem (MEWWS). Additional worklor~d 
included the AN/TSC- 107 communications van upgrade 
for S2.344M. 

In September 1993, the Super Connectivity Magnetic 
Energy Storage (SCMES) was placed on contract The 
PCCIE Program received S17.6M from the Defense 
Nuclear Agency to accomplish an engineering study of 
SCMES tn do power conditioning. On Veteran's Day, 
1993, President Clinton signed a bill appropriating the 
first S; 1 1.5 million of a 5 ycu, .M0 million project, where 
we will jointly develop an environmentally compliant 
ctsring facility for the domestic automobile indusuy and 
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the DoD with the United States Council for Aukm~otive 
Research (USCAR). USCAR represents the Chqsler 
Copration, Ford Motor Cornpan!., and Genecl Motors 
Corporation. The USCAR-McCle1l:n team will origi- 
nate~md implement new procedures, processes. materials 
and technologies with n!cxtl ofproducing acost effective 
foundry with ntiu zero unpact on the environment. 

Representing amother thrust toward the urtnsfer of mili- 
tnq crtpacity into peaceful uses, we formed ap;utnerslup 
with a I ~ a d  utility company to develop and demonstratte 
advatnced technologies for zero-pollution electric ve- 
hicles. Significrtntly, this agreement will crtitte civilian 
jobs in the process and help establish an electric vehicle 
industry in Sacrrmento. 

Warner Robins Air Logistics Center (MIK-ALC) 

Wanel Robins Air Logistics Center (WR-ALC) contin- 
ues to be the key economic engine for the strtte of Georgia, 
daily providing logistical support to our customer, the 
waufighter. Our pal is to become the "Center of Choice" 
for all IWSM acuvities. 

Our Electronic Waufare Management Directorattepartici- 
pated in Coronet Deuce 111 which wat? a Two-Level 
Maintenance test of the F- 16 aircraft. ALR-69 Mar 
Wrmhg Receiver asset< wererouted directlyto WR-ALC 
where they were expressed ti3 the production shop. The 
Hardware Production Brrnch processed, repaired and 
returned 723 two-level items during this test with am 
atverape flow time of slightly less than 9 hours. This ftu 
exceeded the stnndard of 3 datys and considerrtbly ex- 
ceeded the preferred timeof 1 day. process improvement^ 
institution;~lized during this test aae presently being used 
for two-level maintenance which will be implemented in 
FY94. 

Our Avionics Management Directorate experienced sig- 
nificant growth during 1993 in their support to Foreign 
Militluy Sales (FMS ) countries utilizingtheLow Altitude 
Navigation &Targeting forNight(LANT1RN) AAQ- 131 
14. Both development of test p r o g m  sets and estrtblish- 
ment of follow-on support aises were added to our 
workload manatgement this ytiu by 3 additional coun- 
mes. 

History was made with the replacement of the C-130 
Center Wing which increitses the life of the wing from a 
rrtnge of X/12,000 flight hours to 30,00() flight hours. 
Additionally, the first Combat Shdow C-130 was pro- 
duced in Jan 1993. These initiatives will give our Special 

Operations Force Commamd a greater a\laulrtbility of 
aircclft to meet their uperritionad needs. An environrnen- 
trlly con~patiblehiphpressure BicrubornteofSoda(B0SS) 
depauntprocedure watsatlsoinh-oduced which will enhance 
our hazrtrdous watste reduction efforts. 

to a concerted team effort, our C- 14 1 Production 
Division rolled out the first C-141 Center Wing Box 
aurcratft on 14 Sep ')?,I7 drtys ahend of schedule. Trus is 
the first of 113 Center Wing Box repairs that will be 
accomplished at n totzl contract atward price of just over 
Sh2 million. 

An example ofpersonal commitment & initiative from the 
highest to lowest level can be found in the Flexible 
Computer Integrated mnufitcturing, or FCIM. This 
project Ls creating paperless engineering and manufictur- 
ing processes resulting in the ability to acquire, store, 
convert, rtnd distribute intelligent digital descriptions of 
wealpon system puts atnd assemblies. These accomplish- 
ments have been the result of investments in excess of 
$?OM over the past five ytirs. 

Terunwork rtnd immediate technology transition played 
amd impo~tnt  role for a team of engineers and technicirms 
from the Technology amd Industrkl Support Directo~tte 
and the Miterials DirectoraiteIS ystem Support Division at 
WrightLtboratory who combined forcestoachieveanear- 
tenn solution that has allowed rr~pid repair of the cracked 
Weep Hole5 on C- 14 I aircraft. Keeping environnlentrl 
ind safety concerns in mind, Wright Labs developed and 
improved amethod of surfrce prepamtion enrtbling WR- 
ALC to perfect the bonded Boron repair process. Repairs 
were initiated within 3 months from starting the project 
and. to date, 257 patches hawe been instn~lled on 69 aircrrtft. 
Tlus effort has allowed Term1 Robins to return the aircraft 
to Air Mobility Command for unrestricted flight ;head of 
schedule. 

An in-houserfzr down and analysis watsaiccomplished on 
a C- 14 1 Empemaige by our Engineering Testing Term 
and Materials Analysis Terun. The high flight time 
structure was comidered representative of all C-141 air- 
craft and was found to be free from strucwd defects or 
corrosion. Efforts such as this provide valuable informat- 
tion towards evaluating the flying future of the C-141 
alilcraift. 

Members of the F- 15 Ma~aigement Directorate amd Tech- 
nology amd Industrial Support Directoraite aune up with 
am unbeiitable combination - a subs~tntial money saving 
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design thatt incre;sed the life sprtn and improved the F- 15 
rudder. Becrtuse of technology improvements that were 
incorporated into the design, the new rudder is expected 
to last at least three t i e s  longer and is projected to cost 
approximately one half the current cost. 

Aerospace Guidanceand Metrology Center(A(;MC) 

The Directorate of Mrtinten;tnce initiated a project to 
eliminate theuse ofozone Depleting Chemicals (ODCs). 
By the end of FY93, aqueous cleatning centers were in 
place for 55% of the workloatcls. The world now recog- 
nizes the hatzruds of s~ t tos~her ic  ozone depletion aissoci- 
ated with the reltitse of chlorofluortxaubon (CFC) com- 
poundsand other ODCs into theatmosphere. Responding 
to the customer's requirements to reduce, and eventually 
eliminate ODC use. the Aerospace Guidatnce andMeuol- 
ogy Center hi15 combined rtggressive in-house testing and 
development pnctices wlth streamlined procurement 
processes to slash the number of processes which use 
ODCs from 1,321 in FY92 w 647 ~ L S  of the end of FY93. 
This translated to areduction in the use of ODCs by more 
than 557,000 pounds (a reduction of over 45%) when 
compared ti) FY92 usage. Dividing the cost of these 
conversion efforts by theannual savings, bats& on the cost 
itvoidatnce of not having to purchatse these ODCs. yields 
ri payback time of ripproximately two yerus. These 
rtccomplishments have shown that alternatives to pro- 
cesses using ODCs cam be successfully implemented in a 
timely :nd cost effectivematnner. It is also noteworthy to 
mention that the implementation of non-ODC altemritive 
processes has not only helped to protect the eitrth's ozone 
layer, but has made AGMC amore productive and aifer 
place to work. Yields cm m;my processes have increased 
after the conversion to non-ODC processes. and the 
workers are no longer required to work with hazrudous 
solvents. As a direct result of these accomplishments, 
AGMC has been acknowledged :LI; a leader in developing 
and implementing non-ODC processes. 

Two-Level Miintenance (2LM) was implemented for the 
F- 16 atnd A- 10 weapon systems under the Coronet Deuce 
pilot prognun. With a turnauound time goal of 5.5 days, 
atctual turnaround time W~LY 3.5 drtys. The Theory of 
Constraints (TOC) concept wits implemented in four 
work groups, with resulting decrctses in turnaround time, 
work-in-process (WIP), rind cost-of-repair per unit. 

During FY93, the Directcxtte of Metrology, AGMC/ML 
att AGMC implemented IWSM for the Air Force Metrol- 
ogy and Calibnition (AFMETCAL) Material Group 

(MGM). The AFMETCALMGM is the Single 
mnager for acquisition and cradle to gravemanagement 
of atlibration scmdauds for the Air Force Mtitsurement 
Srrmdards Lrik)r,ttory (AFMSL) at Newauk and 173 
PMELs worldwide. The AFMETCAL MGM laboratory 
workload exceeded 12,50() units for USAF :nd FMS 
MGM laborrttory workload and t e c h ~ ~ l  order produc- 
tion will be privatized in plaice. The inherently govem- 
ment mrmagement responsibility charged to the 
AFhETCAL MGM will continue to be executed by 
organic O&M AFMC resources at the Newiuk site. 

Aerospace Maintenance and Regeneration Center 
(XMAKC) 

During FY 93, AMARC received 67 1 akcratft amd pro- 
cessed 91 1 into storrtge, increatsing the Center's tocll 
inventory to more thim 4,5(X) aircraft from vruious Ser- 
vices throughout DOD. The Center, using Total Quality 
mwtgement (TQM) tools, reduced the number of 
manhours required to process aircraft ink) storage by 24 
hours. This equates to a S260,(XK) srtvings tr? theGovem- 
ment. 

AMARC prepared 81 aircraft for flyaway and X4 were 
shipped overlrmd. There were45 F- 106 aircraft flown to 
AEL, a contractor facility in Ertst Alton, Illinois for 
conversion to drone confipuration. One Navy F-4 wats 
flown to Trrtcor. a conurtctor facility located in Mojave, 
C:ilifomia in support of the QF-4 Drone Program. Four 
Navy F-4s were flown u) Cherry Point NASNADEP, 
North Carolina. Twenty-One AT-3X atirc~tft were flown 
tc) Holloman AFB, New Mexico in suppon of the FMSI 
Taiwan pilot mining program. Two OV- 1OAs were 
flown to Kelly Am, Texas and two C-130Bs were 
tfiusferred to foreign governments through the Stitte 
Depamnent. 

In FY93, AMARCreclaimedandshipped 14,954 priority 
and 12,l f 12routinepautsfora totill of27,056pms returned 
to the DOD inventory. The value of atssets (circ~tft 2nd 
pruts) which M A R C  returned u) service in FY93 was 
S73734.4M. The Center's FY93 oper~ting expense was 
$50.1 million. This results in a net cost avoidance of 
5 14.65 for every dollar spent 

In support of the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty 
(START), 365 B-52 aircnft are scheduled to be elimi- 
nated over a 3.5 ytiu period. The Treaty requires they be 
cut into five pieces. As of 30 Sep 93, M A R C  has 
eliminated 28 B-52s. 
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A Touch 
of 

C Lrtqs 

Active Duty Squadron 
649 CLSS Hill AFR, UrT 
651 CLSS Kelly AFR, TX 
652 CLSS McClellan AFR, CA 
653 CLSS Robins AFB, (;A 
654 CLSS Tinker AFR, O K  

Reserve Forces Squadron 
445 CLSS Wright-Patterson AFR, 01 
622 CLSS Robins AFR, (;A 
507 CLSS Tinker AFR, O K  
433 CLSS Kelly AFH, TX 
419 CLSS Hill AFH, UT 
604 CLSS McClellan AFR. CA 

The mission of Combat Logistics Support Squadrons 
(aS)istoprovidehi@ytrnined, worldwidedeploya~ble, 
k c r a f t  Battle Damage Repair (ABDR), Supply Aug 
mentation Team (SAT), and Pa~ckatging Augmentlition 
T c m  (PAT) teams to the operating commands in wau- 
tirne. Additionally, CLSS units continue to provide 
valuable depot level aissistance around the globe. The 
following is aunit-by-unit review of theaictive duty CLSS 
squadron aictivities for FY 93. 

649 CLSS, Hill AFR, UT 

The 649th Combat Logistics Support Squaidron (CLSS) 
applied its expertise in 1993 to significantly enhance the 
combat ~ipitbility ind functions of USAF and fiendlp 
forces throughout the world. We were proud recipients of 
the Air Force Maintenance Effectiveness and the Out- 
himding Unit Awards. Personnel expended 76,2 14 
manhours while deployed tr, 97 oversels and stateside 
bases. This involved 94 tertmscomprised of426personnel 
for a totnll of 2,692 days. A highlight of all our repair 
actions during 1993 wits the first-ever in-the-field repair 
ofam extensively drtmatged Foreign Military SatlesTurkish 
F- 16aircraft. Reprtiractions includedreplacementof four 
matjorbulkhertds,rejoin of the forward and center fuselage 
sections which had become sepaited during the crash, 
and complete aircraft systems checkout. The normal 
repair tirne of 15 month wits cut in hdf by our dedicated 
CLSS 13-member term. The aircrrtft released on its first 
FCF with but minor discrepancies. The cratsh bunage 
repair program completed three rircrnft in 1993 with two 
presently in work. F-I6C 88-0495, which received 
Surfrice-&-Missile rtrmatge in Desert Storm, in work 20 

months, will relei~se in May 94 five months ahctd of 
schedule. 

Rapid Area Distribution Support Tcms performed in five 
different countries conducting ba~se closure and redistri- 
bution support. Ourba~sewide Supply and Trnnsportr~tion 
support wa~s mmonurnentlll, as personnel provided rtssis- 
trnce to the Defense Logistics Agency, Technology and 
Indusnill SupportDireck~r;tte,and DefenseDepotOgden. 
Additionatlly, the Aircraft Directorate and Lrmding Gear 
facility benefited increr~singly from our maintenance 
expertise. 

The Hill Aerospace and Air Force Museum continued to 
expand in size and popuI;uity due in lauge prut to the 649 
CLSS efforts. Personnel contributed 9,756 manhours in 
themanufi~cturin$ ofMIG-31 pxts,reskinofB-29amd C- 
54 flight control surfr~ces, towing of C-54, rmchoring, 
and bird proofing of all aircraft on clisplaij,. 

651 CLSS, Kelly AFR, TX 

New ground wits broken by the 651st CLSS that kept our 
menand women honed tohighstates ofcombaitreadiness. 
Our people conmbuted immensely t the Air Force 
mission in the :ucti of Aircrrtft Maintenance, Propulsion 
Mtintenance, and Supply and Transportl~tion. 

To help alleviate the backlog of C-5 atirc~tfl awaiting 
Progrrunrned DepotMLintenance,the65 1 st wrts tasked by 
the SA-ALC Commander to take a C-5 through depot 
maintenance utilizing only CLSS personnel. This three 
month project provided invaluable mining for our C-5 
matintniners, and put a desperrttelp needed airlift resource 
back into the C-5 fleet ahead of schedule. Our perfor- 
mance was so impressive that we tcnjk inother C-5 that 
wats behind schedule and delivered it on time. A tribute 
to our quality work wits evident in the functional check 
flights of both alircrrift. Ech C-5 passed or "h)ught" on 
their first flight, a rruity in the C-5 depot world. 

FY 93 wris also a tr;msitional ycu for the 65 1 CLSS . Due 
to personnel cutbacksrnd the acquisition of the new C- 17 
trrtnsport, we shifted our ABDR responsibilities of the B- 
52 to 654 CLSS amd concenmted our efforts on the 
acquisition of C-17 ABDR. This required extensive 
trninins of all our B-52 maintainers, especially advamced 
composite schrwls for our structu~d people. 

Two levels of Maintenance has been a mainstay for our 
Propulsion Brrlnch in FY93. We sp~uheaded the SA- 
ALC FI(K) Two Levels of Maintenance program for SA- 
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ALC through &timing civilian technicians, building en- I I 1 matinclinen also provided unmattched technial a~s- 
gine docks out of DRMO materials saving over 250,O(H) sistrnce to customers a t  Cannon Air Force Ba~se, New 
dolkus, and contributing to the Two Levels Mobility Mexico, and the Aerospace Maintenance and Regenem- 
Conference. In addition to our Two Levels work, we tion Center (AMARC), Davis-Monthan Air Force Ba~je, 
augmented numerous Air Nationanal Guard engine shops Arizona. A$ the most sought-after experts todr~y, they 
providing desperately needed propulsion mitintriners responded quickly u our customers, srtving over .MO,(X)o 
during a period of adauming cutbacks. while eiuning 4,018 man-hours. 

Equadlp impressive, are the accomplishments of the 
Supply ~ n d  Transportation Flight. Both elements have 
deployed to atlmost every p:ut of the globe, spending 90 
percent of 1993 on the roiul. Just a few of our successes 
included joint Supply and Transportation trtskings at the 
Indian Ocean Tracking Strttion, Republic of Seychelles; 
where the team packed and shipped satellite tracking 
equipment for Space Command. Our RADS terms also 
completed B:~seClosxrep~~.i~tsatBergsm~mand Carswell 
AFB, Texas. While on homestation, supply personnel 
asslsted Defen~e Reutilitittion and Marketing Office with 
"Operrttion Cord Reduce," and inventory reduction pro- 
grrm :nd in precious mecl recovery operations. Our 
supply fok also assisted Lickland Base Supply with 
relocation of assets to their new logistics facilities. Addi- 
tionally, the Supply Element completed rewarehousing 
projects at Incirlik AB. Turkey and at Clear AFS, Alat~ka. 
The Trrm-pofittion Element completed two projects for 
the Inter- American AxForce Academy (1AAFA) deploy- 
ing to Homestead AFB,FL to recover 0V- I 0aurcnlftpm.s 
kunatged during Hunicrne Andrew, 

652 CLSS, McClellan AFH, CA 

The652 CLSS continued to live up to its motto, "A Touch 
of CLaSS," by ensuring total customer attisfaction and 
quality products. Our infallible mauntenance t cms  accu- 
mulated more than 224,814 man-hours while sirnulci- 
neousl y satisfying our peaicetimemission requirements of 
depot-level modifications, heavy mauntenance, service 
bulletins, and wautirne trithhg. A- 10 aircraft teams 
respnded almost overnight to an urgent request from 
Headquarters United Strttes Air Forces in Europe to 
amgment flightline maintenance rtt Spangdahlem Air 
Ba~se, Germany - an unprecedented ~~sk ing .  Once in 
place, they rescued a rapidly declining mission-capable 
rrtte, rrusing it from 77.5 percent to an impressive 91 
percent. Concurrently, the sortie generation rrttes in- 
creased from 16 sorties per day to an awesome 62 sorties 
per day. Our F- 1 17 m,aintrtiners, "Term S teadth," contin- 
ued an excellent tradition in F-117A m:tintenance while 
deployed to Holloman Air Force Ba~se, New Mexico, 
T ~ u n  Stealth installed 1 X  service bulletins on 32 aircraft 
and saved S625,(KX) compared to contractor cost. Our F- 

Therrtpid area distribution support (RADS) teim contin- 
ued to span the globe, supportins trskings such iLs baise 
closures, rewarehousing, and weapon system conver- 
sions. Our RADS term's biggest undertaking processed 
more than 35,(KKI line items - enough supplies and 
equipment to support a 1 ,SO() - bed contingency hospiral 
:it RAFUpwood, United Kingdom. Moreover,theRADS 
team processed moretham40,oW line items on combined 
weapon system conversions amd rewarehousing projectl. 
The RADS team packaged over X29.oW pounds of c:ugo 
while recovering specid tooling, test equipment, and 
fight simulators. Most noteworthy, however, were our 
superior effortc in the expeditious closvre of Mather Air 
Force Base, California; the 652 CLSS kindled over 130 
truckloads of property. 

The overall rtccomplishments of the 652 CLSS won the 
squadron great acclaim throughout the year, its well as 
numerous coveted organizational and individual awards, 
including the Air Force Outscmding Unit Award and the 
AFMC Logistics Manager of the Year, Junior Mrmatser 
Award. We also had three distinguished grrtduates and 
one Cornmandrnt Award winner from professional mili- 

653 CLSS, Robins AFH, (;A 

Continuing to exceed its strndard of excellence, the 
squadrc7n gamered its sixth Air Force Outstanding Unit 
Award and won the 1992 USAF Maintenance Effective- 
ness Awaud (MEA). The squadron received these awards 
based on innovativemanapementactions, effective use of 
matintenanceresources, continuous quality improvements, 
worrkloatd plaming and execution, and bat~elcommunity 
involvement. Genecd Yaltes presented the prestigious 
MEA to the men rnd women of the 653 CLSS in 
September 1993. 

During FY93,165 squadron technicians deployed on 78 
depot field terms (DFT) and rapid area dismbution 
support @ADS) teams. Aircraft maintenance personnel 
repaired over X3 C- 130, C- 141, F-15 and H-53 aircrrtft, 
while supply and trrmsponttion personnel :tssisted 21 
unit< in performing ba~se closures, weapon system conver- 
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sions, ind re-warehousing projects. Of particular note 
W;LS at recovery pn).ject for the Egyptian Air Force, where 
it C- 130 sustained primary structure and subsystem dam- 
age after the main landing gear collatpsed during tloti 
operrttions. Squatdron personnel worked with the WR- 
ALC C-130 Foreign Mili~uy Sales office to requisition 
over S750,0(X) in parts and supplies, rind identified the 
necessary tcmls and equipment required to complete the 
task. Subsequently, over 16 tons of equipment. tooling, 
rind materkds were needed for the repair. A I bman DFT 
deployed to Crtiro torepair the C- 130 which hadn't flown 
in over four years. After7.')OOman-hours, the prc~.ject wits 
completed 35 drtysarh~idof schedulertnd ~avedmoreth~n 
8250,0(K). In addition to DFTs, the squadron played akey 
role in supporting WR-ALC depot maintenamce. For 
example, 40 maintenance personnel riu~mented the C- 
14 1 Mitnatgement Directontte in performmg Time Com- 
pliance Technical Order (TCTO) 1 C- 14 1 B-526, (repair 
of weep holes) on three C- 14 1 aircrdfi wing tanks. The 
team worked 10 hours shifts, providing 7 day coverage for 
at period of 90 daws. The team's outsmding efforts 
increased on-station production by 12 percent. 

Supply & T~nsportiltic~n personnel also provided out- 
strmding suppc~rt. Our RADs personnel were hand-picked 
to deploy to RAF Biceste, UK. to pack 38 tons of excess 
medical equipment for shipment to Lithuania as put of ;t 
national humanicirian effort. The 5-person term volun- 
truily worked 12-hour shifts, six days a week, imd com- 
pleted this formidrible trtsking in 60 percent of the normal 
time. 

654 CLSS, Tinker AFR, OK 

The 654th CLSS accomplished a gratt dead in FY 93. The 
following is a s m : q  of the maqor ~ccomplishments: 

Invested 8,832 hoursplus48XovertimehoursatEllsworth 
AFB, SD in the repatir and restoration of a KC-135R that 
W;LS severely clamaged 6om fuselage station 360 to fuse- 
lage stittion 620 during a mid-air collision with a B- IB. 

Accomplished atemporruy repairtoaKC- 135R atEieLson 
AFB, Alaska which was drunaged in a ground miskip, 
adlowing test flight personnel w safely fly aircraft back to 
depot for a permanent fix. 

During the week of 7 July-1 1 July 1993 the CLSS was 
tasked to do an "Over-G inspection on the Open Skies 
aLircrrtft from Wright-Patterson AFB, OH. The t a m  wats 
alsotl~sked to repair drmagescaused by a lightning strike. 

The original time of completion wats 3 weeks, due to the 
urgency of theaiircraft the time wacs reduced to4 days. The 
CLSS metthenew completion date saving a tppro~~t te ly  
SX,SOU and the atircrrgt flew without any write-ups on irs 
mauden voyage. 

In January 1993 a Depot Field Team (DFT) wa~s sent to 
Geilenkirchen AB, Germany to install single Dome- 
Maugolin antennaand ;ssocia~ted equipmenton 17 NATO 
AWACS aircraft CLSS installed the LST-5 Sattellite 
Comrnunicaitions Radio and equipment and performed 
ground operations checks of a l l  equipment. In May I003 
the French Air Force required the same modifications to 
their E-3F aircraft, to rdign them with the NATO forces. 
A DFT was deployed to Avord AB. Fmce  to complete 
this hsk. The installation of the kits required precision 
placement and drilling of the componenrs and antennas 
to i~ssure proper communications links. Theentire NATO 
:ndFrenchE-3 fleets werecompleted in atrxd of X weeks, 
this is 2 months rthead of the estimated time a civilian 
conurtctor had es~tblished. 

In FY 1903, the sm&udized procedure for the repair of 
the 35 degree longeron cracks on the B-1B fleet was 
finalized. CLSS personnel worked with OC-ALC and 
Rockwell International engineers to produce a workable 
procedure. Procedures require close tolerance machine 
work, constlint monitoring of curing procedures, and 
exacting forms docurnenation. Deployed maintenance 
tcms  to McConneU AFB, KS, Ellsworth AFB, SD, amd 
Dyess AFB, TX to begin the repair estimated to take three 
yeius to complete. Assisted the PDM movinp line with the 
completion of seven aircraft. Reduced requlred workm:! 
tirneof repair from two weeks to four days: As of 17 May 
94,58 Aircraft have been completed lenving 37 to repair. 
X of them will bedone by the PDM line and therematining 
20 will be completed by CLSS field t m s .  

When four F- 16 aircraft were destroyed and two iircratft 
were forced to make "Dead" Stick landings as a result of 
u~strophic engine failures, we were tasked to develop 
and complete extensive inspections on the F110 inven- 
tory. The inspection proved effective when CLSS iden- 
t i e d  and removed from service six F 1 10 engines with 
misaligned stittor vanes that were subject to imminent 
failure. The completion of this safety TCTO ensured the 
flight integrity of the F- 16 aircrft and kept our forces in 
at combat ready posture. 

In January d 9 3 ,  we deployed F 10 1 enginesmaintenrnce 
teams toDyess AFB,TX,ElLsworthAFB,SD,md Grrnd 
Forks AFB, ND and prevented the impending grounding 
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of the :issigned B- I B aircraft. 

We deployed a E-3A aLircrrtft engine maintenance ream to 
Geilenkirshen AB, Gemlamy :nd wtined our allies on all 
:i\;pects of TE?3-PIO()A engine conditional and depot 
level repairs. Geilenk~rshen is now a competent and self- 
sufficient TF33 engine m;linten;nce organization. 

CLSS engine technicians provided OC-ALC civil service 
employees the rainin! and experience to perform two- 
level maintenance tliskmg on F1 OK und TF33 engines. At 
the initial stages of two-level maintenance, the civiliatn 
workforce W;LS unfrunilixr with the maintenance of quick 
engine change kits atnd "Field" level repair procedures. 
We provided this knowledge rnd expertise and kept 
prcxluction flow time to a minimum. 

CLSS personnel completed performance modifica- 
tions and the overhaul of five Iscieli Air Force's F110 
engines under contract at the OC-ALC. CLSS assistance 
embled the project to be completed two weeks ahead of 
schedule. 

In April 93. we provided F101 engine repair assistance to 
the OC-ALC Pro,.rrunmed Depot Maintenance (PDM) 
unit, CLSS technicians returned two F101 engines dam- 
aged by foreign objects to service in on1 y 14 days, enabling 
at Dyess AFB, assigned B- 1 B aircraft to completePDM on 
schedule. 

# I 0  Photo 

SM-ALC: A pilots su~vival taaicsdemandevasive maneuverswhen 
k ing  tracked hy enemy radar. McClellan manages and maintains 
all Air Force groundelectronic warfare simulatorsandother synems 
through our Red Force Range Center. 

O( )-ALC: Investment Casting Facihty is the largeht in the USAF. 
N'R-ALC with the fluid cell press as the centerpiece of our sheet 
metal formin; operations. The fluid cell press has theahihty to form 
~nultiple pans in a single cycle. The fluid cell press gives DOL) a 
unique capahihty in sheet metal forming. 
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DuringFY93,ourorganicpr~~- Table I .  FY93 Organic Production (IIPAHs (MIO) 
duction was more than 35.0 
t n i h ~ ~ n  L)irecr Product Actual 
Hours (LWAHs). Thiais;~drop 
of 6% from FY97 levels. The 
biggest d r ~ ~ p  occurred in the 
Exchangeahlr w o d c ~ a d .  Tahle 
1 shows the organic worlrload 
distribution In LIPAHs. Tahle 
2, 3, and 4 shows the sales 
revenue h r d o u t  hy Center and 
type of workload. The organic 
IO contract percentage splir is  
approximatel!r 7?/2X% based 
on sales revenue. 

Table 2. FY93 Total Sales Revenue ($000) 
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Table 3. FY93 Organic Sales Revenue ($000) 
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OC-ALC 
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Table 4. FY93 Contract/Interservice Sales Revenue ($000) 
- - -  
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OC-AI,C 

37S.858 
1 I 

108.030 
116 

351.005 
74,384 
24.460 

919.853 

MIOKKL(.)AI) 
CATE(;ORY 

h n f t  
.M~ssilc\ 
higmts 
l.)hlEl 
Excha~gwhlts 
S o h m  
*( )U~rr 

Told 

Note t h a ~  totals in tables 2, 3, and 4 include SGE UAF, Kemhle which w~nuihuled residual revenue p ~ i o r  to closing. 
* (.)[her depicts local manufacture, base tenant and area suppon, and stnrage/re$eneration. 

A(;MC: 
11 
11 
l l  
11 

XYf) 
54 
I I 

961 

SA-ALC 
I 

I I 
1.857 

I 

3 4 2  
142 
274 

7.406 

S(;E 

212 
11 
0 
0 
1 
0 
I 

213 

OC-ALC 

217.581 
0 

Y8.695 
0 

37Y.386 
22.507 
24.4611 

M1-.f>2V 

M'( )KKL(.)AD 
CATEC;OKI' 

Aacrdfi 
Missilm 
E~lgmts 
()ME1 
Exchuigahlts 
S4 ~hwxe 
*Other 

Total 

00-ALC 

159.702 
72.99 1 

(1 
6.460 

297.392 
6?.Oh? 
26.237 

625.S45 

TOTAL 

1.345.S71 
72.991 

319.172 
97.h84 

1,832,344 
21c2.179 
IS31139 

4.135.28( 

00-ALC 

1N.303 
50.509 

0 
5.1 62 

198.YlIll 
53.545 
26.337 

4SS.650 

4hIAKC 
o 
I 1  
I 1  
0 

I85 
0 

460 

64.5 

SGE 

212 
11 
0 
0 
1 
11 
(1 

21 7 

OC-ALC 

161 277 
0 

9.335 
I lh  

64.hlY 
5 1.877 

0 

287.224 

TOTAL 
12.275 

X l f ,  
2.603 

YY7 
13.078 
2.898 
2.541 

35,20X 

SA-ALC 

175.4h5 
0 

211.142 
4.7h(l 

571.l141 
19.325 
I 3.587 

995.320 

SA-ALC 

SY.539 
0 

155.018 
0 

353.632 
5.'175 

13.587 

617.751 

Tt)TAL 

Y0Y.I I10 
50.5OY 

253.713 
79,562 

1.311.817 
I h0.803 
183.03Y 

2.978.513 

(K)-ALC 

5.399 
22.482 

0 
1.298 

98.492 
9.518 

0 

137.189 

SM-ALC 

l63.209 
0 
0 

71.40l1 
204.602 
24.735 
38.969 

5 1 5  

SM-ALC 

lhY.774 
(1 
0 

77,942 
241.770 

37.303 
38.969 

565.758 

SA-ALC 

85.926 
0 

56.124 
4.7f1ll 

217.409 
13.350 

0 

377.5hY 

A(;MC 

0 
11 
0 
il 

76.473 
4.159 
l.Ml 

82.273 

M'H-ALC 

4hl.860 
0 
11 

8.400 
301.662 
85.945 
31.R!!, 

889.712 

\VK-ALC 

285.251) 
0 
0 
0 

228.827 
49,882 
31 .S?O 

5Y5.800 

Ah1 ARC 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

46.306 

4h.3116 

SRI-ALC 

7.565 
( 1  

11 
3.542 

37.1 68 
12.5hS 

I I 

hO.84? 

AGMC 

0 
0 
0 
( I  

7f>.473 
4.159 
1.M1 

S2.273 

AMAKC 

(1  
0 
0 
0 
0 
11 

4f,.3O6 

4h.306 

WK-ALC 

17h.hl l 
0 
0 

8.4llh 
72.833 
ih.Oh2 

I 1  

2Y3.912 

A(;MC 

0 
0 
0 
(1 
0 
0 
0 

I I 

AMAKC 

0 
0 
0 
11 
0 
11 
I I  

I1 

S(;E 

0 
0 
0 
I )  
0 
11 
11 

0 

TOTAL 

436.771 
22.482 
h5.459 
18.122 

490.517 
123.376 

0 

1.150.737 
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AIRCRAFT 

Aircraft production includes a l l  aircraft undergoing Pro- 
scunrned Depot Maiitenrnce (PDM) and A~dytical 
Condition Inspection (ACI). 
Table 5. FY 93 Aircraft Production by Repair 

Activity (Units) 

Table 6. FY93 Aircraft Production 
by MIIS Activity (Units) 

('-137 
('-141 
E- 3 
E-1 KSAF 
E-4 
EF-IIIA 

+ 

TOTAL 

XI) 
31s 
81 1 

I65 
702 

1.354 

M-IIlA 
F-I1 IA  
F-Ill(' 
F-I 111) 
F-I1 IE 
F-I I IF 

C O X T R A C T /  
INTERSERVICE 

2 
I I 
0 
1 

392 

39 5 

- 
ACTIVIT1' 

I. )( '-a( ' 

( K )-a( ' 

SA-AL( ' 
SIJ-AU ' 
\W-AL(' 

T( )TAL 

F-IIl(i 
F-I? 
F-IM 
F-16H 
F-lhC' 
F- 161) 
F- 5 
F4I) 
F4E 
F4( i 
KF-4( ' 
C'/KC'-135 
K( '- 10 
ov- I0 

OK(;ANIC 

S7 
318 

XI 
1 M 
710 

YSY 

TOTAL 

Aicnift production remained relatively stable compared 
with FY92 levels. Organic prcxluction levels went up 
sli~hfl y iu~d contr;ct/interservicelevels wentdown slightly. 
The hugest overrdl MDS unit increase from FY92 k)ok 
place on the F- 15 and C- 14 1 iucrafts (156'Tr and 8 1% 
respective1 y above IT92 levels). 

Table 7.  AM ARC Production (Units) 

'Table 8. AMAKC Production (IIPAH) 

FYYl 

63 
100 
4 1 

451 
73 

3,718 
932 
467 

Categorj 

Flydwa!~ Withdnwal 
( herland W~thdrawal 
Mufzum W~thdrawal 
Storage lnpul (Alrcrafi) 
Repre\en.ation 
Mntan - In  
Reseal$ 
Reclamation 

Table 5). AMARC L)ollar Value ($(N)O) 

* Overland and Museum wilh&dwal\ wen combined for FY9.1. 
Redamallon number for FY93 includes all pans, not just arcraft. 

FYY3 

8 1 
X4* 

* 
91 1 
35 

5,455 
0 

27,056 

~ ~ 9 1  

116,917 
10,618 
4,301 

14.629 
12.951 
50,309 

163.854 

484.026 

AhtARCcontinues to provideavaluahlesewice to the DoD. Table3 
7, X, and 9 summarize the FY9.7 activities. 

FY92 

76 
44 

762 37 
122 

4,875 
526 
2 i 5  

1 ~ 9 2  

101,2X6 
13,388 
4,463 

15X,039 l10 .444  
19,751 
11,273 
20,153 

173,855 

503.20X 

Category 

Flyaway Withdrawal 
Overland Withdrawal 
Museum W~thdrawal 
Storage Input (Alrcraft) 
Representat~on 
Mamtan-In 
Reclamation 
Pnonty Remo\lal\ 

, Total 

1 ~ 9 3  

103,239 
6.97X 

123,037 
1 86,287 

5,477 
10.552 
40,384 

170,520 

640.474 

FY91 

128,f 63 
66,270 
47,518 

1,848,882 
188,221 

2,279,254 

* Overland and Museum withdrawal a'&\ comhned for FY93. 

IT92 

7,2(W,1 1 5  
778,670 
259,523 

9,730,7XO 
1,419,780 

19,402,XhX 

Category - 
Flyaway W~thdrawal 
()verland Withdrawal 
Museum Withdrau8al 
Storage Input (Alrcraft) 
Reclamation 

Total 

1 ~ 9 3  

270,681 
69,676 

* 
3,005,709 

399,974 

3,746,030 
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Total 3 0  I 127.371 1 731.611 1 
Table 1 0 .  W93 EnginelModule Production 

EN(;INES Table 1 I .  FY93 Exchangeable Component 
In FY 9.1, enpine/mtxlules units produced dropped by I XL& . Prtduction (Units) 

- 
(Units) 

from FY92 level\. Aircrnft flying hour reductions and the 
continued improvement in engine reliability were the big 
drivers. Table I0 shows the production breakout by 
engine series. S A- ALC's largest workload continues to be 
the F100 series engines. OC-ALC continued to exprnd it.? 
orpanic caipalbility on the newer eneines, the F101, F107, 
F1 OX. and FI I O  series. 

EXCHANGEARLES 

Table 1 1 showsthelevelofexchangeitblerepairsin FY9.1. 
The total level of exchangclble repairs decreased by 
approximately 26.2% in i n 9 3  over FY92 levels. The 
drop primarily occurred on the organic side of the ledger, 
where the Command experienced areduction of approxi- 
mately 3o(),(HK) units from the FY93 level. 

A C n v m '  

-,( 
( K ,.a(. 

xi-%('. 
L\'K-AL(- 
A(rM( 

TMS 

F l l l  
FIOO-200 
FI no-2211 
FlllO-220E 
F101-102 
Flll7-l01 
FloS- Ill0 
FlI(l-129 
Fl Ill-loll 
Fl Ill-EKSII' 
F1 10300 
F1 12-100 
F1 1s- I O r l  
(iSh- 15 
( i,T-41111 
157 
Jhll 
I79 
JSZ 
T53 
T5h 
TSS 
Th? 
I76 
T7ClO 
TF30 
~ ~ 3 3  
TE74 
T F 3 Y  
TFjl 
lC1-3hO 
(Fhf56 
TKI( io-2 

Total Table 12 is based on data taken from Table 1. 37% 
of depot maintenance workload measured in DPAHs 
is consumed by exchangeitbles. Another 35% is 

CONTRACT1 
INTEWER\'IC'E 

11 
11 

If10 YYO 
10.121 
5f,.26 I 

1 I 

OK(;ANIC 

111.975 
75.276 
ftll.?h7 

12 1.002 
124 4x9 
11 17: 

INTER- 
SERVICE 

(1  
0 
11 
0 
0 
0 
0 
(I 
I1 
11 
7 
0 
( I  

O 
37 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 - 
I 1  
0 
11 

32 
111 
S1 

( I  
0 
11 

(1 
0 
0 
11 

I69 

consumed by &craft. EY center, the organic 
workload percentage breakout is as follows: 
OC-ALC: 18.54% WR-ALC: 20.97% 
00-ALC: 17.55% AGMC: 2.73% 
SA-ALC: 2 1.03% AMARC: 1.83% 
SM-ALC: 17.35% 

TOTAL 

111,Y77 
75.270 

221.777 
111,121 
180.7511 
11 177 

OR(;ANIC 

11 33 
1285 

( I  

I55 
26 

413 
23 
3 .  

89 
I 
0 
13 

11 
( I  
0 
0 
0 
( 1  
( I  
11 

35s 
0 
0 
0 
0 

115 
273 

11 
17 

I1 
0 
0 
0 

3,023 

TOTAL 

1131 
1387 

11 
155 
26 

413 
23 
2 

89 
I 
7 

23 
( I  

0 
37 
I 1  
I 
1 ) 
f >  
7 - 

038 
I I  
I 1  
. 17 - 
10 
IVh 
173 
0 
27 

(1 
7 
0 
(1 

4,488 

CONTRACT 

(1  
I02 

11 
0 
O 
0 
0 
0 
11 
( I  
11 
I I 
11 
( I  

0 
0 
1 
0 
h 
11 

2811 
11 
I I 
0 
11 
11 
1 1  
I I 
11 

11 
7 
11 
0 

396 
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FY93 INTEKSEK\'ICE WOKKLOAI) Table 15. DM1 Study 1993 Introductions 

The level of interservicing wits up slightly in FY93 and is 
reflected in Table 11. The DM Study Introductions for the 
1978-1991 time frrune and for I993 only ;ue shown in 
Table 14 and 15 respectivel! . 

Table 13. FY93 Interservice Workload 

Depot Maintenance Rudget $ 

SEK\'ICEs A(;Eh'T I'KINCII'AL TOTAL 
9,001 7 27,561,175 36,565,969 

halude\ NhlS('  5 thr AL( :\ AhlAK('. cu~dA( ih l ( '  
Agent i \  the seller and principal 15 the buyer. 

Total 

Table 14. DM1 Introductions 

DM1 Study 1978-93 Lntroductions 

71,574,:Xl 

AMARC is the Air Force Materiel Command's premier 
interservice1oc:ttion. AMARC services aerospace wctpon 
systems and related aircraft support equipment for ad1 of 
the Armed Services, the Coact Guard, Forest Service, 
Defense Logistics Agency, and Smithsonsan Institute. 
AMARC perfom storage, disposal, reclamation, main- 
tenance in storage, priority removal and withdrr~w:tls. 

177,620,533 

WORK IIREAKDO\l'N 
STHLICTLIKE 

Aucrafi 

M i ~ d e z  

Stup\, 

Corn hat Vehicles 

Automohve 

C(~nsuuct~rrn Eqmp. 

E~ectromc&C~omm 
Sy\tem< 

Ord~nance, Weapon\ 
K: Mumt~nn\ 

General Purpc~se Eqmp 
Total 

AMARC k ~ s  returned to tl yatble str~tus F- 1 (K)  atircraft that 
itre into drones by a conmtcmr. AMARC also 
returns four F-4s a year to flyable status for the Navy. 

'TOTAL 

9 

0 

6 

A 
'I 

2 

0 

6 

1 

3 

29 

\ f r0KI<  RKEAKDO\!'N 
STRUCTURE 

hc ra f t  

Mssi le~ 

Ships 

Comhat Vehicles 

Automotive 

Construction Equip 

Electronic B Comm 
Systerns 

Ordinance, Weapons 
B Munitions 

General Purpose Equip 

Total 

252.1 91,Xl 5 

USMC 

0 

1 

0 

4 

6 

5 

35 

1 

1 
53 

I I 
SSgt Roh Hall, from the 653 CLSS, Rohin5 AFR, GA., perform5 
~ t ~ u c t u a l  mod~fica~lcln to a h4H-53J Dave Low 111 hehcopercln the 
Selvlce Life Extension hograni Line at NAS Pensacola, Flonda. 

TOTAL 

641 

l?X 

108 

41 

18 

14 

494 

2 5 

20 
1,491 

JSA 

111 

3 1  

7 

17  

10 

X 

191 

14 

9 
321 

LISA 

0 

0 

0 

I 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

USN 

120 

40 

I00 

1 

1 

1 

XI 

6 

3 
153 

USAF 

310 

51 

1 

1 

1 

0 

1x7 

4 

7 
564 

1UShIC 

1)  

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

5 

1 

1 

X 

USN 

6 

0 

6 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

I 

US@ 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

I 

4 
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Facilities and Equipment 

Wellmaintained andmodem facilities and equipmentare the orgamjc depots through the procurement of industrial 
vital to the support ofthe Air Force's weaponsystems. We maintenance equipment, equipment modifications, Mi- 
make it our effort to achieve this by continuously irnprov- nor Construction and Management Information System 
ing the use of our resources and b y m t x l e r n i z i n : ~ ~ ~ ~ ' s  imprc,vemeng. In FY93, the CPP budpet w;~s $ 4 7 . 0 ~ .  
Depot Maintenance operattions on a continuous basis. 

FACILITY S: EQUIPMENT VALUE 
FACILITIES 

Maintenance industrial facility improvements are pro- 
grammed, budgeted and controlled as Maintenance and 
Repair, Minor Construction or Military Construction 
(MILCON) Projects. Maintenance and Repair projects 
are funded through the Depot W t e n r n c e  Business Area 
of the Defense Business Operations Fund. Minor Con- 
structionprojectsareco~ction pr~~iectscosting $300,000 
or less and are funded through the Purchases 
Program (CPP). In FY93, $29.0 million wris allocated to 
MaintenanceandRepairandMinor Construction Project5. 

MILCON projects are construction projects costing over 
$300,000 and are funded through P-341 or MTLCON 
programs as appropriate. Table 17 shows the actual and 
projected funding for new MILCON projects. There was 
$3 1.5Mof MlLCONfundspro,onmmed for Depot Main- 
tenance in FY 93. 

CAPITAL PURCHASES PROGRAM (CPP) 

CPP is an AFMC effort to maintain the indusmCd base at 

Table 16 shows the value of depot maintenance facilities 
and equipment and the number of facilities and space 
owned bytheDepotMaintenanceBusiness Area(DMB A). 
It includes depotmaintenance values on1 y. In recent yerus 
the DMBA has made it a priority to manage depot 
maintenance ca~pacity and gain control over this critical 
resource. 

CK-ALC 
~.XIALC 
SA-ALC 
SM- ALC 
WR-ALC 
AGMC 
AMARC 

Table 16. FY93 Value of Facilities and Equipment 

1 Total 1 729 1 4,268.0 l3.574.4 1 23.6 I 
the centers. This program finances the modernization of *Replacement value has k e n  used, 

ZENTEK 

T a b l e  1 7 .  F a c i l i t y  F u n d i n g  ( F Y S l - 9 7 )  
( $ M  ) 

NUMBER 
FACILITIES 

FY81 through FY93 are actuals. FY94 through FY97 are projections. 

lncludes Maintenance Projects in PIF and other sources of MILCON funding. 

SPACE 
(MILSQFr) 

*FACILITY 
($M) 

*EQUIIJ 
($MI 
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Financial Performance 

The FY 93 depotmauntenance financial performance was (DMC), and other actions will enable depot maintenance 
again a successful one While concentrating on quality toremain financially viable. Despitetremendous turmoil 
depot support, Air Logistics Centers have become more in the depot maintenancecommunity withmanpower and 
business oriented in clay-to-clay operations, focusing on funding reductions the DMBA continues to provide go(d 
bottom-lineresults. DefenseM;nayementReview (DMR) value for the taxpayer. Tables 1 X and 19 summarize the 
pnductivity initiatives, Depot Competition FY 9.1 perfomlance. 

Table 18. Depot Maintenance Business Area (IIMHA) 
Statement of Financial Condition FY93 ($000) 

h!& 

Fund Ralance with U.S. Treasury 
Undisuibaed Ca\h L)isl>urse~nents/Ct~Uections 

Account!, Receivable 
Organic Acwlun~s Receivable 
Contrad Accc~unts Receivable 
Other Accounts Receivable 

Total Receivables 

Inventories 
Organic lnvento~ies 

Production Work In Process 
Less Progress Payments 

Material On Hand 
Material Intransit 

Total( )rganic Inventories 
Contract Inventories 

Produaion Work in Pn)cess 
Less Progress Payments 

Malerial O )n Hand 
GFM Inventory Cl)nsumed 
Material Intransit 

Total Contract Inventolies 
Total lnvenlorieh 
Other Assets 
Fned Assets 
Other Fixed Assets 
Total Asse& 

LIAHILITIES AN11 CAYI'I'AI, 

Accounts Payable 
Organic Accounts Payable 
Conuacl Accounts Payable 

Total PayaMes 
Organic Accrued Expenses 

Civdm Wages 
Civilian Leave and Benefits 
Other 

Total Organic Accruals 
Contract Expenses 

Total Accrued Expenses 

Net Capilalization 
Cash Allocations - Net 
Resenses for Equipment 
Non-Operating Expense 
Cumulative Operating Results 

Total Capital 
Total Liabilities and Capital 

JyJJ 

1,187,621 
256,073 

184:577 
50,869 
16,438 

25 1,881 

243,477 
(IXX,9XXi 

214,447 
(2,388) 

2Y7,51X 

356,610 
(198,896) 

177,604 
(25,675) 

73,726 
3S3,489 
681,037 
1 10,313 

l .002,672 

dl 

775.406 
60 1,2XO 

I ,366,686 

36,473 
83,812 
77,738 

19XX,023 
651,581 
819,604 

1,030,203 
0 

(136,757) 
(23,464) 
304,069 

3,174,051 
13.390.3411 

El% 

386,518 
205,353 

86,3 1 1 
131,621 

1,325 
119,260 

405,263 
(230,593) 

16,290 
2,728 

283,688 

332.158 
(31 9,869) 

71,682 
(71,682) 

1,582 
14,371 

297,859 
123,308 

1,505,819 

E d ? $  

61,152 
136,510 
197,662 

33,851 
83,083 
71,120 

188,063 
689,778 
877,841 

1,621,051 
(35,500) 
254,883 
40,201 

l 66,853 
l .663.584 

12,739,0871 
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Table 19. Five Year Suni~nary of IIMHA Financial Operating Results (f;000) 

SALES REVENUE (OR(;ANIC) 
AircTilft 
Missiles 
Engines 
Exckmgtitbles 
OMEl 
*Other 
Total Revenue 

EXPENSES (OR(;ANIC) 
Materials 

Direct Material 
Overhead Material 

Salaries and Wages - Civiliam 
Direct Labor 
Production Overhead 
GGrA Overhead 

Other Expenses 
Total Expenses 
Change in WIP 

COST OF SALES 

OR(;ANIC OPERATIN(; RESULTS 13,693 I 2(Nl,252 1 
SALES REVENUE (CONTRACT) 

Airc~tft 
Missiles 
Engines 
Exch:tngeables 
OMEl 
*Other 
Total Revenue 

EXPENSES (CONTRACT) 
Contractor Charges 
Material Used 
Other Costs 
Ckmge in WIP 
Support  cost^ 

TOTAL EXPENSES 

CONTRACT OPERATING RESULTS 1 1,495 1 21,866 I 14,490 

I DMS, AFIF OPERATING RESULTS I 15,188 1 222,118 1 64,984 
*()[her depicts local manufacture, base [enant and area juppon, stora~zlregenention, and {nftwxz. 
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Statistical Summary FY89-93 

Table 20. FY93 Distribution of Revenue and Expense 
Contract and Organic 

Revenue 
$4,135,280 

Expenses 
$3,869,307 

Revenue S: Expenses: Total organic expenses incrertsed by 23.78% (per DPSH, see Table 21 below) in FY93. The 
biggest increase was in material with the introduction of stock funding of depot level repwtbles adding to the depot 
maintenance bill. Overall, both total (organic & contr:~ct) revenue and expenses were up in FY93. Exchangenbles 
continued to bring in the bulk of our total (organic &contract) revenue,:dthou,ph down about4% from FY92. Theaircrrtft 
production s~ l i t  of total (organic & contract) revenue increased by approximately 3.007 over FY92 levelx. Engines 
remained stable from FY92. 

Table 21. Organic Expenses per IIPSH 

Total DPSH (000) 
% Ckmge 

Labor ($IDPSH) 
% Change 

Material ($IDPSH) 
% Change 

Other Expense ($IDPSH) 
YC Change 

Total Expense ($IDPSH) 
% Change 

FY03 
32.090 
-5.76% 

$43.17 
10.17% 

$3 1.25 
68.53% 

$10.16 
-4.17% 

$84.58 
23.78% 

FYX!, 
40,133 

$32.14 

$20.95 

n .85  

$0.94 

FYO2 
34.050 
-6.34% 

$39.19 
6.99% 

$18.54 
-13.53% 

$10.60 
56.98%- 

$68.33 
5.41% 

FYc) 1 
36,355 
-6.52% 

$36.63 
3.39% 

$2 1.44 
3.36% 

$6.75 
-22.89% 

$64.82 
-0.17 5% 

FY90 
3X.XC) 1 
-3.09% 

$35.43 
10.22% 

$20.74 
-0,9XcJl 

$8.76 
11.55% 

$64.03 
6.54% 
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Statistical Sumnlary FYX9-93 

The C ~ ~ n d  production level meitvured in DPAHs decreatved 6.1% from FY 92 and around 16.0% since FYX9. This 
is the result of force suucture reductions and the corresqmnding decreitse in customer flying hours. Exckngenbles 
continues todrop. 29% since FYX9. Airc~lftproduction wa~s up forthe first time since FJ'90. Our third largest workload, 
engines took the biggest hit dropping li.O(k from FY92 level$ and :i totill of 3% since FYX9. 

Table 22. Organic Production Perfor~nance (FY89-93) (DPAH) 

Workload 11'93 RCH(; FYY? %CH(; Fk'91 %-CH(; IT90  %CH(; IT89 
Category (000) (000) f000) (000) (000) 

hrcrafi 12.275 4.XR 11,717 - 1 %  I l,X44 -14.5% 13,X54 3.6% l3,37X 

Mwde\  X I  6 -2.3% X?5 I0  0% 753 -15.1% 8x9 -20.7'1 1,121 

Engine\ 2,603 -1 5.0% 3,061 1.8% 3 0  -14.1% 1,503 -8.1% 3,XlO 

OMEI 997 6.2% 9 9  22.7% 765 -11 4'1 867 6.3% XI2 

Exchangeable\ 13,07X - 1 4 %  15,290 -7.8% 16,586 -8.X%, 18,194 -1.4% 18,453 

Software 2,898 5.9% 2,736 14.0% 2,400 6.4% 2,256 1 . 5 %  1,901 

(h her*' 2,541 -12.7% 2,909 31.1 % 2,170 -7.0% 2,333 -7.3%) 2,5 I6 

** Other dep~cts local manufacture, haat: tenant and a e a  suppon, and atora;e/re;znerati~~n. 

Human and Industrial Resources FY93 
Our people are the most importint aiyset at our mainte- . . 

Table 23. R'93 Organic Depot Maintenance nance facilities. During h'9.1, 31,326 civilian and 
Workyears military workyeatrs were used to accomplish the mainte- 

nance mission (see Table 23). This representv a 1.5%- 
decrease from FY92 levels. The maintenance work force 
possesses a variety of skills and tllents. By using these 
skills and  talent^ and working together. the maintenance 
people provide quality products amd services to our cus- 
tomers. Our work force consists of many professions. 
Several examples of these professions are a~ircmft rind 
enginemeck~cs,electronics,matchinists,painters, sheet 
m e d ,  welders, and many more. Plmners, schedulers, 
quality aLssurance specialists, managerial personnel, and 
engineers provide suppon u) the production work force. 

Civilian Manpower: Since FYX3, the Depot Mtinte- 
nance Business Area has effectively manrtged without 

'Table 24. Civilian Workyear and End Strength end strength or workycu controls. There are now many 
(FY 89-93) uncefiinties in future progfiuns due to decrersing levels 

ACTIVITY 

OC-ALC 
OO-ALC 
S A-ALC 
SM-ALC 
WR- ALC 
AGMC 
AMARC 

Total 

CIVILIAN 

5,884 
5,458 
6,622 
5,239 
6,148 

962 
52 1 

30.834 

hlILITAKY 

XX 
156 
100 
77 
61 
9 
(1 

492 

TOTAL 

5,072 
5,614 
6,722 
5,316 
6,210 

97 1 
52 1 

31326 
A 

of defense spendin? ;md customer f u n h g  Ghch is 
FY93 FY92 FY91 FY90 FYX9 

Work Yexs  30,833 31,345 33,414 3X.012 37,778 
End Strengths 30,842 31.5 1 X 31,523 37.5 l l 38,374 

camsing acorrespondlng reduction in employment levels 
(Trible 24). 
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MAJOR ORGANIC MAINTENANCE DEPOTS 

Figure 1-1. Major DoD Depot Maintenance Activities 
(Employing More Than 400 Personnel) 

? n v c  arc currently 33 major maintenance depots unda Scvice management 
Figure 1-1 shows the geographic locations of each depot and indicates those that have 
been identified for realignment or closure. Two of the 33, Sacramento Army Depot and 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, arc in the process of closing. Of the remaining,31 dcpot 
facilities, 7 arc included in the President's final recommendation to Congress for c lowm . 
and realignments as part of the BRAC 93 procws. It should be noted that there are 
additional activities performing depot maintenance in the Services and in the Defense 
Logistics Agency. These activities art relatively small in terms of level of effort and 
often combine depot level maintenance with other maintenance and suppon activities. 

Table 1-1 below indicates the impact, by Service, of acWplanned/ 
recommended closings resulting from the BRAC Commissions of 1988, 1991 and 1993 
as well as management actions taken under the CBP. The SecDef also rcc.ommendcd to 
the BRAC 93 Commission the closing of Leaerkenny Anny Depot, but the Commission 
did not concur with the recommendation. Additionally, the Air Force identified 
Sacramento ALC (SM-ALC) as a closure candidate for BRAC 93, but SecDef did not 
include SM-ALC in his final consolidated list of candidates. 





Depot Maintenance Missions Assigned to the Air 
Logistics Centers 

@den ALC, Hill Air Force The Ogden ALC repairs and modifies the F-4, F16, and C-130 aircraft (a 

Base, Utah recent addition). The Center also maintains Air Force missile systems 
and components, including the Peacekeeper, Minuteman, Maverick, and 
sidewinder. Ogden is the technology repair center1 (TRC) for weapons, 
air munitions, landing gears, reconnaissance/photographic equipment, 
and training and simulation equipment. 

Oklahoma City ALC, Oklahoma City ALC is the source of repair for the B-lB, B-52, (3-135, and 

Tinker Air Force Base, E-3 aircraft. The Center has also been assigned repair responsibility for 

Oklahoma the B-2 Stealth bomber. It is also one of the two Centers (San Antonio is 
the other) that repairs and overhauls jet engines. Oklahoma City is the 
TRC for automatic flight controls, airframe and engine-related compo- 
nents, engine instruments, and oxygen components. 

Sacrament0 ALC, Sacramento ALC is the designated source of repair for the F-111, A-7, 

McClellan Air Force Base, and A-10 aircraft. The Center recently began F-15 modification work 

California 
and has been assigned repair responsibility for the Advanced Tactical 
Fighter. Sacramento is the TRC for electrical components, flight control 
instruments, tactical shelters, and ground communications-electronics 
equipment. 

San Antonio ALC, Kelly The San Antonio ALC maintains and repairs the B-52 and C-5 aircraft. 

Air Force Base, Texas The Center has been designated the source of repair for the C-17 air- 
craft. The Center also repairs and overhauls a large number of engines 
and engine modules. The Center is the TRC for electronic aerospace 
ground equipment, electro-mechanical support equipment, nuclear com- 
ponents, and automatic test equipment. 

Warner Robins ALC, Warner Robins ALC repairs and modifies the F-15, C-141, and C-130 air- 

Robins Air Force Base, craft. The Center is the TRC for life support systems, propellers, and air- 

Georgia borne electronics. The airborne electronics work load includes more than 
300 avionics systems and almost 10,000 parts and components. 

'Under the technology repair center concept, selected homogeneous maintenance work loads are 
assigned to a single center rather than maintaining capabilities at multiple locations. 

Page 11 GAO/NSIAD90-287FS Air Logistic Centera 
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DoD Lab System May Be Focus of Base Closure Effort in '95 

*<  .,, \ , . a .  . ., . . - 

LABS, F m  Pa@' 4 
and intli~dry officials said. First, they tlevelop and pre- 
serve tcchrlologies that are critical to national security, in 
n\arry instances where ir~dustry does not have the re- 
sources or interest. 

in ad(lition, t.l~e labs help rnaintain a tech~~ological ex- 
pertise that nlake I'entagon officials smart buyers of de- 
fense weapons and equipment. 

1,0o(l export orders. nlarke(] -fun(ijng for J1)1\'15 t i )  
Illr sevrrl c'o~r~l)clilon wltl lrlccl 1 1 1 ~  Air I.'orce's scl~rdule. 

The.se n~issions have not cl~anged, but many Pentagon 
a id  intlustry officials say the labs must be reduced and 
restrrlctured to reflect the Pentagon's post-Cold War 
ncects. 

The report from the Defense Science Hoard, for exanl- 
ple, reconlmended that t l~e  Pentagon double its planned 
cuts of lab personnel from 4 percent to 8 percent 
annually. 

'I'he personnel cuts would allow the labs to shift spend- 
ing tn industry, and would have the added benefit of help- , 
ing nlainlain the defense teclwology base within the pri- 
vate sector. 

C "SLY IiIIlge lroltl lreucvslll y I clul- 
I)isl~nlrrlt of the tanks to the pur- McIlale argues that if the tank objectivity, *and casts great 
clri~se of fuel trucks, an11111nitiou transfer is approved i l l  (sonfer- doubt on their credibility." 

One of the chief problems facing the labs is that the IJe- 
fense Department no longer is the driving force behind all 
militarily critical technologies. In areas such as microelec- 
tronics, for example, the commercial sector has far out- 
paced tile tieferlse labs and will continue to do so. 

As a result of the Defense Science Board report, Jones 
has Pentagon-industry teams assessing the capabilities of 
the defense labs to determine how much work could be 
shifted to industry, academia or other government labs. 

Industry oficials also said Pentagon officials like Jones 
should oversee this process to coordinate the reductions 
anlong the individual service labs and ensure that critical 
elements of defense research are not eliminated. 

"I would not be happy if [lab cuts] were done on a ser- 
vice-by-service h i s , "  Phi Selwyn, former head of the 
Office of Naval Technology and now vice president of 
Arete Associates, Arlington, Va., said July 27. "1 think it is 
absolutely necessary that DoD manage this process. 
There is too rnuch overlap in missions that it can only be 
dealt with in a cohesive manner." 

The Pentagon's plan to shift work outside the labs 

I 

could Ile disn~pted by cuts to u11iversit.y funding ill tl~t. 
1995 defer~se appropriations bill. Ilouse lawn~akers in  
June cut in half the Pentagon's reques? for $1.8 Lillior~ for 
ur~iversity research. 

I lowever, Congress is expected b restore this funding 
in the final Senate and House conference bill. 

The Institute for Defense Analyses, Arlington, Va., a 
govenunent-funded research institution, is coordinating 
the Pentagon's study and will deliver its report to Jones in 
August. 

This report, in turn, will form the basis of the Penta- 
gon's recornmendations to President Bill Clinton's review 
of all Defense Department, Energy Department and NASA 
laboratories. 

The effort, which is being directed by the White Ilot~w 
National Science and Technology Council, is re-examin- 
ing the post-Cold War functions of these labs. The annrlal 
budgets of these three lab systenls is estimated at $18 
billion. 

The National Science and Technology Council is slated 
to deliver its report to Clinton April 15. 
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Qtapons Labs 
Be Transferred 

3v Danlel Southerland 
and john h h t z  

W,+:.nml(t:m ?.tit Sw! Wnlrr\ 

141-1 tndependent iederd task force 
yesterday recommended that the En- 
ergy Department turn over the na- 
tion's nuclear weapons-producing lab 
ratones to a nonprofit corporation so 
they can be run bke businesses. 

The panel, heaaed by former Mote  
roia &rp. &airman Robert W. Galvin. 
did not recommend dismantling the 
labs or the Ener-gy Department, al- 
though some members of the Republi- 
can majority in Congress have ex- 
pressed that desue. 

The task force said, however, that 
the labs are beset by mcreasing over- 
head costs, low morale and "gross inef- 
fiaenaes" from excessive oversight by 
Congress and the Energy Department. 

Energy Secretary Hazel O'Leary 
named the Galvln task force a year ago 
to advise the department on what to 
do anth its weapons labs-LAX Ala- 
mos, Lawrence Livermore and Sandia 
Na~onal  Laboratory-and its seven 
other mapr labs, now that their work 
has tailed off with the Cold War's end. 

The nation's nuclear stockpile has 
dropped to 3,500 weapons from 
20.000 weapons. No new weapons are 
being manufactured. 

The 10 labs examined by the panel 
employ about 50,000 people, with a 
budget of about $6 b a n  a year. Most 
are k g e d  by private corporations 
or universities, but they are funded by 
the federal government. The Galvin 
panel's main organizational recom- 
mendation was to "de-federalize" the 
labs-to make them "as close to cor- 
porahzed as is imaginable." 

It suggested creatlng a nonprofit 
company to oversee the labs, with a 
board of 'trustees the president would 
select from the pnvate sector. 

At a news 'onering on the report, 
Galvln went beyond the panel's crib- 
asm of excessive oversight by Con- 
gress and the Energy Department and 
urged that Congress and the Energy 
Department end rheu overs~ght. 

"It's unreahst~c," a d  former South 
C a r o h  Democrabc congressman But- 
ler Dernck, a member of an Energy 
Department advlsory board. "You're 
d r m g  if you thmk Congress is gomg 
to gwe you $6 bdlion, cut you loose and 
say, 'Do what you want.' " 

The Chton admmstrabon has been 
trylng to find new commerc~al work 
for the labs, a process called "techole 
gy transfer." The panel critiazed these 
efforts as "unfocused." 

'The laboratories are not now, nor 
will they become, cornucopias of rele- 
vant technology for a broad range of in- 
dustries," the group said in its report. 

'There are relatively few instances 
in whch the laboratories have [unique] 
technology that is vital to industry." 

O'Leary said yesterday she em- 
braced and intended to lrnplement "a 
great rnajonty" of what the Galvul pan- 
el recommended. 

Energy officials have said they 
hoped the pane! would help the depart- 
ment take the pht~cally d&jcult step 
of concentrating nuclear weapons 
work at one lab. 

The work now is bemg done at Los 
Alamos in New Mexlco and Lawence 
Livermore near San Franasco. 

The task force recommended trans- 
femng weapons work from Livermore 
to Los Alamos, but the panel rejected 
proposals to place the weapons labs 
under the Defense Department. 

The panel reaffirmed the impor- 
tance of the labs, saylng that ther re- 
search role is *part of an essentnl, fun- 
damental cornerstone for contmuing 
leadership by the United States." 

The labs conduct long-term, high- 
nsk research often beyond the tinan- 
clal reach of industry and univewties. 

The task force a d  the labs should 
focus more on the tasks of nuclear 
nonproliferation and the clean-up of ra- 
dioactlvc and hazardous wastes. 

I 1 Benefits of Banlis' Resurgence May Spread to 
TRENDLINES, From D9 

fund," FDIC C b  Ricki Tigert Helfer said in 
a statement. "In terms of earnings, capital and 
problem assets, banks have never been in betier 
sbape.' 

.halysts and regulators attribute the recovery 
of the banlung industry to a number of factors. 
Interest rates that remained low until last year 
made it cheap for banks to attract funds, overall 
growth in the economy has boosted loan demand 
and loan qual~ty, and banks have tried to diversify 
their sources of income. 

The ddference between the interest rate 
h,;i.nky +;p -? 5 3 ~  r;) $ecu;,;if,;rc 3p.r;. ' C P  -? fp  'Xi-': 

estate. The banks were stuck ~ 7 t h  bad loans 
after developers, faced wth demand for otfice 
space that &d not meet thelr e.upectauons, codd 
not repay them. 

"Pnor to 1990. S a h g  wolated the 
fundamental rule or modem corporate finance. 
whlch IS that li you ,are m more ihan one 
busmess. your prospects for belng slgdicantll: 
harmed by any part~cdar [ h e  of busmesl are 
muurmzed," a d  h e n  Shaw, president of 
ISD/Shaw Inc.. a sonsultmg firm that tracks the 
banlung mdustry. 

Bankers say thev have iearned from the red 
estate collapse. The ~ndustry has dwerslfied . . :t> 
, . , v  0 -  -1 ;cr>$;y ;,T - 7 ,  ? r ~  *c&c . * i 

The FDIC's p 
for public cornrnt 
between 4 cents 
depos!ts, %\ith m 
lower figure. Ins 
to the insurance 
p i n g  aeaker 51 
improve their ba 
pay between 23 

The bank insr 
c o n m  funds ec: 
assets before pr: 
that goal someti 

R u e  the drc 
i;;ink;. !t mses -: 



Senators Urge 
Linking Bases to - 
Block Closures 
r Military: The 'Southwest Complex' would 
include Edwards Air Force Ekie and other 
state weapons-testing sites. East Coast 
lawmakek criticize the proposal. 

By JACK CHEEVERS. TIMES I:AFF wumu m i i v  I+, California's U S .  senators have urged the '~enugon  to 
h k  Edwards Air Force Base and tievend other 

high-tech weapons-testing installations in a "SouthweSt 
Complex" that could help shield base in the southwestern 
United States from defense cuts next year. 

Iri a letter to Defense Secretary William J. Perry. Sens. 
Dianne Feinstein and Barbara Boxer said the Southwut 
Complex would save money, boost efficiency ana promote 
interservice coopemuon while "preserving and expanding 
the world-class mhtary capabilities that curreny? udst in 
California, Utah. Arizona and other nearby stares. 

But the Califoniia senators face opposition trom iaw- 
makers represenung Florida, Maryland and New York, 
where pbs  at local bases and defensc firms could be lost if 
Feinstein and Boxer prevail. 

Other Califomla bases that would be part of the 
Southwest Complex are the Point Mugu Naval Air weapons 
stauon in Ventura County and the China Lake Naval Air 
Weapons Station. h Irwin Military Reservation e!d 

. Twentynine Palms Marine Corps Base in San Bemardmo 
Counry. 

Bases in the Southwest have long been used to evaluate 
aircraft, mlssiles and other airborne weapons. Under the 
Southwest Complex plan. testing from other bases acr0~8 
the country would be consolidated in the West. 

The mhtary has made some effort to consolidate twt and 
evaluation operations in recent years, and the Service8 
have engaged in some joint weapons tests. Navy cruise 
missiles launched from the Pacific Ocean are monitored en 
route to targets on land by microwave relays at Vanden- 
berg Air Force Base near Lompoc 

F einstein and Boxer's proposal for a Southwest Complex 
comes as members of Congress scramble to find ways to 

protect bases in their states from a new round of cuts 
expected to be recommended by the federal Base Realign- 
ments and Closures Commission in 1995. 

Base clo: u e s  and cutbacks from 1988 to 1993 e lhna ted  
at.>ut 2%.W military and civilian pbs in California. 
accor&ng to a recenl state report But military installations 
that perlorm weapons testing and research have been 
largely spared. The base closure commission is expected to 
take a hard look at  such posts next year. 

Feinstein and Boxer said bases that would make up the 
Southwest Complex have major advantages because they 
are located in areas that are largely free of residential 
encroachment ani have access to vast air, sea and land teat 
ranges. Edwards, located 100 d e s  northeast of Downtown 

r .  LQS Angeles. covers more than 300.000 acres on the 
western edge of the Mojave Desert - Also, the bases are relatively close to one Priother pr well 
' as to defeiue contractors. The lawmakere slid the 

Southwest Complex would save money, but A Feinstan 
spokesman said he &d not know how much. 

I hrcraf t  and =-weapons testing is performea at bases IR 

a number of states. and Feimeln and Boxer d ~ d  not specify 
any posts outside California. Utah and Anzona that they 
beheve should be cut to pmvide work for the Southweat 
Complex But f o m n g  Southwestern base. into the nation's 
prenuer air-comnat test complex would put pressure on the 
mihtary to cut back or close bases elsewhere that perform 
mnuiar work. and the Californians' propod haa been 
sharply criticized by East Coast lawmakers. 

U.S senators from Florida and New York angrily 
zybuked California lawmakers recently for urging Perry to 
ignore a study. that the East Coast politicians said 
recommended closure of the air-combat teat range at  

, Chna Lake Naval Air Weapons Station, located near 
Ridgecrest 

Feinstein, Boxer and%nine U.S. House members from 
I California had urged Peny in a May 27 letter to overlook 
1 the study because it "may fail to accurately portray the 
I costs and capabilities of California bases." The lawmakers 
I also complained that previous defense cuts have hurt the 
I state badly. 
! In an Aug. 11 letter, Florida Sens. Connie Mack and Bob 
Graham pined New York Sens. Daniel P. Moynihan and 

I UIonse D'Arnato in warning Peny that the Californians 
were trpng LO inject politics into the base closure proccss. 

! The East Coast senators said the study concluded that 
: t;urpayers would save $94 million over five years if the 

Ch~nz Lake range is closed and another air-comht m g e  
over the Gulf of Mexico operated by Florida's Eglin Air 

, Force Base is kept open. 
"The proponents of a [Southwest Complex] would have 

I you beard the magnificent capabilities of [Eglin] and 
I attempt to duplicate them in the Western states at 
: enormous and to-ally unnecessary cost to the taxpayer," 

the East Coast lawmakers said. 

J ack Connell, who heads a pnvate Ridgecrest-based 
group lobbylng for the Southwest Complex. said both 

Eglin and Patuxent River Naval Air Warfare Center in 
Maryland perform test activities that could be done at 
Edwards, the Air Force's top flight-test center. Patuxent 

, River is home to theNavy's main flight-test facility. 
Connell said the Western bases have clear advantages 

because they have excellent flying weather, huge open 
spaces for aircraft and missile testmg and, with relatively 
few homes nearby. plenty of room to expand 

"At Pax River, they have. . . home sites right up to the 
edge of the military reservation. You wan: t: &up i wmb 
at  Pax River and t k y  just have an iinchorer Large: ~ r .  L!e 

; bay." said Connell, an ex- t:avy test p.1": 
Under Feinstein and floxer's Dropodt, alJ m e d  service 

would be allowed to conduct fight resls at Edwaxk. an AZ 
Force domain since 1946. The 1awmo:er-s aiso w a :  tc a x n  

i Edwards' famed test pilot school-whck has supplied 
dozens of skilled fhers for the L.S. &-*a-onaut wrps-U) 
other mihtary branches. 

Charles (Pete) Adolph. a former top Pentagon test and 
evaluation official, said he favors the Southwest Complu 
because it would &ow the Armed Forces to conduct more 
pint training exercises over a wide variety of terrain. 

He said he b-iieves that hgh-performance aircraft 
testing at Patwen: River should be moved to Edwards or 
China Lake. although the Navy ahould continue to test 
Navy aircraft He said the Patuxent Rver  test pilot school 
should be transferred to Edwards. Chum h e  or the 
National Test Pilot School in Mqyve. 

"The Kavy and the Air Force have -2 for yeam that 
they can get by with one test pilot ~ h ~ o i . "  said Adolph. 
"But they've never agreed whether it should be at  Pax 
a v e r  or Edwards." 

With members of Congress jockeying to maintain bws 
in their btricts. politics anll play a major role in next 
year's base closure process.. and proponents of the 
Southwest Complex acknowledge that East CoaT- lawmak- 
ers will pull out all the stops to thwart them. 

"They're going to scream bloody murder." Connell said 





ANALYST NOTES 
BRAC COMMISSION 

BRAC 93 POTENTIAL ADD SCENARIOS 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE 

INTRODUCTION: On April 26, 1995, the BRAC Commission directed the Army to examine 
two scenarios that impact upon four Army maintenance depots. The depots impacted were 
Anniston with a directed realignment into Red River and the closure of Tobvhanna with the 
ground communications and electronics workload being transferred to Letterkenny. Visits were 
coordinated with one team visiting Red River for a meeting with Anniston (27-29 April) and a 
second meeting at Letterkenny with Tobyhanna (30 April-2 May). With a very restricted period 
to formulate data for a scenario, the results are to be considered approximate to frame these 
proposals for the BRAC Commission's Add hearing. 

SCOPE: The scope of the analysis relates to the realignment of the Army's heavy combat vehicle 
maintenance workload into the Army's light combat vehicle depot facility and the closure of the 
Army's ground communication and electronics depot and consolidating that workload into the 
existing workloads at Letterkenny (Tactical Missile and artillery). 

SCENARIO: 

a) Realign Acnisior, Armv Depo; by transferring the i~ezy .  combar vehicie ~nzir,rsncn~c- 
7 .  , workload to Red River Army Depot. Transfer small arms repair workioad and missior ir? k \ r ; ~  

River. Transfer missile mainterlance wori;ioad iQ Lener!:enn;, Arm:. Deno: 5nclz\re t!:< 
. . * . ,  zmmuni~iol: sio;ase missior, zn? the ci1em:cz: dexii :r\,i:siaz: I:: ~ ; L Y . .  . 2: .L-T:I~,~ET~II.  

. . b j  Ciose To;l\.nznnz -Qm!z Depsr and mo\ l~  ~5. .. c ~ ~ i l ~ c  ~ ~ : ; ~ : ; l ~ ; n i ; & t i ~ ~ ~ ;  zric e i e ~ r ? Z ! f :  
maintenance workioec tc Le:rerkenn!- P m ! .  Dewc: 

hETHODOLOG\' Tne meinoaoiog used by me Ir. its e \  aluhrior. wzs i; ~l;i;-zc Lii; 

available existing aatzi gathered throughout the BK4C $ 5  ~ T O C P Y S S  anc cexified D\ rhc .Qn\ 
Materiei Command The only deviation from the data was t'he usage of the latest Army Staiion:ni, 
znd Installation Plan dated I S  Kovember 1994. Da;c gathered frorr, :PC on-slte meeilngs cr Rec 
Rive: and Letterkenny on personnel, faciiities, equipment transfer. and wor'kioacs u~iiized 
determine estimated costs of the respective scenarios Following review of the dark by the Arm! 
htaterie! Command and the Army TABS office, 2 COBR4 was run for each sct.r,crio 



COBRA REALICiPCVnl m u r  ~ W D -  --..-, . -,,- . - 
Data AS Of 06:25 05/04/1995, Report Created 16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : ARWY 
Option Package : AN6RR-C 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\At&RR-C.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F11e : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
Final  Year : 2001 
ROI Year : 2005 (4 Years) 

Net Costs ($K) Constant 
1996 ---- 

M i  lbn 3,121 
Person 0 
OverM 1,950 
h l n g  0 
U iss io  0 
Other 0 

Do1 l a r s  
1997 ---- 

0 
133 

1,698 
1.116 

0 
39 

TOTAL 5,071 2,987 63,787 35,218 14,166 

---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
WSITIONS ELIHINATED 
Off 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 0 0 300 
TOT 0 0 0 0 300 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 
S~AI  0 0 0 0 0 
Clv 0 61 21 688 700 
TOT JC 0 6 1 21 688 700 

Sumry: - - - - - - - - 
REALICh' ANN!STOh ARMY DEPOT BY TRANS:ERRIIG THE HEAVY COWM7 VEHICLE 
MAIQTEHANCE MRKLOGD TO RED GiVER A W  D i F C i ,  TRAKSFEK Sub-- AWS REPAIL 
WRKL3AD AVD M:SS:W TC RED R!VEF;, TRAYSCEF Y:SSi,E M G I h T E Y X E  W ~ & ' K L ~ A :  
TO LErERKENNY ARMY DEPOT, ENLAVE A W t i I i i I X  STORAGE AN> &EFI3 .  
OEnIL UISSIOh AT ANNISTOR. 

Total 
----- 



W O W  U L M L L W - t ~ r v  I ru . -.. . , --- - 
Oat. hs Of 06:25 05/04/1995, Report ~ r e a t a d ' l 6 :  39-05/05/1995 

Departmrnt : A M  
Option Package : MRR-C 
Scenario F f l e  : C:\COBRA\WRR-C.CBR 
Std F c t t t  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7MC.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Dol lars  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

H i  lCon 3,121 0 
Person 0 1 33 
h r M  1.950 1,721 
H o v f ~  0 1,116 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 39 

Tota 1 

TOTAL 5,071 3.011 64,052 

S v i n p s  ($K) Constant Dol lars  
1996 1997 Tota 1 ---- ---- 

H i  lCon 0 0 
Person 0 0 
OverM 0 24 
* I ~ Q  0 0 
Miss10 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 0 24 265 



, ,L .  , ..--- 
Data As Of 06:25 05/04/1995, Report Created 16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : A m  
Option Package : AN&RR-C 
b r u t l o  F I I ~  : C:\COBRA\AMRR-C.CBR 
Std F c t r t  FI le : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Year ---- 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
201 1 
201 2 
201 3 
201 4 
201 5 

Adjusted Cost($) ---------------- 
5,003,269 
2,867.837 
59,604,366 
32,028,078 
12,538,208 
-17,210,629 
-27,830,970 
-27,086,102 
-26,361,170 
-25,655,640 
-24,968,992 
-24,300,722 
-23,650,336 
-23,017,361 

- -22,401,324 
-21,801,775 
-21.218.273 
-20.650.387 
-20,097.701 
-19,559,806 



lUlHL W L - I A I - I L  -I r \ ~ .  - r \ ,  ,-- - - - .  - -  

Data As Of 06~25 05/04/1995, Report C-td'l6:39-05/05/1995 

Department : A M  
Option Package : N R R - C  
Scenario Fl le : C:\MBRA\AN&RR-C.CBR 
Std F c t r r  File : C: \CDBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

(All values in Dollars) 

Construction 
Mi 1 itary bnstructlon 
Family HOusing hstruction 
Information Phnagment Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - h s t r u ~ t i ~ n  
Personnel 
Civlllan RIF 
Civilian Early Retlrwnent 
Civllian New H i m s  
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 
Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdarn 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Hoving 
Civilian PPS 
flilitary Hoving 
Freight 
One-Tim k i n g  Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Envirormental Mitigai.ion Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

70-a1 - Other 

? o + ~ ?  One-Time r a t z  

Cost Su b-Tota 1 ---- --------- 

.............................................................................. 
O n e - i ~ m e  Savings 
flilitary Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family HOusing k t  Awidances 0 
Eilitary b i ~  0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Tim k i n g  Savings 0 
Envirormental M~t~gatlon Savings C 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

............................................................................. 
Total One-Time hvinps 0 
.............................................................................. 
To-a1 k t  &Time Costs 128,421,377 



Data AS-Of 06:25 05/04/1995, Report Created 16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : A M  
Option Package : M R R - C  
Scenario Fi la : C: \COBRA\ANaRR-C. CBR 
Std Fctrs  Fi la : C: \COBRA\SF?DEC.SFF 

Base: ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT, AL 
(All values in Dollars) 

Catepory ------- - 
Construction 
Mil it~ry Construction 
Family Harsing Construction 
Information Phnagernent Acmunt 
Land P u r c h a ~ s  

Total - Construction 
P e m n e l  
Civilian RIF 
Civjlian Early Retirement 
Civilian k Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemploynent 

Total - Personnel 
Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
tbthball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 
b i n g  
Civilian W i n g  
Civilian PPS 
flilitary k i n g  
Freight 
One-Time b i n g  Costs 

Total - b i n g  

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

Other 
tlAP / RSE 1,364,136 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other :,354,?35 
.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Costs 93,7ES,77E 
-__-___________-___----------------------------------------------------------- 
One-Tlme Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family hcuslng Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Wing f. 
Land Sales C 
One-Time tbving Savings 0 
Envirorrnental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Uniqw Savings 0 .............................................................................. 

Total -Time Savings 0 .............................................................................. 
T-1 Net Om-Time Costs 90,783,776 



bt. As Of 06:25 05/04/1995, lieport Created 16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : A m  
Option Package : M R R - C  
Scenario Fi 10 : C: \COBRA\WRR-C.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\ODBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: RE0 RIVER A M  DEPOT, TX 
(All values in Dollarr) 

Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Nana~ement Acawnt 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 
Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retiremtnt 
Civilian Nev H i m  
Eliminated Mi1it.r~ PCS 
Unemplopnt 

Total - Personnel 
Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdwn 

Total - Ovarhead 
b i o g  
Civilian b i n p  
Civilian PPS 
Military b i n g  
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

- Total - Moving 
a 
,i Other 

HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Tlme Unlque Costs 

Cost ---- 
Sub-Tot. 1 --------- 

Total - Other 
___________________----------------------------------------------------------- 
Toul One-Tlme Costs 2 7 , 6 3 5 , L i :  

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances C 
Family Houslng Cost Avoiaances 0 

Military Moving " 
Land Sales C 

*One-Time bi~ Saviqs 0 

Envirumntal Mitlqatlon Savlws 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

.............................................................................. n 

Total Ooe-Time Savings U 

.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Tlme costs 37,605,443 



Department : Am 
Option Package : AFILRR-C 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \a3BRA\AN&RR-C.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: LETTERKENW A m  DEP, PA 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars) 

-------- 
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Harsing Construction 
Information r\arug€anent Acxxunt 
Land Purchases 

Total - Cont t rw t io r l  

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Early Retirunent 
C i v i l i a n  New Hlres 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unmployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planninp Support 
b t h b a l l  / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

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

k i n g  
C i v i l i a n  b i n g  0 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 0 
M i l i t a r y  W i n g  0 
Freight  0 
One-Tim b i n g  Costs 0 

Total - W i n g  
t 

:$ Other 
HAP / RSE G 
Envirormental Mitigation Costs C 
One-Time Unicue Coszs C - - - -  I O U ;  - Otner 

________________-__----------------------------------------------------------- 
Tcw i  One-ilme b s z s  
________________-_----------------------------------------_------------------- 
Gne-Tim Sv inpc  

M i l i t a r y  Construcrion Cost Avoiaancec C 
Family h s i n g  Cost Avoidances L 

M i l i t a r y  n3ving i 
Land Sales i 
One-Tim b v i n ;  Sav1ry.- C 

Envi-ntal M i t lpa t lon  Savlnpc, C 
One-Tim Unique Savings C 

.............................................................................. 
Total One-Time Savinps C 
.............................................................................. 
Total Net One-Time Costs C 



".L-,.I.C -. ..- - .  \--- - -I- -. - 
Data As Of  06:25 05/04/1995, Report ~ m a ; s d  16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : WRR-C 
h n a r l o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\AMRR-C.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF'IMC.SFF 

Base: BASE X, US 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars) 

ConstrlJction 
H i  1 i tary  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information k n a g w n t  Acwunt 
Land Puntuses 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C l v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Early Ret i rwmnt 
C l v i l i a n  New Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Umploynent  

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

k i n g  
C i v i l i a n  b l n g  
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Fre ipht  
O n e - T i m  b i n g  Costs 

Total - k i n g  

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

I Other 
HAP / RSE C 
Environnencai Fi:lpatlon Coszs C 
Ow-Time U G ~ G U ~  b s r s  C. 

50-2: - k ~ *  
_____-_____________----------------------------------------------------------- 
75-21 D l e - T ~ m  L s : :  --. ?' 'it- 
_______________-___----------------------------------------------------------- 
Onr-Time Savitqs 

M i l i t a r y  Consrructio:: Cos: Avaiaances C 
Fmiiy b s i q  Cast Avoioances 

n 

H < l i * a r y  kwlx C 
Land Sales 0 
3ne-Tlme b v i q  S a r i q s  u 

Env7roonental Mitigation Sav~rqs 0 
One-Time Unique Savings C 

.............................................................................. 
Total OmTime Savings C 
.............................................................................. 
T O * ~ ?  Net One-Time Costs 32,167 



I"I+'.L 1 I A L l  , - . \ a  -. r...-.. - -  
Data As O f  06:25 05/04/1995, 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : AURR-C 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\WRR-C.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

A l l  Costs i n  $K 
Total IM4 

Base Name MilCon Cost 
------ --- ------ ---- 
ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT 0 0 
RED RIVER A M  DEPOT 34,333 2,732 
LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP 0 0 
BASE X 0 0 ............................................... 
Totals: 34,333 2.732 

Land 
P u e h  
----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Cost 
Avoid ----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Total 
Cost ----- 

0 
37,065 

0 
0 



Oat. As Of 06:25 05/04/1995, Report Craated 16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : M R R - C  
Scenarlo F i  l e  : C: \CDBRA\WRR-C. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\ODBW\SF7DEC.SFF 

MilCon f o r  Base: RED RIVER ARKY DEPOT. lX 

A l l  Costs I n  $K 
Mi lcon 

Descript ion: ------------- c.* ---- 
M I N T  FACILITY t441N-r 
SHALL A m  
M I N T  FACILITY M I  NT 
VEH M I N T  FAC 
M I N T  FACILITY M I K T  
TURB ENG FAC 
M I N T  FACILITY M I K T  
TUR M I N T  FAC 
M I N T  FACILITY M I  KT 
CLASS A m  
M I N T  FACILITY M I N T  
E f f i  OYNO 
.............................. 

Using Rehab Hew Neu Tota 1 
Rehab Cost* HllCon Cost* Cost* 

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

Total Construction Cost: 34.333 
+ I n f o  b n a g m e n t  Accarnt: 2,732 
+ Land Punhases: 0 
- Construct ion Cost Avoid: 0 ........................................ 

TOTAL: 37,065 

A l l  MilCon Costs include Design. S i t e  Preparation. Contingency Planning, and 
SIOH Costs whew appl {cable. 



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

Oat. As Of 06:25 05/04/1995. Report created 16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : A M  
Option Package : AURR-C 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\AN&RR-C.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC. SFF 

PERSONNEL S W R Y  FOR: ANNISTON A m  DEPOT. 

BASE POPULATION (N 1996): 
O f f i ce rs  Enl is ted ---------- ---------- 

7 5 

Students ---------- 
0 

C i v i l i a n s  ---------- 
3.432 

FORCE STRUCTURE W E S :  
1996 1997 1998 ---- ---- ---- 

Of f  ice- 0 0 0 
En1 isted 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 -24 -24 
TOTAL 0 -24 -24 

2001 Tota l  

BASE POPULATION ( P r i o r  to BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  Enl is ted ---------- ---------- 

7 5 

Students ---------- 
0 

C i v i l i a n s  
---------- 

3.31 5 

PERSONNEL REALIWENTS: 
To Base: RE0 RIVER ARMY OEWT, TX 

1996 1997 1998 2001 Tota l  ---- ----- 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 1,388 
0 1.388 

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

To Base: BASE X, US 
1996 1997 1996 
---- ---- ---- 

2001 Total 

O f f  l ce rs  C n C 
En1 ~ s t e d  0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 

C E i  -. 
C7vi l ians L 

T 3 7 k ~  C 61 2; 

TOTAL PERS3NNEL REALIWEhTS (at oi ANNISTOH ARMY DEP;]T, AL):  
1996 1997 19% 1999 200C 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Of f i ce rs  C C 0 C 0 
Enl is ted 0 0 0 0 0 
S t u d e n t s  0 0 + 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  3 6 ? ‘. I 6% 700 7 1 

TOTAL 0 61 Z i  688 700 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 
En1 i s ted  0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 0 0 - N O  
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 -300 

2001 Total 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  E n l i s W  Students 
---------- ---------- ---------- 

7 4 0 

C i v i l i a n s  
---------- 

1.206 



- - - 

Oat. As Of 06:25 05/04/1995. Report Created 16:39 05/05/1995 

DeparVnent : ARMY 
Option Package : M R R - C  
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\MRR-C. CBR 
Std F c t r r  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUFARY FOR: RED RIVER AFNY DEPOT. TX 

BASE #)PULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i ce rs  En1 i s ted  Students ---------- ---------- ---------- 

9 5 0 

FORCE STRUCTURE OW&ES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Of f  i c a r s  0 0 0 0 0 
Enl is ted 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 -22 -80 -1 6 -1 5 
TOTAL 0 -22 -80 -1 6 -1 5 

BASE POPUlATIW ( P r i o r  to BRAC Action): 
O f f  ioers En1 i s t e d  Students 
---------- ---------- ---------- 

9 5 0 

PERSONNEL REALIWENTS: 
F rom Base: ANNISTON ARMY 

1996 ---- 
O f f i c e r s  0 
Enl is ted 0 
Students 0 
C i v i  1 ians 0 
TOTAL 0 

DEPOT, AL 
1997 1998 1999 2000 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIWENTS ( I n t o  
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

04 f i cers 0 C 
Enl is ted 0 C 
Students C 
C l v i ?  l a x  C C 

TSTA, * " 

RED RIVER AFNY DEPOT, TX): 
1998 1999 2000 

k S E  P;)?J!-ATION ( k f w ~  BEAC K=z?or!: 
O f f i ce rs  Eni istec Swoe i ts  
---------- ---------- ---------- 

3 C 

PERSONNEL W R Y  FOG: LETTERKENNY AR?W DEP. PA 

BASE PORJLATIW (FY 1996): 
O f f i ce rs  Enlqsred Stuaenrs ---------- ---------- ---------- 

18 42 0 

FORCE STRUCTURE MANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 
En1 i s t e d  0 10 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l  lans 0 179 -48 0 0 
TOTAL 0 189 -48 0 0 

BfSE POPULATION ( P r i o r  to BRAC Actlon): 
O f f  icers En1 i sted Students 
---------- ---------- ---------- 

18 52 0 

C i v i  l i ans  
---------- 

3,665 

2001 Total 

C i v i  1 ians 
---------- 

3,517 

2001 Total - - - - - - - - - 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 1,388 
0 1,388 

2001 Tota? 
---- ----- 

C C 
2 i 

r - a t :  < .  -. 
: -, .53L 

C l v >  i ians 
---------- 

3.795 

C l v l  1 ians 



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

P t K W N L L  -KT K L W K l  (LUDrrr v 2 . w )  - r - y -  4 

D ~ t a  As Of 06:25 05/04/1995, Report Cmated 16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : A W  
Option Package : WRR-C 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\AN&RR-C.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

BASE POWLATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  Enl is ted Students 
---------- ---------- ---------- 

18 52 0 

PERSONNEL S W R Y  FOR: BASE X. US 

W E  POPULATION (N 1996, P r i o r  to BRAC Act lon) :  
O f f  imrs Enl is ted Students ---------- ---------- ---------- 

7 52 4,208 1.121 

PERSONNEL REALIWENTS: 
From Base: ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT, AL 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 
Enl is ted 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l l a n s  0 6 1 21 0 0 
TOTAL 0 6 1 2 1 0 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGWENTS ( In to  BASE X, US): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 0 0 0 
En1 isted 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C l v i  1 tans 0 61 21 0 0 
TOTAL 0 6 1 2 1 0 0 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action): 
Off leers Enlisted Students 

C i v i l i a n s  
---------- 

3.926 

C l v l l l a n s  ---------- 
2.709 

2001 Total ---- ----- 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 82 
0 82 

2001 Tota l  



I " , - i  'LI\dLm.l.LL 1- s. nr.  .-- - .. \ - - -  - . - .  

Data As Of 06:25 05/04/1995, Report Created 16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : AMRR-C 
Scenario FIle : C: \COBRA\WRR-C.CBR 
Std Fctrs FIle : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retimnt* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Hovlng (RIFs)*+ 
Civilians bving (the remainder) 
Clvillan Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 0 0 300 339 639 
Early R e t i m n t  10.00% 0 0 0 0 30 34 &I 
Regular Ret i m n t  5.00% 0 0 0 0 15 17 32 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 0 0 0 0 45 51 96 
Civs Not njving (RIFs)*+ 0 0 0 0 18 20 38 
Priority Plaamentf 60.00% 0 0 0 0 1 8 0 2 0 3  383 
Civilians Available to Hove 0 0 0 0 12 14 26 
Civilians h i n g  0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2  
Civilian RIFs (the m i n d e r )  0 0 0 0 0 1 4  14 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 61 21 688 700 0 1470 
Civilians Pbving 0 39 14 441 460 0 954 
Neu Civilians H I d  0 22 7 247 240 0 516 
Other Civilian Additfons 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 6 2 69 100 34 211 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 4 1 4 1  60 34 140 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 180 203 383 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 22 7 247 240 0 516 

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

+ The Percentage of Civi?~ans Not W: 1 ling to b e  (Voluntary RIFs) varles fm 
base to base. 

-, # k:r 2:i C-~O*::~ cia=ernen=s 1nw;ve a Permanen?. Cnange c' Szit~on. I N  r a t e  
c' Q3C p ; a m x s  ; n~iv:n: i 2 2  :z 5:. u",". 



rLm-. I .LL 4 ,  r ,.-, .,-. - . . \ - - - 

Data As Of  06:25 05/04/1995, Report c - 4  16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : A M  
Option Package : ANaRR-C 
Scenario File : C: \COBRA\AN&RR-C.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: ANNISTON A M  DEPOT, AL Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirwmnt* 10.00% 
Regular Reti-nt* 5.00% 
Civi 1 ian Turnovwr* 15.00X 
Civs Not b t n g  (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnwer 15.00% 
Civs Not b i n g  (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Priorlty Placenentt 6O.OOX 
Civilians Available to Hove 
Civilians Pbvlng 
Civilian RIFs (the minder) 

Total ----- 
1470 
147 
73 
220 
88 
942 
528 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New Civilians H i d  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 6 2 69 100 34 211 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 4 1 41 60 34 140 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACMKTS 0 0 0 0 180 203 383 
TOTAL CIVJLIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

Early Retirements, Regular Retirements. Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not 
Williw to kve  are not applicable for msves under fifty miles. 

# Not all criority Placements involve a Permanent Change of  Station. The rate 
of PPS placements invo.iv1ng a P S  1s 52.03: 



- - -  - - .  

Data As Of 06:2S 05/04/1995, Report Created 16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : A M  
Option Package : AN&RR-C 
Scenario F I  le : C: \COBRA\AMRR-C. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i le : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: RED RIVER A W  DEPOT, TX Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING WT 
Early Retiremant* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover' 15.00% 
Civs Not b i n 9  (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civilians b i n p  (the reminder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10,OOX 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not b l n g  (RIFs)' 6.00% 
Priority Placement# 60.00% 
Civilians Available to fbue 
Civilians b l n g  
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

CIVILIAN KSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 
Civilians b i n g  0 0 0  
New Civilians Hired 0 0 0 
Other Civllian Additions 0 0 0  

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETI RMENTS 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS1 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 

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

f Not all Pr~ority Placenents involve a Permanent Change of Stat~on. The rate 
of PPS placements ~nvolvinp r IXS IS 50.OOZ 



r C n m R L L  ~ n r n b ~  nLrvn4 . -.--, . ., - 
Data As Of 06:25 05/04/1995. Report Created 16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : ANaRR-C 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\AN&RR-C.CBR 
Std F c t r r  Fi le : C:\COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

Base: LElTERKENNY A m  OEP, PA Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN WSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early RetirementL 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5. O M  
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN #)SITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirrment 5.00% 
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not lbvirq (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Priority Placenentl 60. O M  
Civilians Available to Hove 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the minder) 

Tota 1 ----- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Civilians Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Nev Civilians H i d  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIFMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTALCIVILIANPRIORITYPLACMKTS/ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnowr, and Civilians Not 
Willing to Hove are not applicable for moves under fifty miles. 

'$ 
," # Not all Pnorlty Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 

of PPS placements lnvolvlns a PZS 1s 53.03% 



PERWNEL IMJACT Rtw~i  ( w o w  V J . ~ ,  - . -,, -, - 
Data As Of 06:25 05/04/1995. Report Cmated 16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : A M  
Option Package : AN.4RR-C 
Scenario Fi le : C: \COBRA\M&RR-C. CBR 
Std F c t r s  File : C: \COBRA\SF'IMC.SFF 

Base: BASE X ,  US Rate 
---- 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Early Retirement' 10.00% 
Rqular RetirementB 5.00% 
Clvillan Turnwee 15.00% 
Civs Not biq (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Civilians kving (the remainder) 
Civillan Positloos Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Rettrement 5. O M  
Clvillan Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not nhrlq (RIFs)* 6.00% 
Priority Placenentf 60.00% 
Civilians Avallable to Move 
Civilians b i n g  
Civilian RIFs (the reminder) 

Total 
----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

CIVILIAN WSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 6 1 2 1  0 0 0 8 2  
Civilians Moving 0 39 14 0 0 0 53 
New Civilians Hired 0 2 2 7 0 0 0 2 9  
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMEKTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTALCIVILJANPRIORITYPLACMENTSR 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 2 2 7 0 0 0 2 9  

Early Retirements. Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civlllans Nst 
Willing to )bve are not applicable for mves under *ifty miles. 

# kzt all P*70-itj P1acmi:s involve c Fermanelt Change o; S+%t>o-. The 'ii*ic: 

si PPS pla-nzs 1nmiv:n;: t ?5 7s 50.03'. 



TLII.)C.I.LL . &.. .- - -- 
Oat. As O f  06: 25 05/04/1995,. Report Created 16: 39 05/05/7 995 

Department : ARMV 
Option Package : ANgRR-C 
Scenarlo F i l e  : C: \COBRA\AN&RR-C. CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

Base: ANNISTON A M  DEPOT, AL 

Y e a r  

TOTALS 

Pert Moved I n  
Tota 1 Percent ----- ------- 

0 0.00% 
o o.om 
0 0.00% 

Base: RE0 RIVER A M  DEPOT, lX 

Year ---- 
1996 
1997 
1998 

TOTALS 

Pers Moved I n 
Tota 1 Percent 
----- ------- 

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

688 49.57% 
700 50.43I  

0 0.00% ----- ------- 
1 388 100.00% 

Base: LETTiRKiNNY A m  DEP. Pk 

Year 
---- 
7 996 
, CSY 

-: $95 
1%; 
2322 
23:: 

Pers Moved 
Tota l  ----- 

0 
61 
21 

688 
1,000 

340 ----- 
2110 

Pers Moved Dut/Eliminatad ShutOn 
Tot. 1 Petcent TImePhase ----- ------- --------- 

0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
o 0.00% 16.67% 
o 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0. 00% 16.67% ----- ------- --------- 
0 0.00% 100.00% 

Pers Hwed Vut/Eliminateo 
Total Percen: 
----- ------- 

C 
C C . 0:: 
C ,. ,.-. 

b.  uur 
< C . 02: 
?. C. 03: 
P C . O Z  

C.03: 

ShutDn 
T7me"nrse 



PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES (WBKA v 5 . w )  - rage r f c  
Data As Of 06:25 05/04/1995, Report Crsated 16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : ARUY 
Option Package : MRR-C 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\AtJ&RR-C. CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: M E  X. US 

Year ---- 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

TOTALS 

Pers (bved I n  
Total Percant ----- ------- 

0 0.00% 
61 74.39% 
21 25.61% 
0 0. OM 
0 0.00% 
0 0. O M  

Pers ).bved Out/Eliminatad ShutDn 
Total Percent TimPhase 



I W l n L  n r r n w .  -a"#....- -- ...-- - . ,-.- 
Data As Of 06:25 05/04/1995. Report Created 16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : M R R - C  
Scenario F i l e  : C: \(X)BRA\AN&RR-C. CBR 
Std F c t r t  F I  l e  : C: \CDBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

ONE-TIME C S T S  ----- OK)- - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LcoN 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 
o&H 

C I V  SALARY 
Civ  RIF 
Civ  Re t i re  

CIV W I N G  
Per D i m  
POV M l l e s  
Home Purch 
HHG 
Risc 
Harse Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGKT 
Packing 
Fre ight  
Vehicles 
Dr iv ing 

U n e m p l o p n t  
OTHER 

Program Plan 
S h u t d w n  
New Hi  re 
1 - T i m  Hove 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL WIVING 
Per D i m  
PCh' Miles 
H 4  
Ml sc 

OTHEF: 
E:lr P s  

m - - = r  - - 
, 2s: 

knvlromel*; 
Info Manage 
' - T ~ m c  &he- 

TOTA- (XT- ' IYT 

Total ----- 



TOTAL A P P K U ) J K l A I l W  W I A ~ L  nCrVnt { w o w  VJ.W, - . -Y- -, . -  
Data As Of  06:25 05/04/1995, Report Crerted 16: 39 05/05/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Optlon Package : ANbRR-C 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\ANbRR-C. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

R E R l R R I  K%OSTS 1996 1997 ----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
FAY W S E  OPS 0 0 
0861 
RPMA -0 -0 
BOS 0 118 
Unique Operat 0 0 
Civ Salary 0 0 
W P U S  0 0 
Careta ker 0 0 

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

OTHER 
niss10n 0 0 
M i x  R e c u r  0 0 
Un tqw Other 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR -0 118 

Tota 1 
----- 

0 

TOTAL COST 5.071 3,011 

ONE-TIME SAVES ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Houslnp 

0861 
l - T i m e  Move 

MIL PERWNEL 
M i l  b i n p  

-, OTHER 
3 Land Sales 

E n v ~  ronnenta 1 
l -T ime Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRImVES 
----- ($K)----- 
FAY HXlSE OPS 
Ogn 

R W  
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C i v  Salary 
CHA14PUs 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
Harse All-  

OTHER 
Procuramrrt  
Mission 
Hisc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL S A V I W  



Department : ARMY 
Option Packape : AN&RR-C 
Scenarto F l l e  : C: \COBRA\AN&RR-C.CBR 
S t d  Fctrs F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC. SFF 

ONE-TIME NET ----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCT1 ON 
MILOON 
Fam Housing 
ow 

Clv Retir /RIF 
Civ W i n g  
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MI1 Fbvinp 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envlronnental 
I n f o  Hanape 
1-Time Other 
b n d  

TOTAL ONE-TIHE 

Tota l  
----- 

RECURRING NET ----- ($K)----- 
FAM HWSE OPS 
O&M 

RPHA 
Bas 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ  Salary 

ow.(PUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Salary 

, House A l l w  
OTHER L 

Procurement 
Mission 
M ~ s c  Recur 
Uniaue Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

0 
C 
C 
b 

t . oac 

TOTAL NET COST 5. C7: , ,.,-- 
c. 3c r El. 7 i 7  



- -- 

A P P W K l A I I V r a  a l r r l L  Rrrvnl (CM- r-.-, ..v.. -, ,- 

Data As Of  06:25 05/04/1995. Report Created 16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : ANaRR-C 
Soenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\AN&RR-C.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  'la : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: ANNISTON A M  DEPOT, AL 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 
----- ($K)----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
HI  L a m  0 
Fam Houslng 0 
Land Purch 0 

O&M 
C I V  SALARY 
Civ RIFs 0 
Civ  Re t i re  0 

CIV KJVING 
Per D i m  0 
KJV Mi les 0 
Home Purch 0 
H f f i  0 
H i  sc 0 
House Hunt 0 
PPS 0 
RITA 0 

FREIOrr 
Pack i ng 0 
Fre igh t  0 
Vehicles 0 
Dr i v ing  0 

Unemployment 0 
OTHER 

Propram Plan 1,950 
Shutdown 0 
New Hires 0 
1-Time k v e  0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL K)VING 

Per Diem C 
POV M i  7es C 
H* r 
rcl sc C 

OTHEF 
E i l r  

GTHER 
HAF / RSE 
i n v i  m m n r r '  L 

I n f o  b n a g e  w 

1-Time Other C 
TOTAL ONE-TIME ‘ , 9 5 2  

Tota l  
----- 



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

APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT ( W K A  v>. W) - rage 21 I 3 

Data AS Of 06:25 05/04/1995, Report Created 16:39 05/C5/1995 

Departmrnt : ARMY 
Option Package : AMRR-C 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\MRR-C.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: ANNISTW A W  
RECURR1)IK;COSTS 
----- ($K)----- 
FAY HOllSE Ofs 
OkM 

RRiA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
CIV Salary 
MAnPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSOhlNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A l l w  

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

DEPOT, 
1996 ---- 

0 

Tota 1 
----- 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

90.784 TOTAL COSTS 1,950 2,868 46,906 14,745 19,046 5,267 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI L a x  
Fam Housjng 
om 

1-Tme Hove 
MIL PERSCWJNEL 
Mll Hov1ng 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envirornenra; 
1-T7n-e Dtv-  

TC;&L mE--:Yr 

Tota 1 
----- 

n ? E 2 I = J R ~ I N ~ V  : 
----- ($< ,----- 
PAW, H3JSE 035 
w 

G WJ. 
2-25 
bnlcue Dperzt 
C iv  Salary 
aw4pus 

niL PERSON~~EL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
h s e  A l l w  

OTHER 
P-rement 
Hissior. 
Hisc R e c u r  
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

5 C C L  *..-. 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 24 265 616 11.884 31.983 



APPROPRIATImS D L l A l L  K t W K I  ( W O W  v 3 . w )  - r-YS V I  8 - r  

Data As O f  06:25 05/04/1995, Report Created 16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option P.ckape : ANgRR-C 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\AN&RR-C.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT. 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 
----- ($K)----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI L a w  0 
F m  H a r s i n ~  0 

Obn 
Civ Retir /RIF 0 
Civ  Moving 0 
Other 1,950 

n I L  PERSONNEL 
n i l  ~OVIW o 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environnental 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 
1 - T i m  Other 0 
Land 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 1,950 

RECURRING NET 1996 
----- ($K)----- ---- 
FAH HWSE OPS 0 
m 

RW.4 -0 
BQS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Caretaker 0 
Civ Salary 0 

Q(AMws 0 
MIL PfRSONHEL 

+ M i l  Sala-y 0 
House A l l w  0 

O r n E R  
Prauremrr S 
r-ssior 
V1sc Cnc13' 
2-1c.J: 3-e- --- ..-- - 
c i kc hL".,' -, 

T 3 T L  tic- Z Z -  -, 05: 

Tota l  
----- 

Tota l  ----- 
0 

-2,964 
-1 3,297 

0 
0 

-28,496 
0 

-1 5 
0 

0 
0 
0 
c 

-4.773 



APPROPRlATIaJS DtlAiL K ~ ~ V K I  {wcwcn ~ 2 . ~ 1  - rmY= ,, , d  

Data As Of 06:25 05/04/1995. Report Created 16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : AMRR-C 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\AU&RR-C.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \WBRA\SF'IOEC.SFF 

Base: RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT, TX 
ONE-TIME CUSTS 1996 1997 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCDN 3,121 0 
Fam b s i w  0 0 
Land P u c h  0 0 

o&+l 
CIV SALARY 

C l v  RIFs 0 0 
Civ Retire 0 0 

C I V  m 1 H i  
Per D i m  0 0 
#N Mi les 0 0 

Punh 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
H i  sc 0 0 
b s e  Hunt 0 0 
PPS 0 0 
RITA 0 0 

FREIGHT 
Packlng 0 0 
Fre lght  0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 
Dr i v ing  0 0 

Unemployment 0 0 
OTHER 

Program Plan 0 0 
Shutdown 0 0 
Ner Hires 0 0 
1-Time b v e  0 0 

H l L  PERSONhiEL 
MIL r O V I N G  
Per Dim 0 0 
POV Miles C 0 
H& C C 
H*SC C C 

O 3 E P  
E i ~ r  PZC C 

OTHER 
HAF / RSE C C 
Env~rormenw i C 0 
I n f o  Manage C C 

h ;-T~me Other i w 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 3.12; 0 

Tota l  
----- 



APPRUPRIAIlW> UtlAlL K t W K I  ( W W I  vS.uu) - rage 01 1 2  

Data As Of 06:25 05/04/1995, Report Created 16:39 05/05/1995 

Departmant : ARMY 
Option Package : N R R - C  
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\AN&RR-C. CBR 
Std F c t n  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

Base: RE0 RIVER ARMV OEWT, TX 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 1997 
-----($K)----- ---- ---- 
FAM K M C  OPS 0 0 
ow 

RRiA -0 -0 
BOS 0 0 
Unjque Operat 0 0 
Civ Salary 0 0 
W P U S  0 0 
Careta ker 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 0 0 
En1 b l a r y  0 0 
Harse Al l -  0 0 

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

TOTAL RECUR -0 -0 

Tota 1 
----- 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 3,121 -0 16,980 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam t iouting 

o&l 
l-Time k w e  

MIL PERSONNEL 
M l l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
E n v i r o m n t a l  
l-Time &her 

TOTAL ONE-TInE 

Tota 1 
----- 

RECURRIWVEL 
----- ( f  K)----- 

FAM HWSE OPS 
o&Y 
RPW, 
B3S 
Unique Opera: 
Civ Salary 
rxMFus 

M I L  PERSOWJEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mtssion 
Mlsc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECLJR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 



- -. . ... . . - 

APPROPRIAIIWb U t l A l L  K t t ' u ~ l  (m v 4 . w )  - 7-y- , d  

Data As M 06:25 05/04/1995. Report Crruted 16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : AFFN 
Option Package : ANbRR-C 
Soenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\WRR-C.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F I l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: RED R I V E R  
ONE-TIME NET ----- (SK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
F a  Housing 
aw 
Civ Ret i r jRIF 
Civ b i q  
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi rormenta 1 
I n f o  Chnape 
l-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

ARMY DEPOT, TX 
1996 ---- Tota 1 

----- 

RECURRING NET 
----- ($K)----- 
FAn HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

R W  
BOS 
Unlque Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

w a s  
MIL PERSONNEL 

: M i l  Salary 
f House Allow 

OTHER 
Pmcurwnent 
Mission 
n i s c  liecJ+ 
Unloue Other -,.- 

I u I k l  RE:& 

Tota l  ----- 
0 



- - -  - ~- . . . . . . - 

MrrnVTn ln l l v l r4  u ~ n n r ~  T - L .  u.., \-u,- --.,-, --- - .  - 

Data As Of  06:25 05/04/1995, Report Created 16:39 05/35/1995 

Department : A M  
Option Package : AMRR-C 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\ANaRR-C.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: LETTERKENNY ARMY OEP. 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 
----- ($K)----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
HILCON 0 
Fam Harsing 0 
Land P u n h  0 

0861 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 0 
Civ Re t i re  0 

CIV rOVING 
Per Dl- 0 
POV Miles 0 
Hane P u n h  0 
HHG 0 
Misc 0 
House Hunt 0 
PPS 0 
RITA 0 

FREIGHT 
Packing 0 
Fre ight  0 
Vehicles 0 
Dr i v ing  0 

Umployment 0 
OTHER 

Rogram Plan 0 
Shutdown 0 
Nev Hires 0 
l-Time I*bve 0 

M I L  PERXNNEL 
MIL M l V I N G  

Per Dim 0 
PO\' H: ies  r 

H'iG P 

r l s c  
OTHEF 

E 7 i r r  2" 
OTdER 

U P  / RSE 
Envy rormenw ' - 
I n f o  Kanage P 

7-Time &he- b 

TOTAL ONE-TIYE P 

Total 
----- 



 APPROPRIATION^ DtlAlL K L W K I  \WL)KA v).ue)j - rage I I, 1 2  

Data As Of 06:25 05/04/1995, Report Created  16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : A m  
O p t i o n  Packape : AN&RR-C 
Scenar<o  F i l e  : C:\CDBRA\AU6RR-C.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  File : C:\COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

Base: LETERKENNY ARMY DEP, PA 
RECURRIMXETS 1996 1997 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
FAn M U S E  W S  0 0 
ow 

RRtA 0 0 
0s 0 0 
Unique Opera t  0 0 
Civ  Salary 0 0 
W P U S  0 0 
Q r e t a k e r  0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
off S a l a r y  0 0 
En1 Salary 0 0 
House A l l w  0 0 

OTHER 
M i s s i o n  0 0 
M<sc Recur 0 0 
Unique  Other 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 

T o t a l  
----- 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

MILCON 
Fam Harsing 
om 
1-Time b e  

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi  1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Saies  
Env i  r o m n f a :  
7 - T i 1 ~ e  >-her 

TOTAL mE-i!M,E 

T o t a l  
----- 

RECJRkINSAL'E5 
----- ($6)----- 

iAE H3JSE 0% 
w 
RW 
Z S  
Unlque Dperat 
C i v  S a l a r y  
atAMRlS 

MIL P E R W N E L  
O f f  S a l a r y  
En1 S a l a r y  
House A i l w  

OTHER 
Procurenent 
f l ~ s s i o n  
M i s c  Recur 
Unigue O t h e r  

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 



ApPROpRIATIo%S DETAIL RtWKI (UJUKA v3.W) - rage I C I  1 4  

Data As O f  O6:25 05/04/1995, Report Created 16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : A M  
Option Package : WRR-C 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\WRR-C.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

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

MI L m  
Fam Harslng 

O M  
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ  ?%=wing 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  k w i n g  

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envinxmental 
I n f o  Manape 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

ARMY DEP, 
1996 Total 

----- 

RECURRING NET 
----- O K ) - - - - -  
FAV HWSE OPS 
O&M 

RRt4 
B3S 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAYWS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
H i1  Salary 
House Allow 

OMEP 
P m m m e n t  
U1~5'3^ 

n-sc RSL" 
2-:oue k n e -  

- m y ,  
L I M- 2EC-F 

Tota l  ----- 
0 



- - --  .. .. . . 

APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - page 13/15 
Data As Of 06:25 05/04/1995. Report Created 16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : AN6RR-C 
Scenarjo File : C:\COBRA\ANaRR-C.CBR 
Std Fctrs Flle : C: \COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

Base: BASE X, US 
ONE-TIME COSTS 1 996 1997 
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 0 0 
Farn Houslnp 0 0 
Land Purch 0 0 

OiW 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIFs 0 0 
Civ Retire 0 0 
CIV W I K ;  
Per O l e m  0 0 
POV Miles 0 0 
Hane Purch 0 0 
HHG 0 0 
Hisc 0 0 
House Hunt 0 0 
PPS 0 0 
RITA 0 0 
FREIGHT 
Packing 0 0 
Freight 0 0 
Vehicles 0 0 
Driving 0 0 
Unmplopnt 0 0 
OTHER 
Program Plan 0 0 
Shutdown 0 0 
Ner Hi res  0 24 
1-Time Move 0 0 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
MIL P(3VING 
?er Diem 0 0 
POV Miles 0 C 
HHG C 0 
E: st i. 

OTHER 
Eiin P S  C 3 

O M E R  
IMP / RSE C 0 
Envi ronnenca ! 0 0 
I n f c  Manage C C 
;-Tim ck,her r C 
TOTAL WE-TIME 0 25 



APPROPRIATIaJS DETAIL K t W K I  ( W m  v 3 . w )  - rage 1 4 / 1 3  

Data As Of 06:25 05/04/1995. Report Gloated 16: 39 05/05/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Packape : WRR-C 
Scenario F l l e  : C:\COBRA\WRR-C.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

Base: B4SE X, US 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 
-----($K)----- ---- 
FAF! KXlSE OPS 0 
okn 

R W  0 
BOS 0 
Unique Operat 0 
Civ Salary 0 
W W S  0 
Caretaker 0 

MIL  PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 0 
En1 Salary 0 
Harse A l l w  0 

OTHER 
Mission 0 
Misc Recur 0 
Unique Other 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 

TOTAL COSTS 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
----- ($K)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

0861 
1-Time Pbve 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envirormental 
1 -T im  Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
----- 

2ELURRiNS4VES 
----- ($K j----- 

F A n  KWSE OPS 
ow 

RPMa 
Bas 
Unique Operat 
CIV Salary 
CHbWWS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A l l w  

OTHER 
Procurenent 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 



- 
APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL K t W K l  [WDM ~ 2 . ~ 0 ,  - . -v=  a - ,  . -  

Dat. As Of 06:25 05/04/1995. Report Created 16:39 05.'05/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : W R R - C  
Scsnarlo F i l e  : C: \COBRA\AN&RR-C.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F11e : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Base: WE X. US 
ONE-TIME NET 1996 ----- ($K)----- ---- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 0 
Fam Housing 0 

okcll 
C i v  Retir/RIF 0 
C i v  Roving 0 
Other 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
n i l  b l n g  0 
OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envi rormental 0 
Info Manage 0 
l-Time Other 0 
Land 0 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 

T o t a l  Beyond 
----- ------ 

0 0 

RECURRING NET ----- ($K)----- 
FAM W E  OPS 
O&n 
R W  
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
C i v  Salary 

W P U S  
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House A l l w  
OTHER 
Praurment 
Mission 
M i x  k w r  
Urigue Other 

TOTAL RECJF 

TOTAL NFi COST 



PERSWNEL, SF. RWA. AND 83S DELTAS ( W b u  v 3 . w )  
Data A s  Of 06:25 05/04/1995, Report Crmated 16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : AMRR-C 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\ANbRR-C. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF7OEC.SFF 

Personnel 
Base Change =hangs ---- ------ ------- 
ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT -2,110 - 6 3  
RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT 1,388 39% 
LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP 0 OX 
BASE X 82 1X 

Base 
R W ( S )  

Change Xhange Chg/Per ---- ------ ------- ------- 
ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT -1,683,838 -44X 798 
RED RIVER A R M  DEPOT 312,141 2% 225 
LETTERKENNY A m  M P  0 OX 0 
BASE X 0 OX 0 

Base 
RRI4BOS(f) 

Change %Change Chp/Per 
---- ------ ------- ------- 
ANNISTON A m  DEPOT -10,510,535 -42X 4,981 
RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT 6,577,922 14% 4,739 
LETfERKENNY ARHY DEP 0 0% 0 
M E  X 158.323 OX 1,931 

SF 
Change Xhange Chp/Per 
------ ------- ------- 

-3,900,000 -46% 1.848 
179.420 2X 129 

0 OX 0 
0 OX 0 

m(S) 
Change Xhange Chg/Per 



RWA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  06:25 05/04/1995. Report Created 16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : ARHY 
Option Package : AN&RR-C 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\AN&RR-C.CBR 
Std Fctm F l  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

Net Change($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond 
-------------- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ----- ------ 
RPMA Change -0 -24 99 -22 -692 -1,233 -1,873 -1.372 
BOS Change 0 718 -51 3,102 2.447 -2,402 3,213 -2,402 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.............................................................................. 
TOTAL CHANGES -0 94 48 3,080 1.754 -3,636 1,340 -3,774 



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

INPUT DATA REPORT (CDBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 06:25 05/04/1995, Report Cruted 16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : WRR-C 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\WRR-C.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\CDBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFOWTION 

W e 1  Year One : N 1996 

W e 1  does Time-Phas i ng of Construct ion/Shutdovn: Yes 

Base Name Strategy: --------- --------- 
ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT, A1 Rea 1 l g m n t  
RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT. TX Real lgrment 
LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP. PA Real igrment 
BnSE X, US Real igrment 

REALIGN ANNISTON ARHY DEWT BY TRANSFERRING M E  HEAW CCFIBAT VEHICLE 
HAINTENME WRKLOAD TO RED RIVER ARHY DEPOT, TRANSFER SMALL ARKS REPAIR 
WRKLOAD AND MISSION TO RED RIVER,  TRANSFER MISSILE WAINTENME WRKLOAD 
TO LETTERKENNY A W  DEWT, ENCLAVE AHUNITION STORAGE AND CHEMICAL 
DEMIL MISSION AT ANNISTON. 

INPUT SCREEN TK) - DISTANCE TABLE 

Fmm Base: To Base: 
---------- 
ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT, AL 
ANNISTON A M  DEPOT, AL. 
ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT, AL 
RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT, TX 
RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT, TX 
LmERKENNY ARMY DEP. PA 

-------- 
RED RIVER A M  DEPOT, 
LEKERKENNY ARMY DEP, 
BASE X, US 
LElTERKENNY ARMY DEP. 
BASE X. US 
EASE X. US 

I N P '  SCREEN THREE - W M E N T  TABLE 

Trans fee  f m  WJtiiSTDli A i m  DEPJT. hL to RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT, TX 

- 
@"ice- Fcsi t io-s .  
En;istec F.ssizlons: 
C1v::ian Posit ions: 
Stuaenz Posit ions: 
W?ssn Eqpt ( tons):  
SLIppt Eqpt ( tons):  
# i l  L igh t  Veh.rc ( -am):  
Heavy/Spec Vehic (tons): 

Transfers fran ANHISTON ARMY DEWS. AL -a BASE X ,  US 

1996 ---- 
Of f i ce r  Poslt lons: 0 
En l i s ted  Positions: 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 
Missn Eqpt ( tons):  0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 
M i l  L igh t  Vehic (tons): 0 
Heavy/Spec Vehic (tons): 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Papa 2 
Data As O f  06:25 05/04/1995, Report Croated 16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : A M  
Option Package : WRR-C 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\AN&RR-C.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BPSE INFOW 

Name: ANNISTON ARW DEPOT. AL 

Total Of f icer  Employees: 
Total Enl is 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 Wi l l i ng  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  b u s i n g  Units Avall: 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avail: 
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/tbnth): 
E n l i s t d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mi la):  

RFWA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year): 
Camunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Paymll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family b u s i n g  ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Vis i t ) :  
W P U S  Out-Pat ($/Vis i t ) :  
CHAnWS S h i f t  to Hediare:  
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeouner Assistance Pr-cgram: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

Yes 
No 

Name: RED RIVER ARHY DEPOT. TX 

Total Of f i ce r  Employees: 
Total Enl is 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 Wi l l i ng  To Ibve: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avail: 
Enl is ted b u s i n g  Uni ts  Avail: 
Total Base Faci l l t ies(KSF): 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
Enlqsted VHA ($/Pbnth): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/flile): 

RPK4 Nan-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Camunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Nan-Payrol 1 ($K/Year): 
KS Payrol l  ($K/Year) : 
Family b u s i n g  ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMFUS In-Pat ($/Vis i t ) :  
OU+HPUS Out-Pat ($/Vis i t ) :  
&AWLIS S h i f t  to Pledicare: 
A c t i v l t y  Code: 

Homeovner Assistance Prcqram: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

hame: LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP, PC. 

io ra i  Of f i ce r  Employees: 
Total Eni is ted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
To+ai 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 Wi l l i ng  To b: 
Off icer  Housing Units Avai l :  
Enl istea housing Units Avai l :  
To'al Base Faci l i t ies(KSF):  
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Pbnth): 
Enl is ted VHA ($/*nth): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/fli l e ) :  

RRtC ban-Pay-oll ($K/Year!: 
Camunications ($K/Year;: 
B3S Non-Payroll (SK/Yea-!: 
6% Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ( $ /V i s i t j :  
CHA).1?'tlS Out-Pat ( $ /V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  to F i c a r e :  
A c t i v i t y  &e: 

Haneowner Assistance Propram: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 

Name: BASE X. US 

Total Of f i ce r  Employees: 
Total Enl is ted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
Hi1 Families L iv ing On Base: 
C i v i l i ans  Not Wi l l i ng  To h: 
Off i ce r  Housing Units Avai l :  
Enl is ted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($ /bn th ) :  
En1 i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) :  

RFWA Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payml 1 ($K/Year): 
BM Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
W P U S  In-Pat ($/Vis i t ) :  
QtanPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
WVfF'US S h i f t  t o  M i c a r e :  
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeouner Assistance Propram: 
Unique Ac t i v i t y  Information: 





INRlT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 06:25 05/04/1995, Report Cmated 16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : ARMY 
Option Package : M R R - C  
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\AN&RR-C. CBR 
Std F c t n  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SF'IOEC.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFOR!MTION 

Name: BASE X. US 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unlque Save (SK): 
1-Time b i n g  Cost (SKI: 
1-Time b f n g  Save (SK): 
Env Non-HilCon Reqd($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission h v a  (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save(%): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (%): 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (%): 
HilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
QLAL(PUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAnPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
F a c i  1 ShutDovn(KSF): 

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

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX 0% OX OX 
M 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

P e n  F m l l y  Harslrq S t u t b n :  

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT, AL 
1996 1997 1998 
- 

Of f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force S t w c  Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En? Scenar~o Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No &! Save): 
En1 Change(FJo Si Save): 
Civ Change(k Sal  save^: 
Caretakers - H i  1 l t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  

Name: RED RIVER Afm DEWT, TX 
i996 7%' 7996 799: ')nn?. L Y I I Y  

---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
Off Force Strvc C h a w :  0 0 0 0 0 
En1 F o r c a  Struc Change: 0 C. 0 0 c 
Clv Force S t m  Ch.npe: 0 -22 4 3  -10 -1 5 
Stu Force St- Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 G 0 0 
Clv Scenario Change: 0 c 0 0 0 
O f f  Change(& Sa1 Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Ch.nge(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - H l l i t a r y :  0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 0 0 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Rta As Of 06:25 05/04/1995, Report C r e a t s d  16:39 05/05/1995 

Departmsnt : ARMY 
Option Package : WRR-C 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\ANbRR-C.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F l  l e  : C: \COBRA\SF'IDEC. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - M E  PERSONNEL INFORWTION 

Name: LETTERKENNY ARMY DEP. PA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 ---- ---- ---- ---- 

O f f  Force Struc Chnge: 0 0 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 10 0 0 
Civ F o r w  Struc Change: 0 179 -48 0 
S t u  Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 
Civ S c e ~ r i o  Chmnge: 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Change(No sa1 b v e ) :  0 0 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal h u e ) :  0 0 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal save): 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - Mi 1 i t a r y :  0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i  1 ian: 0 0 0 0 

INPU SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORWTION 

Name: RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT. TX 

D e x r r i p t k ~ n  GtW New Mi lCon Rehab MI lCon Total Cost($K) ------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
MINT FACILITY MINT 59,000 0 0 
W L L  ARUS 
MAIM FACILIN WIM 117.000 0 0 
VEH MINT FAC 
MINT FACILITY MIKT 0 16,700 0 
TURB ENG FAC 
MINT FACILITY MIh7 C 28.000 0 
TUR MINT FAC 

- KAINT FAC1L:;Y WIh7 3,22C 0 C 
CLXSS A M 6  
WIh7 FAZILZP PA? h- 3 1 , 5 j C  
EN; DYN, 

Percent Of f i ce rs  M a r r i g :  - - / . . .OZ 
Percent Enl isred M a n e :  5e. 53: 
Enl is ted Harstng MilCor: 91. OCZ 
W f i c e r  Salary($/Yezr): 57,948.02 
Off BAQ wi th  Dependents($): 7,717.03 
En1 i s t ed  Salrrry($/Year): 30,860.03 
En1 BAQ wi th  Dependents($): 5,223.03 
Avp Unenploy h t ( S / H e e k > :  774.03 
Unemploymnt E l ip ib i l i t y (Cseks) :  1E 
C i v l l i a n  Salary($/Year): 45,998.00 
Civ i  1 i an  Turnover Rate: 15.00= 
C i v i l i a n  Early Ret i re Rate: 10.0OZ 
C i v i l i a n  Regular Rettre Rate: 5.0Z 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i l e  Dex :  SF7DEC. SFF 

Civ tar iy  Ftez1-e Cz) i a c x - :  5.C:: 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 6C.O:: 
PPS A - t i o ~ s  I n v o l v i w  PCS. 59.03: 
Civ i l r an  Costs ( f ) :  ZE,BDO.02 
C i v i l i a n  Ne* t i i re  Cost($): 1.109.0C 
Nat W l a n  Hane P r lw ($ ) :  114,600.03 
Home Sale Reimwrse Race: i C .  02: 
Wax Hane Sale Reimburs($): 22.385.00 
l-kane Purch Reimburse Rate:  5. O X  
Ihx Hane Purch Reirnburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  Haneornlng Raw: 64. OM 
HAP Hae Value Reimburse Rate: 22.9CZ 
HAP Haeowner Receiving Rat&: 5.03: 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 19.03: 
RSE Haneowner Receiving Rate: 12.00% 



INFUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 06:25 05/04/1995. Report Created 16:39 05/05/1995 

Department : AMY 
Option Package : WRR-C 
Scenario F l  l a  : C: \COBRA\AN&RR-C. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SF7DEC.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TK) - FACILITIES 

RPK4 Bui ld ing SF Cost Index: 0.93 
K6 Index ( R W  vs population): 0.40 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Pmgram bnagenent Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
AVQ Bachelor Ouarters(SF): 388.00 
AVQ Family @arters(SF): 1.819.00 
APP0ET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 2.90% 1997: 3.00% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MrlCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon S l t e  Preparation Rate: 
Discovnt Rate fo r  NW. RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rata f o r  NW.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned Person(Lb): 710 
HHG Per Off 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 ($/100Lb): 35.00 
Air Transport ($/Pass Mi le) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
M i l  L igh t  Vehicle($/Mile): 0.09 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mi le):  0.09 
FW Reimbursement($/Mi le): 0.18 
Avg M i l  T w r  Length (Years): 2.90 
R w t i o e  PCS($/Pers/Tour): 4,665.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 6,134.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 4,381.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Horizontal 
Waterfront 
A;r Operations 
Operational 
Aoministrat ive 
S c m 1  f u i i d i n g s  
Pal ntenance Shops 
Bacneio* Gdat--&-z 
Fm,i l y  Cwa-mrs 
C c ~ . - e c  S-&rape 
D7n.w F a z i l l t - e s  
Rec-eatio- Faci;i:ies 
rhmunicat ions Faci' 
S h i ~ y a t d  b in tenance  
R3i & E F a c i l i t i e s  
WL S-lorage 
Amwr i t i on  Storage 
M i c z ?  Faci1:ties 
Envi r o m n t a :  

- - - - - - - - 
APPLIED INSTR 
LASS (ROT&E) 
CHILD CARE CENTER 
PR03UCTTION FAC 
WSICAL FITNESS FAC 
2-2 MCHi, 
Optional rCategory G 
Ort ional  Category H 
G ~ t i o n a i  h t e g o r y  : 
G ~ t i o n a l  Ca-ory J 
Optional Catego-y K 
Gptionai Category L 
Optional Category K 
O ~ t i o n a l  Category ti 
Optional Category 0 
Gptional Catepory P 
Optional Category 0 
Opt?onal Categbry R 

m $/W -- ---- 
(SF) 114 
(SF) 175 
(SF) 120 
(SF 100 
(SF) 128 
(EA) 79,142 
( 1 0 

j 0 

















COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA vS.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 15:22 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Ke l l y -A l t  4 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY004.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\OEPOT.SFF 

Star t ing  Year : 1996 
F ina l  Year : 1999 
R O I  Year : 2000 (1 Year) 

NPV i n  2015(SK):-2,763,527 
1-Time Cost(SK): 560,638 

Net Costs (OK) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - --  

M i  lCon 28,409 25,409 
Person -20,025 -76,190 
Overhd 5,075 2,211 
'Movi ng 63,563 64,844 
Missio 0 0 
Other 36,214 36,215 

TOTAL 113,236 52,489 -11,149 -72,465 -246,506 -246,506 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  57 
En1 1 70 
Civ 967 
TOT 1,194 

. . 
POSITIONS REALIGNED 

O f f  20 
En1 1 73 
StU 0 
c i v  1 ,m 
TOT 1,966 

Assurptions: COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE 2 - SENSITIVITY ON POS ELIM & PHASING. 
Ke l l y  AFB closes, A i r  In te l l i gence  Agency remains and i s  attached t o  
Lackland AFB. AFRES C-5As and ANG F-16s cantoned a t  Lackland AFB. 
SA-ALC uorkload t ransferred t o  OC-ALC (89%), 00-ALC (10%) & WR-ALC (1%). 
Tenants with speci f ied gaining Locations moved t o  t h e i r  respective s i tes.  
Remaining tenants and base populat ion moved t o  Base X. Retain housing 
a t  Kel ly, and b u i l d  93 MFH u n i t s  a t  Tinker. Used updated manpower sheet from 
AF/PEP resulti-ng i n  an addll 44 el iminations. ELIMINATED 25% OF CIVS, 4 YR CL 

Total - - - - -  
104,638 

-859,020 
-51,525 
255,500 

0 
139,505 

Total - - - - -  

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

-222,667 
-21,700 

0 
0 
0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As O f  15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 15:22 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : K e l l y - A l t  4 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\CoBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY004 .CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\OBCRC\OEPOT.SFF 

. Costs (SK) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 ---- - - - - 

M i  lCon 28,409 25,409 
Person 9,303 23,647 
Overhd 7,297 9,410 
Moving 63,866 65,148 
Miss io 0 0 
Other 36,214 36,215 

TOTAL 145,089 159,831 

Savings (SK) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997' 1998 1999 2000 2001 - - - -  - - - -  - ---  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

M i  lCon 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Person 29,328 99,837 155,609 21 1,339 239,203 239,203 
Overhd 2,222 7,199 16,123 23,004 29,771 29,771 
Moving 303 304 300 303 0 0 
Hiss io  0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other 0 0 0 1,070 2,140 2,140 

TOTAL 31,853 107,341 172,031 235,716 271,113 271,113 

Tota l  - - - - -  
104,638 
115,497 
56,565 
256,710 

0 
144,855 

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

974,517 
108,090 
1,210 

0 
5,350 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

16,536 
8,071 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

239,203 
29,771 

0 
0 
0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 15:22 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : K e l l y - A l t  4 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY004.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

. INWT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name - - - - --- - - 
HILL, UT 
KELLY, TX 
MCCLELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
LACKLAND, TX 
BASE X 

Strategy: --------- 
Rea 1 igrment 
Deactivates i n  FY 1999 
Real igrment 
Real igrment 
Real i g m n t  
Rea 1 i grment 
Rea 1 i grment 

S m r y :  - - - - - - - -  
Assmptions: COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE 2 - SENSITIVITY ON POS ELIM & PHASING. 
K e l l y  AFB closes, A i r  I n t e l l i g e n c e  Agency remains and i s  attached t o  
Lackland AFB. AFRES C-5As and ANG F-16s cantoned a t  Lackland AFB. 
SA-ALC workload t ransferred t o  OC-ALC (8973, 00-ALC (10%) & WR-ALC (1%). 
Tenants w i th  spec i f i ed  gaining locat ions moved t o  t h e i r  respect ive s i tes.  
Remaining tenants and base populat ion moved t o  Base X. Retain housing 
a t  Kel ly,  and b u i l d  93 MFH u n i t s  a t  Tinker. Used updated manpower qheet from 
AF/PEP r e s u l t i n g  in  an add1[ 44 el iminat ions. ELIMINATED 25% OF CIVS, 4 YR CL. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: To Base: Distance: - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  
HILL, UT KELLY, TX 1,363 mi 
KELLY, TX MCCLELLAN, CA 1,733 mi 
KELLY, TX ROBINS, GA 1,045 mi 
KELLY, TX q TINKER, OK 488 mi 
KELLY, TX LACKLAND, TX 1 mi 
KELLY, TX BASE X 1,000 mi 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from KELLY, TX t o  HILL, UT 

1996 1997 1998 1999 ---- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
O f f i c e r  Posit ions: 1 1 0 0 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 1 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 128 129 128 129 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 15 15 15 16 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 28 28 28 28 

Transfers from KELLY, TX t o  ROBINS, GA 

O f f i c e r  Posit ipns: 
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/Speci a 1 Vehicles: 



INWT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 2 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 15:22 04/14/1995 

Department . : A i r  Force 
Option Package : K e l l y - A l t  4 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY004.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\OEPOT.SFF 

. INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from KELLY, TX t o  TINKER, OK 

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

Transfers from KELLY, TX t o  LACKLAND, TX 

O f f i c e r  Positions: 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Positions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
M i l i t a r y  L i g h t  Vehicles: 
Heavy/Speci a 1 Veh i c 1 es : 

Transfers from KELLY, TX t o  BASE X 

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 Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
Heavy/Speciel Vehicles: 

INWT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Nafne: HILL, UT 

Tota l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
Total Student Errployees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Famil ies L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not U i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
Tota l  Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day):' 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
Comnunications (SK/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (tK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year): 
Family Housing (SK/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pet ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h 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: 



,-. . 
*. 

INWT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 15:22 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : K e l l y - A l t  4 
sicnar i o  F i l e  : C: \COBRA%\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY004. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

INWT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: KELLY, TX 

Tota l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
Tota l  Student Enployees: 
Tota l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 

' O f f i c e r  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 
Tota l  Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 
' o f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En1 i s t e d  VHA (S/Month)': 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost (S/Ton/Mile): 

Name: MCCLELLAN, CA 

Tota l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 449 
Total En l i s ted  Enployees: 2,325 
Tota l  Student Enployees: 0 
Tota l  C i v i  Lien Employees: 8,882 
M i l  Farnilies L i v i n g  On Base: 32.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  0 
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  0 
Tota l  Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 11,516 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month) : 1 68 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 126 
Per Diem Rate (S/Day): 101 
Fre ight  Cost (S/Ton/MiLe): 0.07 

Name: ROBINS,. GA 

Tota l  O f f i c e r  Enployees: 739 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Enployees: 3,269 
Tota l  Student Employees: 0 
Tota l  C i v i  Lien Employees: 11,119 
M i l F m i l i e s L i v i n g O n B a s e :  54.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  0 
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  0 
Tota l  Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 13,709 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month) : 56 
En l i s ted  VHA (S/Month): 35 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 69 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi Le): 0.07 

Name: TINKER, OK 
d 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 1,430 
Total En l i s ted  E m p l o y ~ s :  5,995 
Tota l  Student Employees: 0 
Tota l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 11,678 
M i l  Famil ies L i v i n g  On Base: 7.5% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  0 
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  0 
Tota l  Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 14,607 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 16 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month)-: 19 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 77 
Fre ight  Cost (S/Ton/Mi le):  0.07 

RPMA Yon-Payroll (SK/Year): 
Cummicat ions (SK/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 (SK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year): 
Fami Ly Housing (tK/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS S h 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 (SK/Year): 
Comnuni ca t  ions ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year): 
Fami Ly Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visi  t): 
CHAMPUS S h 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 Won-Payroll (SK/Year): 
Comnunications (SK/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat <$/Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h 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 (SK/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 (SK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS S h 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 



INWT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 15:22 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
W t i o n  Package : K e l l y - A l t  4 
~ c e n a r i  o F i  l e  : C: \C&RA~~\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLYOO~. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i Le : C:\COBRA~~\CROSS~DBCRC\DEPOT. SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: LACKLAND, TX 

Tota l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 1,812 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 9,837 
Tota l  Student Employees: 0 
Total C i v i  1 i a n  Employees: 2,728 
M i l  Famil ies L i v i n g  On Base: 21.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  0 
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  0 .  
Tota l  Base FacilitiesCKSF): 10,008 
'Of f icer  VHA ($/Month) : 106 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 80 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 97 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mi le): 0.07 

Name: BASE X 

Tota l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Tota l  En l i s ted  E~ployees: 
Tota l  Student ~mployees: 
Tota l  C i v i  l i e n  Emlovees: 
M i l  Famil ies L i v i i l g  6n Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
Tota l  Base Facil it ies(KSF): 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Won-Payroll ($K/Year): 
C m i c a t i o n s  ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year): 
Family Housing (SK/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS S h 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 ($K/Year): 
Comnwrications (SK/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 (SK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year): 
Family Housing (SK/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: HILL, UT 

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

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save ($0: 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI: 
Env Non-MiLCon ReqdCSK): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SKI: 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save(fK1: 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMWS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDoun(KSF): 

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

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INWT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Da taAs  O f  15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 15:22 04/14/1995 

D e p a r t m t  : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Kel ly-ALt  4 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY004.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  Ff Le : C: \COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT .SFF 

INWT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: KELLY, TX 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI: 
I-Time Moving Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI: 
Env Won-MiLCon ReqdcSK): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SKI: 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SKI: 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
'Misc Recurring Save(SK) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdom Schedule ( X ) :  
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fern Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 

. . 
Name: MCCLELLAN, CA 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI: 
Env Non-MiLCon ReqdCSK): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SKI: 
Misc Recurring Cost (SK): 
Misc Recurring SaveCSK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
HilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fen Housing Avo? dnc(SK) : 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDoun(KSF): 

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

Perc Family Housing ShutDoun: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

25% 25% 25% 0% 
25% 25% 25% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDoun: 

Name: ROBINS, GA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI: 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-MiLCon Reqd(SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SKI: 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Save(SK1: 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%): 25% 25% 25% 25% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  25% 25% 25% 25% 0% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Fac i l  ShutDoun(KSF): 0 Perc Family Housing ShutOoun: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 6 
Data As O f  15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 15:22 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : K e l l y - A l t  4 
Scener i o F i Le : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY004 .CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Neme: TINKER, OK 

I-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-Hi lCon ReqdCSK): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SKI: 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
'Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdoun Schedule ( X I :  
Milcon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fern Housi ng Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Y r: 
Fac i l  ShutDoun(KSF): 

Neme: LACKLAND, TX 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (%I: 
1-Time Moving Save (%I: 
Env Won-MilCon Reqd(SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save(%): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
MiLCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fain Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fec i l  ShutDom(KSF): 

Name: BASE X 

1-Time Unique Cost (fK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-Milcon Reqd(SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
Milcon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fern Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAHPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDoun(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

25% 25% 25% 0% 
25% 25% 25% OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% OX OX 
0% 0% OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDoun: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

25% 25% 25% OX 
25% 25% 25% OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INWT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 15:22 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Ke l l y -A l t  4 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY004.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

0 

INWT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: HILL, UT 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ  Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Off Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ  Scenario Change: 
Of f  Change(No . ~ a l  Save): 
'Enl ChangeCNo Sal Save): 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - M i  1 i tary: 
Caretakers - C iv i l i an :  

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: KELLY, TX 
1996 - - - -  

Of f  Force Struc Change: -13 
En1 Force Struc Change: -57 
Civ Force Struc Change: - 290 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 
Of f  Scenario Change: ' -57 
En1 Scenario Change: -170 
Civ Scenario Change: -967 
Of f  ChangeCNo Sal Save): 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 
Civ  Change(No Sa l  Save): 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 
Caretakers - C iv i l i an :  0 

Name: MCCLELLAN, CA 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ  Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ  Scenario Change: 
Of f  Change(N0 Sal Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ ChangeCNo Sal Save): 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C iv i  1 ian: 

Name: ROBINS, GA 

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



. . INWT DATA REPORT (COBRA 6.08)  - Page 8 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 15:22 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : K e l l y - A l t  4 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY004.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i  Le : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

, INPUT SCREEN S I X  - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: TINKER, OK t 
1996 1997 1998 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Of f  Force Struc Change: -38 -38 - 38 
En1 Force Struc Change: -17 -17 -17 
Civ  Force Struc Change: -182 -183 -182 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 
Of f  Scenario Change: 0 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 0 0 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save) : 0 0 0 
' ~ n l  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i  l ien:  0 0 0 

Name: BASE X 
1996 1997 1998 
--*-  ---- ---- 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 65 66 65 
En1 Force ~ t r u c  Change: 125 126 125 
Civ Force Struc Change: -312 -312 -312 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 0 0 
O f f  ChangeCNo Sal Save): 0 0 0 
En1 ChangecNo Sal Save): 0 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 
Caretakers - Mi 1 i tary: LT 0 0 
Caretakers - C iv i l i an :  0 0 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: HILL, UT 

Descr ip t ion Categ New MiLCon Rehab MiLCon - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - *  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Cold Storage MAINT 30,000 0 

Name: TINKER: OK 

Descr ip t ion 
- * - * - * - - - - - -  

BLdg 214 GTE Test Fa 
Fuel/Air Fac 
Bldg 3902 Fuel Test 
Bldg 3703 Test C e l l  
ALC C-5 F a c i l i t i e s  
MFH . . 
Renovate Test Ce l l s  
Neu/Renovate Adnin 

Name: LACKLAND, TX 

Categ - ----  
MINT 
MINT 
MINT 
OTHER 
OTHER 
FAMLQ 
OTHER 
OTHER 

Neu M i  lCon - - - - - - - - - -  Rehab M i  lCon - - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 

5,000 
0 
0 
0 

282,624 

Descr ip t ion Categ Neu M i  lCon Rehab M i  lCon - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - * - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  
U t i l i t i e s  OTHER 
Security, Fencing OTHER 

Tota l  Cost(tK) - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
500 

Tota l  Cost(SK) - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
647 

1,048 
1,632 
5,000 

52,111 
12,130 
8,700 

19,870 

Tota l  CostCSK) - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
2,500 

500 



1NWT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 9 
Data AS Of 1!9:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 15:22 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Ke l l y -A l t  4 
Scenario F i Le : C: \COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLYOO4.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 
. . 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 76.80% Civ Ear ly  Ret i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Percent En l i s ted  Married: 66.90% P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
En l i s ted  Housing MiLCon: 80.00% PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
O f f i ce r  Salary(S/Year): 78,668.00 C iv i  l i e n  PCS Costs (S): 28,800.00 
Of f  BAQ wi th  Dependents($): 7,073.00 C i v i l i a n  New H i re  Cost($): 4,000.00 
En l i s ted  Salary($/Year): 36,148.00 Net Median H m  Price($): 114,600.00 
En1 BAQ wi th  Dependents($): 5,162.00 Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Ueek): 174.00 Max Home Sale Reimburs(S): 22,385.00 
Unemployment El ig ib i l i ty (Ueeks) :  18 Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Civ i  l i e n  Salary($/Year): 46,642.00 Max Home Purch Reinburs($): 11,191 -00 
C iv i  1 i an  Turnover Rate: 15.00% Civ i  Lien Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
'C i v i l i an  Ear ly  Ret i re  Rate: 10.00% HAP Home Value Reimkrrse Rate: 22.90% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular Ret i re  Rate: 5.00% HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
Civ i  1 ian  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: Depot Factors RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

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

(Indices a r e  used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Adnin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
AvgBachelorQuarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Famf Ly Puarters(SF): 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
M i  [Con Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
M i  lCon 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 Of 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 & Crate(S/Ton): 284.00 
M i l  L ight  Vehicle(S/Mile): 0.43 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle(S/MiLe): 1.40 
POV Reimbursement($/Mi le): 0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-TimeOff PCSCost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5,761.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category LJM S/UM Category UM S/UM ------- -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  
Horizontal (SY) 0 Optional Category A ( 1 0 
Waterfront (LF) 0 Optional Category B ( 1 0 
A i r  Operations (SF) 0 Optional Category C ( 1 0 
Operational (SF) 0 Optional Category D ( 1 0 
Administrat ive (SF) 0 Optional Category E ( ) 0 
School Bui ldings (SF) 0 Optional Category F ( ) 0 
Maintenance Shops (SF) 0 Optional Category G ( ) 0 
Bachelor Quarters (SF) 0 Optional Category H ( ) 0 
F m i  l y  Quarters (EA) 0 Optional Category I ( ) 0 
Covered Storage (SF) 0 Opt iona lCategoryJ  ( ) 0 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 0 Optional Category K ( ) 0 
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 0 Optional Category L ( 0 
Comnaications Fac i l  (SF) 0 Optional Category M ( ) 0 
Shipyard Maintenance (SF) 0 Optional Category N ( ) 0 
RDT 8 E F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 0 Optional Category 0 ( ) 0 
Pot Storage (BL) 0 Optional Category P. ( ) 0 
Amnunition Storage (SF) 0 Optional Category CI ( ) 0 
Medical F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 0 Optional Category R ( ) 0 
Envirormental ( ) 0 - 
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INWT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 10 
Data As O f  15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 15:22 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Kelly-ALt 4 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY004 .CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NI WE) 

1. Changed phssing o f  e l iminat ioqs and movements from 6 y r s  t o  4 yrs. . ' 
2. Changed p r o f i l e  from 5,10,25,30,25,5 t o  25,25,25,25. 

3. Changed mi lcon construct ion and f a c i l i t i e s  shutdoun schedules f rom 

6 y r s  t o  4 yrs. P r o f i l e  t o  25% per year. 

4. Le f t  K e l l y  t o  Lackland t ransfer  100% transfer  i n  year 2. . . 

5. Force s t ruc tu re  changes moved from year 2 t o  4 y r s  a t  25% per year. 

6. Changed 1-Time Unique and 1-Time Moving Costs from occurr ing over 6 y r s  

t o  occuring over 4 y r s  a t  25% per year o f  t o t a l  cost. 

7. Changed pers&nel el iminated from 7% t o  25%. 

8. Changed t o t a l  o f f i c e r s  el iminated from 60 t o  230. 

9. Changed t o t a l  en l i s ted  e l im ina td . f r om  I 7 7  t o  679. 

10. Changed t o t a l  c i v i l i a n s  el iminated from 1008 t o  3867. 

11. This run represents a change from the Baseline case which i s  the 

A i r  Force 11Decisiont8 COBRA on a f u l l  c losure o f  Kel ly. Tenants are moved 

in  t h e i r  e n t i r e t y  with exception o f  en l i s ted  from Ke l l y  t o  Lackland of  



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA vS.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 14:40 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Kel ly-Al t  3 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLYOO3.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

Start ing Year : 1996 
Final Year : 1999 
ROI Year : ZOO1 (2 Years) 

NPV i n  2015CSK):-1,522,636 
1-Time Cost(SK): 571,312 

Net Costs (SK) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

MilCon : 28,409 25,409 
Person -8,927 -42,633 
Overhd 5 I 686 3,252 
'Moving 66,174 67,494 
Hissio 0 0 
Other 36,189 36,191 

TOTAL 127,532 89,714 

1996 1997 1998 1 999 2000 2001 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  ---- 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Off 35 34 35 34 0 0 
En1 102 102 102 101 0 0 
Civ 580 580 580 580 0 0 
TOT 71 7 71 6 71 7 71 5 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 41 525 42 45 0 0 
En1 182 2,980 182 186 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 2,160 4,133 2,160 2,159 0 0 
TOT 2,383 7,638 2,384 2,390 0 0 

S m r y :  -------- 
Assunptions: COHMISSION ALTERNATIVE 2 - SENSITIVITY ON POS ELIM & PHASING. 
Ke l ly  AFB closes, A i r  Inte l l igence Agency remains and i s  attached t o  
Lackland AFB. AFRES C-5As and ANG F-16s cantoned a t  Lackland AFB. 
SA-ALC workload transferred t o  OC-ALC (89%), 00-ALC (10%) & WR-ALC (1%). 
Tenants with specif ied gaining Locations moved t o  t he i r  respective sites. 
Remaining tenants and base population moved t o  Base X. Retain housing 
a t  Kelly, and bu i l d  93 HFH un i ts  a t  Tinker. Used updated manpower sheet from 
AF/PEP resul t ing i n  an addlL 44 eliminations. ELIMINATED 15% OF CIVS, 4 YR CL. 

Total 

1 04,638 
-500,756 
-43,766 
266,051 

0 
139,411 

Total - - - - -  

Beyond 

0 
-133,069 
-20,311 

0 
0 
0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 14:40 04/14/1995 

Department : Air  Force 
Option Package : Kelly-ALt 3 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY003.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

Costs (SK) Constant Do1 Lars 

. . 
1996 1997 1998 ---- - - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 28,409 25,409 25,409 
Person 9,418 24,794 25,647 
Overhd 7,664 10,150 12,109 
Moving 66,524 67,851 66,531 
Missio 0 0 0 
Other 36,189 36,191 36,190 

TOTAL 148,206 164,395 165,886 168,726 27,396 27,396 

Savings (SKI Constant Dollars 
19% 1997 ---- - - - -  

M i  lCon 0 0 
Person 18,345 67,427 
Overhd 1,979 6,898 
Moving 350 356 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 20,674 74,681 117,044 158,198 182,916 182,916 

Total - - - - -  
104,638 
122,223 
62,912 

267,472 
0 

144,761 

Total - - - - -  
0 

622,979 
106,679 

1,421 
0 

5,350 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

17,936 
9,460 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

151,005 
29,771 

0 
0 
0 



INWT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 14:40 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Kel ly-ALt  3 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA%\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY003.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN OWE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name ------ - - -  
HILL, UT 
KELLY, TX 
MCCLELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 

'LACKLANO, TX 
BASE X 

Strategy: - - - - - - - - -  
Real i g m t  
Deactivates i n  FY 1999 
R e a l i g m n t  
Rea 1 i g m n t  
Real i g m n t  
Realignment 
Rea 1 i grment 

S m r y :  - - - - - - - -  
Assunptions: COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE 2 - SENSITIVITY ON POS ELIM & PHASING. 
K e l l y  AFB closes, A i r  I n t e l l i g e n c e  Agency remains and i s  attached t o  
Lackland AFB. AFRES C-5As and ANG F-16s cantoned a t  Lackland AFB. 
SA-ALC workload t rans fe r red  t o  OC-ALC (8973, 00-ALC (10%) & WR-ALC (1%). 
Tenants w i th  spec i f i ed  gain ing locat ions moved t o  t h e i r  respect ive s i tes.  
Remaining tenants and base populat ion moved t o  Base X. Retain housing 
a t  Kel ly,  and b u i l d  93 MFH u n i t s  a t  Tinker. Used updated manpower sheet from 
AF/PEP r e s u l t i n g  in  an add1L 44 el iminat ions. ELIMINATED 15% OF CIVS, 4 YR CL. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: To Base: - - - - - - - - - -  b - - - -  - - - -  
HILL, UT KELLY, TX 
KELLY, TX MCCLELLAN, CA 
KELLY, TX ROBINS, GA 
KELLY, TX TINKER, OK 
KELLY, TX LACKLAND, TX 
KELLY, TX BASE X 

INWT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from KELLY, TX t o  HILL, UT 
. . 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
O f f i c e r  Posit ions: 2 3 3 3 0 
En l i s ted  Positions: 1 1 1 2 0 
C i v i l i a n  Positions: 167 167 167 167 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 0 
Hissn 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: 15 15 15 16 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 28 28 28 28 0 

Transfers from KELLY, TX t o  ROBINS, 

1996 - - - - 
O f f i c e r  ~os i t?ons:  0 
En l i s ted  Positions: 0 
C i v i l i a n  Positions: 17 
Student Posit ions: 0 
Missn Eqpt (tohs): 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 
Heavy/Speci a1 Vehicles: 0 

Distance: - - - - - - - - -  
1,363 mi 
1,733 mi 
1,045 mi 

488 mi 
1 mi 

1,000 mi 



INWT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 14:40 04/14/7995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Kel ly-Al t  3 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY003.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

lNWT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from KELLY, TX t o  TINKER, OK 

Off icer  Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
C i v i l i an  Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Hissn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
H i l i t a r y  Light Vehicles: 
'Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Transfers from KELLY, TX t o  LACKLAND, TX 

1996 - - - - 
Off icer  Positions: 0 
Enlisted Positions: 0 
Civ i  Lien Positions: 0 
Student Positions: 0 
Hissn Eqpt (tons): 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 
H i l i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 

Transfers from KELLY, TX t o  BASE X 

Off icer  Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
C i v i l i an  Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
Hi l i t a r y  Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

INWT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: HILL, UT 

Total Off icer  Employees: 617 
Total Enlisted Employees: 3,949 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C iv i  Lien Employees: 8,691 
M i l  Families L iv ing On Base: 31.0% 
Civ i l ians Not Wi l l ing  To Move: 6.0% 
Off icer  Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base FacilitiescKSF): 13,772 
Off icer  VHA ($/Honth): 0 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 26 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 98 
Freight Cost (t/Ton/Mile): 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
C o m i c a t i o n s  ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing (SK/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAHPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit):  
CHAMPUS Shi f t  t o  Medicare: 
Ac t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Ac t i v i t y  Information: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA 6.08)  - Page 3 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 14:40 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : K e l l y - A l t  3 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY003.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN F.WR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: KELLY, TX 

Tota l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
Tota l  Student Employees: 
Tota l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Famil ies L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 
Tota l  Base Facil it iesCKSF): 

.O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/MiLe): 

Neme: MCCLELLAN, CA 

Tota l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 449 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 2,325 
Tota l  Student Employees: 0 
Tota l  C i v i  Lien Employees: 8,882 
M i l  Famil ies L i v i n g  On Base: 32.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not U i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housind Un i ts  Avai 1: 0 
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  0 
Tota l  Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 11,516 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month) : 168 
En1 i s t e d  VHA ($/Month); 126 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 101 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.07 

Name: ROBINS, GA 

Tota l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 739 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 3,269 
Tota l  Student Employees: 0 
Tota l  C i v i  Lian Employees: 11,119 
M i l  Families L i v i n g  On Base: 54.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  0 
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  0 
Total Base Facil it ies<KSF): 13,709 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 56 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 35 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 69 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le):  0.07 

Name: TINKER, OK 

Tota l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
Tota l  Student Enployees: 
Tota l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Famil ies L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 
Tota l  Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
En1 i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le):  

RPMA Won-Payroll (SK/Year): 
C m n i c a t i o n s  (SK/Year): 
BOS Won-Payroll (tK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year): 
Family Housing (tK/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat (O/Visi t) : 
CHAMPUS S h 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 ($K/Year): 
C o m i c a t i o n s  ($K/Year): 
BOS Won-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami ly  Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMWS S h 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 Won-Payroll (tK/Year): 
C m n i c a t i o n s  (SK/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami Ly Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h 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 (SK/Year): 
C m i c a t i o n s  ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($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 ) :  
CHAMWS S h 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: 

Yes 
No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 14:40 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Ontion Package : K e l l y - A l t  3 
~ c e n a r  i o F i  1; : C : \ C ~ R A ~ ~ \ C R O S S \ D B C R C \ K E L L Y O O ~  .CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i  Le : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT .SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: LACKLAND, TX 

Tota l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Tota l  En1 i s t e d  Employees: 
Tota l  Student Employees: 
Tota l  C i v i  Lien Employees: 
M i l  Famil ies L iv ing  &Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
Tota l  Base FacilitiesCKSF): 

' O f f i c e r  VHA (S/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mi le):  

Name: BASE X 

Tota l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
Tota l  Student Employees: 
Tota l  Civil iarrEmployees: 
M i l  Famil ies L'lving On Base: 
C i v i  l i e n s  Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing-Units Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing U n i t s  Avai l :  
Tota l  Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost (S/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Non-Payrol 1 (SK/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (OK/Year): 
Family Housing (OK/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h 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 (SK/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

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

Name: HILL, UT 
1996 - - - -  

l-Time Unique .Cost (SKI: 0 
l-Time Unique Save (SK): 0 
l-Time Moving Cost (SK): 0 
l-Time Moving Save (SKI: 0 
Env Non-MiLCon Reqd($K): 0 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 0 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SKI: 0 
Hisc Recurring Cost(SK): 0 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 0 
Construction Schedule(%): 25% 
Shutdown Schedule (%): 25% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown<KSF): 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

25% 25% 25% 0% 
25% 25% 25% OX 
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 DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 14:40 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : K e l l y - A l t  3 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY003.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

. INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: KELLY, TX 

I-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SU: 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd(SK): 
A c t i v  Mission.Cost (SKI: 
A c t i v  Mission'Save OK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 

'Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (%I: 
HiLCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDonn(KSF): 

Name: MCCLELLAN, CA 

I-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
I-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
I-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Won-MilCon Reqd(SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdom Schedule ( X ) :  
M i  LCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fam Housing Av?jdnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDoun(KSF): 

Name: ROBINS, GA 

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

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
34,106 34,106 34,105 0 

0 0 0 0 
24,486 24,486 24,485 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 -1,070 -2,140 

25% 25% 25% 0% 
25% 25% 25% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

0 0 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 

Perc Fami l y  Housing ShutDown: 



INWT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 6 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 14:40 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : K e l l y - A l t  3 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY003.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i  Le : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT. SFF 

. . 
INWT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: TINKER, OK 
1996 - - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 0 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 0 
I-Time Moving Cost (SKI: 0 
1-Time Moving Save (W): 0 
Env Won-Mi Icon Reqd(SK): 0 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 0 
A c t i v  Mission Save (OK): 0 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 0 
'Misc Recurring Save(W): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 0 
Construction Schedule(%): 25% 
Shutdoun Schedule ( X ) :  25% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 0 
Fem Housing Avoidnc(SK): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMWS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 0 

Name: LACKLAND, TX 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Unique Save (S ): 
?-Time Moving cost (S 5 ): 
1-Time Moving Save (OK): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd(SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring SaveCSK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
MiLCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fem Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMWS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMWS Out-Patients/Yr: 
F e c i l  ShutDom(KSF): 

Name: BASE X 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 
1-Time UniqueSave (OK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Won-Hi lCon ReqdCSK): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc(SK) : 
Fem Housing AvoidncCSK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

25% 25% 25% OX 
25% 25% 25% OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% OX 0% 
OX 0% OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDom: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

25% 25% 25% 0% 
25% 25% 25% 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 DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 7 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 14:40 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : K e l l y - A l t  3 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY003.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: HILL, UT 
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

Of f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ  Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Of f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ  Scenario Change: 
Of f  Change(No Sal Save): 
' ~ n l  Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ  Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C iv i l i an :  

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: KELLY, TX 
1996 1997 . -- - -  - - - -  

Of f  Force Struc Change: -13 -13 
En1 Force Struc Change: -57 -57 
Civ Force Struc Change: -290 -290 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: -35 -34 
En1 Scenario Change: -102 -102 
Civ  Scenario Change: -580 -580 
Of f  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
En1 Chenge(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 0 
Caretakers - C iv i l i an :  0 0 

Name: MCCLELLAN, CA 

Of f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ  Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  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 iv i l i an :  

Name: ROBINS, GA 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Of f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Of 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 iv i l i an :  



INWT DATA REPORT (COBRA 6.08)  - Page 8 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 14:40 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r F o r c e  
Option Package : Ke l l y -A l t  3 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY003.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

INWT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: TINKER, OK 

Of f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force S t ru t  Change: 
Civ  Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Of f  Scenario Change: 8 

En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ  Scenario Change: 
Of 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 iv i l i an :  

Natne: BASE X 
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

Of f  Force Struc Change: 65 66 
En1 Force Struc Change: 125 126 
C iv  Force Struc Change: -312 -312 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 
Of f  Scenario Change: 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 0 
O f f  ChangeCNo Sal Save): 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
C iv  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 0 
Caretakers - C iv i l i an :  0 0 

INWT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: HILL, UT 

Descr ip t ion Categ New MiLCon Rehab MiLCon ------------  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Cold Storage MINT 30,000 0 

Name: TINKER, OK 

Descript ion Categ - - - - - - - - - - - -  ----- 
Bldg 214 GTE Test Fa 
Fuel/Air Fac. 
BLdg 3902 Fuel Test 
Bldg 3703 Test Ce l l  
ALC C-5 F a c i l i t i e s  
MFH 
Renovate Test Ce l l s  
New/Renovate A h i n  

Name: LACKLAND, TX 

MA1 NT 
MAINT 
MAINT 
OTHER 
OTHER 
FAMLQ 
OTHER 
OTHER 

Descript ion Categ - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  
U t i l i t i e s  OTHER 
Security, Fencing OTHER 

Neu M i  lCon - - - - - - - - - -  
12,950 
5,200 

16,000 
0 

326,000 
93 

0 
20,103 

Rehab MilCon - - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 

5,000 
0 
0 
0 

282,624 

Total Cost(fK) - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
500 

Total Cost(SK) - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
647 

1,048 
1,632 
5,000 

52,111 
12,130 
8,700 

19,870 

New M i  lCon Rehab M i  lCon Total CostCSK) - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 0 2,500 
0 0 500 



INWT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 9 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 14:40 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : K e l l y - A l t  3 
Scenario F i  Le . : C: \COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY003. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\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% 
En l i s ted  Housing MilCon: 80.00% 
O f f i c e r  Salary(S/Year): 78,668.00 
Of f  BAQ u i t h  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
En l i s ted  Salary(S/Year): 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ u i t h  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost(S/Ueek): 174.00 
Unemployment E l ig ib i l i t y (Ueeks) :  18 
C iv i  Lian Salary($/Year): 46,642.00 
C i v i  1 i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 

' C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% 
Civi l i e n  Regular R e t i r e  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: Depot Factors 

RPMABuildingSFCostIndex: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs powla t ion ) :  0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Adnin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Querters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Ear l y  Re t i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Invo lv ing  PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($1: 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  Neu Hi re Cost($): 4,000.00 
Nat Median Home Price($): 1'14,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i  Lien 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 Homeouner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
HilCon Design Rate: 
M i  [Con SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Preparat ion 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 Of f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Fmi l y  (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  S ing le (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Tota l  HHG Cost (S/lOOLb): 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  1 L igh t  Vehicle($/Mile): 0.43 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mi le )  : 1.40 
POV ReiRlbursmt($/M i le):  0.18 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-Time Of f  PCS Cost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5,761.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category . UM S/UM - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Horizontal (SY) 0 
Waterfront (LF) 0 
A i r  Operat ions (SF) 0 
Operational (SF) 0 
Admin is t ra t ive (SF) 0 
School Bui ld ings (SF) 0 
Maintenance Shops (SF) 0 
Bachelor Quarters (SF) 0 
Family Quarters (EA) 0 
Covered Storage (SF) 0 
Din ing F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 0 
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 0 
Comnunications F a c i l  (SF) 0 
Shipyard Maintenance (SF) 0 
RDT 8 E F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 0 
POL Storage (BL) 0 
Amun i t ion  Storage (SF) 0 
Medical F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 0 
Environmental ( ) 0 

Category UM 

Optional Category A ( ) 
Optional Category B ( ) 
Optional Category C ( ) 
Optional Category D ( ) 
Optional Category E ( ) 
Optional Category F ( ) 
Optional Category G ( ) 
Optional Category H ( ) 
Optional Category I ( ) 
Optional Category J ( ) 
Optional Category K ( ) 
Optional Category L ( ) 
Optional Category M ( ) 
Optional Category N ( ) 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 
Optional Category P ( ) 
Optional Category Q ( ) 
Optional Category R ( ) 



INWT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 10 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 14:40 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : K e l l y - A l t  3 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLYOO3.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT .SFF 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INWT SCREEN NINE) 

1. Changed phasing o f  e l iminat ions and movements from 6 y r s  t o  4 yrs. 

2. Changed p r o f i l e  from 5,10,25,30,25,5 t o  25,25,25,25. 

3. Changed milcon construct ion and f a c i l i t i e s  shutdown schedules from . . 

6 y r s  t o  4 yrs. P r o f i l e  t o  25% per year. 

4. L e f t  K e l l y  t o  Lackland t rans fe r  100% t rans fe r  i n  year 2. 

5. Force s t ruc tu re  changes moved from year 2 t o  4 y r s  a t  25% per year. 

6. Changed 1-Time Unique and 1-Time Moving Costs from occurr ing over 6 y r s  

t o  occuring over 4 y r s  a t  25% per year o f  t o t a l  cost. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As O f  15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 13:31 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Ke l l y -A l t  2 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY002.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

Star t ing  Year : 1996 
Final  Year : 2001 
ROI Year : 2005 (4 Years) 

NPV i n  2015(SK):-1,102,157 
I-Time Cost(SK): 571,999 

Net Costs (SKI Constant 
1996 - - - -  

M i  lCon 26,377 
Person 1,214 
Overhd 1,806 

'Moving 12,104 
Missio 0 
Other 5,644 

TOTAL &,I46 53,832 109,054 133,871 101,631 16,078 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Of f  0 0 0 0 0 138 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 407 
Civ 0 0 0 0 0 2,320 
TOT 0 0 0 0 0 2,865 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Of f  9 499 44 52 44 5 
En1 36 2,870 184 221 185 34 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 432 2,838 2,160 2,592 2,160 430 
TOT 477 6,207 2,388 2,865 2,389 469 

S m r y :  - - - - - - - -  

Tota l  - - - - -  
104,638 
-40,111 
-8,349 
266,025 

0 
139,411 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

-134,042 
-20,309 

0 
0 
0 

Assurptions: COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE 2 - SENSITIVITY ON POS ELIMINATED. 
K e l l y  AFB closes, A i r  In te l l i gence  Agency remains and i s  attached t o  
Lackland AFB. AFRES C-5As and ANG F-16s cantoned a t  Lackland AFB. 
SA-ALC workload t ransferred t o  OC-ALC (89%), 00-ALC (10%) & UR-ALC (1%). 
Tenants w i th  spec i f i ed  gaining locat ions moved t o  t h e i r  respect ive s i tes .  
Remaining tenants and base populat ion moved t o  Base X. Retain housing 
a t  Kel ly,  and b u i l d  93 MFH u n i t s  a t  Tinker. Used updated manpower sheet from 
AF/PEP r e s u l t i n g  i n  an addlL 44 el iminat ions. ELIMINATED 15% OF CIVILIANS. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 13:31 04/14/1995 

Department : Air  Force 
Option Package : Kel ly-Al t  2 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY002.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

Costs (SK) Constant Dol lars 
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 26,377 12,196 
Person 1,510 17,757 
Overhd 1,806 6,855 
Moving 12,175 25,710 
Missio 0 0 
Other 5,644 11,290 

TOTAL 47,512 73,808 135,108 164,479 

Savings (SK) Constant Dol lars 
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 0 0 
Person 295 18,105 
Overhd 0 1,727 
Moving 71 143 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 366 19,976 26,053 30,608 

Total - - - - -  
104,638 
118,102 
52,869 
267,446 

0 
144,761 

Total - - - - -  

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

17,966 
9,460 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  



INWT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 13:30 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : K e l l y - A l t  2 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY002.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

INWT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  

Base Name 
-** - - - - - -  

HILL, UT 
KELLY, TX 
MCCLELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 

.LACKLAND, TX 
BASE X 

Strategy: 
- - - - - - * - -  

Rea 1 i grment 
Deactivates i n  FY 2001 
Rea 1 i gnment 
Real igrment 
Real i grment 
Real igrment 
Rea 1 i grment 

Assunptions: COMMISSION ALTERNATIVE 2 - SENSITIVITY ON POS ELIMINATED. 
K e l l y  AFB closes, A i r  In te l l i gence  Agency remains and i s  attached t o  
Lackland AFB. AFRES C-5As and ANG F-16s cantoned a t  Lackland AFB. 
SA-ALC uorkload t ransferred t o  OC-ALC (89%). 00-ALC (10%) & WR-ALC (1%). 
Tenants w i th  spec i f i ed  gaining locat ions moved t o  t h e i r  respect ive s i tes .  
Remaining tenants and base populat ion moved t o  Base X. Retain housing 
a t  Kel ly,  and b u i l d  93 MFH u n i t s  a t  Tinker. Used updated manpower sheet from 
AF/PEP r e s u l t i n g  i n  an addfL 44 el iminat ions. ELIMINATED 15% OF CIVILIANS. 

INPUT SCREEN TUO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: - - - - - - - - - -  
HILL, UT 
KELLY, TX 
KELLY, TX 
KELLY, TX 
KELLY, TX 
KELLY, TX ' 

To Base: - - - - - - - -  
KELLY, TX 
MCCLELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
LACKLAND, TX 
BASE X 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers fromKELLY, TX t o  HILL, UT 

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

Transfers from KELLY, TX t o  ROBINS, GA 

1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  
O f f i c e r  Posit ions: 0 0 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 3 7 
Student Positions: 0 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 

Distance: - - - - - - - - -  
1,363 mi 
1,733 mi 
1,045 mi 

488 mi 
1 mi 

1,000 mi 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 13:30 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : K e l l y - A l t  2 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\OBCRC\KELLY002.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\OBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from KELLY, TX t o  TINKER, OK 

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: 

Transfers from KELLY, TX 

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: 

t o  LACKLAND, TX 

Transfers from KELLY, TX t o  BASE X 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 3 6 16 19 16 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 34 68 171 205 171 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 98 196 489 587 489 
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 igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Special yehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: HILL, UT 

Total O f f i c e r  Eaployees: 
Total En1 i s t e d  Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
Tota l  Base FacHities(KSF): 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) :  

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
C o m n i c a t i o n s  ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Ccst Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS S h 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: 



INWT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 3 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 13:30 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Ke l l y -A l t  2 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLYOO2.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT,SFF 

INWT SCREEN FWR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: KELLY, TX 

Total Of f i ce r  Employees: 
Total En l i s ted  Enployees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families. L i v i ng  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 :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 
Total Base Facilit ies(KSF): 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mile): 

Neme: MCCLELLAN, CA 

Total Of f i ce r  Employees: 449 
Total En l i s ted  Employees: 2,325 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C i v i  Liam Employees: 8,882 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 32.0% 
C i v i l i ans  Not W i l l i ng  To Move: 6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  0 
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 0 
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 11,516 
O f f i ce r  VHA (S/Month): 168 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 126 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 101 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mi le): 0.07 

Name: ROBINS, GA 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total En l i s ted  Enployees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Enployees: 
M i  1 Fami Lies L iv ing  On Base: 
C iv i l i ans  Not W i l l i ng  To Move: 
Off icer Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
Enl is ted Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 
Total Base Facilit ies(KSF1: 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per D i e m  Rate (S/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Name: TINKER, OK 

RPMA Non-Payroll (tK/Year): 
Conrunications (SK/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing (SK/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visi 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-Payrol 1 ($K/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 

: A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Total Of f i ce r  Employees: 1,430 
Total En1 i s t ed  Employees: 5,995 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 11,678 
M i  1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 7.5% 
C i v i l i ans  Not W i l l i ng  To Move: 6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  0 
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 0 
Total Base Facilit ies(KSF1: 14,607 
Of f i ce r  VHA (S/Month): 16 
Enl is ted VHA ($/Month): 19 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 77 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Hi le):  0.07 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Connumications (SK/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS ln-Pat ($/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  lnformation: 

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

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

Yes 
No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 13:30 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : K e l l y - A l t  2 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY002.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: LACKLANO, TX 

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

. . 
Name: BASE X 

Tota l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Tota l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
Tota l  Student Employees: 
Tota l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1 : 
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
Tota l  Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year): 
Family Housing (SK/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h 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  I n f o m t i o n :  

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

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

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

Name: HILL, UT 

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

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 

' 0  0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

12% 16% 22% 11% 
0% 0% 0% OX 
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 DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 5 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 13:30 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : K e l l y - A l t  2 
Scenario F i l e .  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLYOOZ.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: KELLY, TX 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

1-TimeUniqueCost (SKI: 5,321 10,642 26,606 31,927 26,606 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 4,897 9,794 24,486 29,383 24,486 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-MiLCon ReqdcSK): 0 0 0 0 0 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 0 0 0 0 0 

.Misc Recurring Save(SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 0 0 0 -1,070 -2,140 
Construction Schedule(%): 23% 12% 16% 22% 11% 
Shutdown Schedule (XI: OX 23% 12% 16% 22% 
M i  [Con Cost Avoidnc(SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Fac i l  ShutDoun(KSF): 13,316 Perc Family Housing ShutDoun: 

Name: MCCLELLAN, CA 

1-Time Unique 'Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (OK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-MiLCon Reqd(SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SKI: 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring CostCSK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 
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  ShutDownCKSF): 

Name: ROBINS, GA 
1996 - - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 0 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 0 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 0 
Env Non-MiLCon Reqd(SK): 0 
A c 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 
Lend (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 0 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 23% 
Shutdown Schedule ( X I :  100% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Fac i l  ShutDoun(KSF): 0 

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

Perc  Family Housing ShutDoun: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

12% 16% 22% 11% 
0% OX OX 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDoun: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 6 
Data As O f  15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 13:30 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Kel ly-ALt  2 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\WBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLYOO2.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\OEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: TINKER, OK 

I-Time Unique,Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique .Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Yon-MiLCon Reqd(SK): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SKI: 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SKI: 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 

.Misc Recurring Save(SK1: 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (%): 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fern Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: LACKLAND, TX 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
I-Time Moving Cost ($Kt: 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-MiLCon Reqd(SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdoun Schedule ( X I :  
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fern Housing Avoidnc(SK) : 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDownCKSF): 

Name: BASE X 

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

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

12% 16% 22% 11% 
0% 0% 0% OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - ---  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% OX 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 ShutDoun: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0% OX 0% OX 
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 DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 7 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 13:30 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : K e l l y - A l t  2 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY002.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: HILL, UT 

Of f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ  Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Of f  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 SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: KELLY, TX 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ  Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  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 - a v i  1 ian: 

Name: MCCLELLAN, CA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 - 1 1  0 0 0 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 -184 0 0 0 
Civ Force Struc Change: 0 -334 0 0 0 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Of f  Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - C iv i l i an :  0 0 0 0 0 

Name: ROBINS, GA 
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 262 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 502 
Civ Force Struc Change: 0 -1,249 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 
Civ Scenario CHange: 0 0 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 0 
Caretakers - C iv i l i an :  0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 8 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 13:30 04/14/1995 

Department , : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Ke l l y -A l t  2 
scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLYOOZ.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: TINKER, OK 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Of f  ChangeCNo Sal Save): 

.En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - M i  1 i ta ry :  
Caretakers - C iv i l i an :  

Name: BASE X 
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

Of f  Force Struc Change: 0 262 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 5.02 
Civ Force Struc Change: 0 -1,249 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 
Of f  Scenario Change: 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 0 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Civ ChangeCNo Sal Save): 0 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 0 
Caretakers - C iv i l i an :  0 0 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: HILL, UT 

Descript ion Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost($K) - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Cold Storage MINT 30,000 0 500 

Name: TINKER, OK 

Descript ion 

Bldg 214 GTE Test Fa 
Fuel/Air Fac 
Bldg 3902 Fuel Test 
BLdg 3703 Test Ce l l  
ALC C-5 F a c i l i t i e s  
MFH 
Renovate Test Ce l l s  
New/Renovate Adnin 

Name: LACKLAND, TX 

Categ - - - - -  
MINT 
MAINT 
MAINT 
OTHER 
OTHER 
FAMLP 
OTHER 
OTHER 

New MilCon - - - - - - - - - -  Rehab MilCon - - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 

5,000 
0 
0 
0 

282,624 

Total Cost($K) - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
647 

1,048 
1,632 

Descript ion Categ Neu MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost(8K) - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
U t i l i t i e s  OTHER 0 0 2,500 
Security, Fencjng OTHER 0 0 5 00 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 9 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 13:30 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : K e l l y - A l t  2 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY002.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\OEPOT.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 76.80% 
Percent En l i s ted  Married: 66.90% 
En l i s ted  Housing Milcon: 80.00% 
Off icer  Salary($/Year): 78,668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i th  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
En l i s ted  Salary(S/Year): 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ u i t h  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unenploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unerrployment E l i g i b i  l i ty(Ueeks): 18 
C i v i  Lien 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 l y  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular Re t 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 Bu i ld ing  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPV vs population): 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF1: 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Ear l y  Re t i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  Neu H i re  Cost($): 4,000.00 
Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  Homeouning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeouner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.ODX 
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  lCon S i t e  Preparat ion 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 PersonCLb): 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 
Tota l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mile):  0.20 
MiscExp($/DirectEnploy):  700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
M i l  L igh t  Vehicle($/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(S/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5,761.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category - - - - - - - -  
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
Operational 
Admin is t ra t ive 
School Bui ld ings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami Ly 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  
C o m n i c a t i o n s  Fac i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
ROT & 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  
Envi rormental . 

UM S/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 
( ) 0 

Category UM - - - - - - - - - - 
Optional Category A ( ) 
Optional Category B ( ) 
Optional Category C ( ) 

Optional Category 0 ( ) 
Optional Category E ( ) 
Optional Category F ( ) 

Optional Category G ( ) 
Optional Category H ( ) 
Optional Category I ( ) 
Optional Category J ( ) 
Optional Category K ( ) 
Optional Category L ( ) 
Optional Category M ( ) 
Optional Category N ( ) 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 

Optional Category P ( ) 
Optional Category Q ( ) 
Optional Category R ( ) 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 10 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 13:30 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : K e l l y - A l t  2 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KELLY002.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

1. Changed movements of o f f i c e r s  from K e l l y  t o  H i  11 from 19 t o  11. 

2. Changed movement o f  e n l i s t e d  from K e l l y  t o  H i l l  from 28 t o  5. 

3. Changed movement o j  c i v i l i a n s  from K e l l y  t o  H i l l  from 800 t o  668. 

4. Changed movement 'of o f f i c e r s  from K e l l y  t o  Robins from 2 t o  1. 

5. Changed movement o f  e n l i s t e d  from K e l l y  t o  Robins from 3 t o  1. 

6. Changed movement o f  c i v i l i a n s  from K e l l y  t o  Robins from 80 t o  67. 

7. Changed movement o f  o f f i c e r s  from K e l l y  t o  Tinker from 166 t o  97. 

8. Changed movement o f  e n l i s t e d  from K e l l y  t o  Tinker from 251 t o  46. 

9. Changed movement o f  c i v i l i a n s  from K e l l y  t o  Tinker from 7116 t o  5949. 

10. Changed o f f i c e r s  e l iminated a t  K e l l y  from 60 t o  138. 

11. Changed e z i s t e d  e l iminated a t  K e l l y  from 177 t o  407. 

12. Changed c i v i l i a n s  e l iminated a t  K e l l y  from 1008 t o  2320. 

13. L e f t  everything e lse  the same. The r e s u l t  o f  these changes are t o  go from 

approx iamtely  7% reduct ion i n  personnel a t  K e l l y  t o  15% overa l l .  Phasing 

o f  movements and e l iminat ions s t i l l  occurs i n  6 y r s  a t  a 5,10,25,30,25,5 

pace. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 15:28 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : K e l l y  AFB-Option 1 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KEI -01 19.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

Star t ing  Year : 1996 
Final  Year : 2001 
R O I  Year : 2010 (9 Years) 

NPV i n  2015(SK): -282,587 
I-Time Cost(SK): 582,061 

Net Costs (SKI Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

M i  lCon 26,377 12,196 
Person 1,314 44 
Overhd 1,881 5,302 
Moving 13,244 27,757 
Missio 0 0 
Other 5,698 11,396 

Tota l  - - - - -  
104,638 

81 0 
-5,508 

275,596 
0 

139,411 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

-57,336 
-19,024 

0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 48,514 56,696 116,667 143,282 109,738 40,049 514,947 -76,360 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

Of f  0 0 0 0 0 60 60 
En1 0 0 0 0 0 177 177 
Civ 0 0 0 0 0 1,008 1,008 
TOT 0 0 0 0 0 1,245 1,245 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  13 507 63 75 64 9 73 1 
En1 49 2,893 242 291 242 43 3,760 
s t u  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 498 2,969 2,488 2,986 2,488 495 11,924 
TOT 560 6,369 2,793 3,352 2,794 547 16,415 

Assunptions: 
K e l l y  AFB closes, A i r  In te l l i gence  Agency remains and i s  attached t o  
Lackland AFB. AFRES C-5As and ANG F-16s cantoned a t  Lackland AFB. 
SA-ALC workload t ransferred t o  OC-ALC (89%), 00-ALC (10%) & WR-ALC (1%). 
Tenants u i t h  spec i f i ed  gaining Locations moved t o  t h e i r  respect ive s i tes .  
Remaining tenants and base populat ion moved t o  Base X. Retain housing 
a t  Kel ly,  and b u i l d  93 MFH u n i t s  bt Tinker. Used updated manpower 
sheet frwn AF/PEP r e s u l t i n g  i n  an add1L 44 el iminat ions. 

b 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 15:28 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Kel ly  AFB-Option 1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KEI-0119.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

Costs (SK) Constant Dol lars 
1996 - - - -  1997 - - - -  

Mi lCon 26,377 12,196 
Person 1,722 18,250 
Overhd 1,881 7,072 
Moving 13,341 27,949 
Missio 0 0 
Other 5,698 11,396 

TOTAL 49,020 76,863 

Savings (SKI Constant Dol lars 
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

M i  lCon 0 0 
Person 408 18,206 
Overhd 0 1,769 
Moving 97 191 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 506 20,167 

Total - - - - - 
104,638 
121,414 
57,165 
277,500 

0 
144,761 

Total - - - - -  
0 

120,604 
62,673 
1,904 

0 
5,350 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

19,028 
10,745 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

76,364 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 15:28 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : K e l l y  AFB-Option 1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KEI-0119.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name - - - - - - - - -  . 
HILL, UT 
KELLY, TX 
MCCLELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
LACKLAND, TX 
BASE X 

Strategy: - - - - - - - - -  
Rea 1 i g m n t  
Deactivates i n  FY 2001 
Real igrment 
Real i g m n t  
Realignment 
Real i g m n t  
Real i g m n t  

Assunptions: 
K e l l y  AFB closes, A i r  In te l l i gence  Agency remains and i s  attached t o  
Lackland AFB. AFRES C-5As and ANG F-16s cantoned a t  Lackland AFB. 
SA-ALC workload t ransferred t o  OC-ALC (89%), 00-ALC (10%) & UR-ALC (1%). 
Tenants w i th  spec i f i ed  gaining Locations moved t o  t h e i r  respect ive s i tes .  
Remaining tenants and base populat ion moved t o  Base X. Retain housing 
a t  Kel ly,  and b u i l d  93 MFH u n i t s  a t  Tinker. Used updated manpower 
sheet from AF/PEP r e s u l t i n g  i n  an addl1 44 el iminat ions. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: - - - - - - - - - -  
HILL, UT 
KELLY, TX 
KELLY, TX 
KELLY, TX 
KELLY, TX 
KELLY, TX 

To Base: - - - - - - - -  
KELLY, TX 
MCCLELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
LACKLAND, TX 
BASE X 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from KELLY, TX t o  HILL, 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 KELLY, TX t o  ROBINS, GA 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En l i s ted  ~ o s i t f o n s :  
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: - - - - - - - - - 
1,363 mi 
1,733 mi 
1,045 mi 

488 mi 
1 mi 

1,000 mi 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 2 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 15:28 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : K e l l y  AFB-Option 1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KEI-0119.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT .SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from KELLY, TX t o  TINKER, OK 

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/SpecialVehicles: 

Transfers from KELLY, TX 

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: 

t o  LACKLAND, 

Transfers from KELLY, TX t o  BASE X 

1996 - - - -  
O f f i c e r  Posit ions: 3 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 34 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 98 
Student Posit ions: 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 

INPUT SCREEN FWR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: HILL, W 

Total O f f i c e r  Employees: 617 RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Total En l i s ted  Errployees: 3,949 Comnunications ($K/Year): 
Tota l  Student Employees: 0 BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Tota l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 8,691 BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
M i l  Famil ies L iv ing  On Base: 31.0% Family Housing ($K/Year): 
C i v i l i a n s  Not U i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% Area Cost Factor: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  0 CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  0 CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
Total Base Feci l i t ies(KSF): 13,772 CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 0 A c t i v i t y  Code: 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 26 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 98 Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mi le) :  0.07 Unique A c t i v i t y  Information: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 15:28 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Ke l l y  AFB-Option 1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KEI-0119.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: KELLY, TX 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total Enl is ted Employees: 
Total Student Enployees: 
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 W i  l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Total Base Facilit ies(KSF): 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
Enl is ted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ('$/~ay): 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Name: MCCLELLAN, CA 

Total Of f i ce r  Employees: 449 
Total En l i s ted  Employees: 2,325 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 8,882 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 32.0% 
C i v i l i ans  Not W i l l i ng  To Move: 6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 
Enl is ted Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 
Total Base Facilit ies(KSF): 11,516 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 1 68 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 126 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 101 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mi le): 0.07 

Name: ROBINS, GA 

Total Of f i ce r  Employees: 
Total En l i s ted  Enployees: 
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 Un i ts  Avai l :  
Enl is ted Housing Un i 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): 

Name: TINKER, OK 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 1,430 
Total En l i s ted  Employees: 5,995 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 11,678 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 7.5% 
C i v i l i ans  Not W i l l i ng  To Move: 6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  0 
Enl is ted Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  0 
Total Base Faci Lities(KSF): 14,607 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 16 
Enl is ted VHA ($/Month): 19 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 77 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAHPUS In-Pat ($/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 ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAHPUS In-Pat ($/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 ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year): 
Family Housing ($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: 

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 S h 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 ~5.08) - Page 4 
Data As O f  15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 15:28 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Ke l l y  AFB-Option 1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KE1-O119.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: LACKLAND, TX 

Total Of f i ce r  Enployees: 
Total Enl is ted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Enployees: 
M i l  Families L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i ans  Not M i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
Enl is ted Housing  unit^ 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: BASE X 

Total Of f i ce r  Enployees: 
Total En1 i s t ed  Enployees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Families L i v i ng  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 ($K/Year): 
Ccmunications ($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: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
C m n i c a t i o n s  (SK/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year): 
Family Housing (SK/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: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 
% 

Name: HILL, UT 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

I-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 0 0 0 0 0 
I-Time Unique ve (OK): P 0 0 0 0 0 
I-Time Moving ost  ($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
I-Time Moving Save (SKI: 0 0 0 0 0 
Env Non-MilCon ReqdCtK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SKI: 0 0 0 0 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save OK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Cost(%): 0 0 0 0 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%): 23% 12% 16% 22% 11% 
Shutdown Schedule (%): 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Procurement AWidnc($K): 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Faci l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 5 
Data As Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 15:28 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : K e l l y  AFB-Option 1 
scenario F i  l e  : C:\C&RA~~\CROSS\DBCRC\KE~ -01 19.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: KELLY, TX 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
I-Time Unique Save (SK): 
I-Time Moving Cost (SKI: 
I-Time Moving Save (SKI: 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd(SK): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-SeLes) (SKI: 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (%I: 
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: WCCLELLAN, CA 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
I-Time Unique Save (SK): 
I-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
I-Time Moving Save (SKI: 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd(SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SKI: 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 
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: ROBINS,*.GA 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-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 (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 
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 1 ShutDown(KSF): 

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

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

12% 16% 22% 11% 
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: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

12% 16% 22% 11% 
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 DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As O f  15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 15:28 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : K e l l y  AFB-Option 1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KEI-0119.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: TINKER, OK 

I-Time Unique Cost (OK): 
?-Time Unique Save (OK): 
I-Time Moving Cost (OK): 
I-Time Moving Save (OK): 
Env Non-Milcon Reqd(tK): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (OK): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (OK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(OK): 
Misc Recurring Save(OK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (OK): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (%I: 
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc(OK): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(OK): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: LACKLAND, TX 

I-Time Unique Cost (OK): 
I-Time Unique F v e  (OK): 
I-Time Moving Cost (OK): 
I-Time Moving Save (OK): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Act i v  Mission Cost (OK): 
A c t i v  Mission Save (OK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(tK): 
Misc Recurring Save(OK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (OK): 
Construct i o n  Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (%I: 
MilCon Cost AvoidnccOK): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(OK): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: BASE X 
1996 - - - -  

I-Time Unique Cost (OK): 0 
I-Time Unique Save (OK): 0 
I-Time Moving Cost (OK): 0 
I-Time Moving Save (OK): 0 
Env Non-MiLCon ReqdCOK): 0 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (OK): 0 
A c t i v  Mission Save (OK): 0 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Save(OK1: 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (OK): 0 
Construct ion Schedule(%) : 100% 
Shutdown Schedule (%I:  100% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(OK): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(OK): 0 
Procurement Avbidnc(OK) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Fac i l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

12% 16% 22% 11% 
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: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
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: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
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 DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 
Data As O f  15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 15:28 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Ke l l y  AFB-Option 1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KEI-0119.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: HILL, UT 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Of f  Scenario Change: 
Enl Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Of 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 iv i l i an :  

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: KELLY, TX 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
Enl Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No St11 Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C iv i l i an :  

Name: MCCLELLAN, CA 
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

O f f  Force Struc Change: 0 -11 
En1 Force Struc Change: 0 -184 
Civ Force Struc Change: 0 -334 
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 
En1 Scenario Change: 0 0 
Civ Scenario Change: 0 0 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 0 
Caretakers - C iv i l i an :  0 0 

Name: ROBINS, GA 

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 8 
Data As O f  15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 15:28 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : K e l l y  AFB-Option 1 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KEI-0119.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: TINKER, OK 

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

Name: BASE X 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
Enl 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 SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: HILL, UT 

Descr ip t ion Categ New M i  lCon Rehab M i  [Con Total Cost(SK) - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Cold Storage MAINT 30,000 0 500 

Name: TINKER, OK 

Descr ip t ion - - - - - - - - - - - -  
BLdg 214 GTE Test Fa 
Fuel/Air Fac 
Bldg 3902 Fuel Test 
Bldg 3703 Test C e l l  
ALC C-5 F a c i l i t i e s  
MFH 
Renovate Test Ce l l s  
Neu/Renovate Admin 

Name: LACKLAND, TX 

Categ - - - - -  
MAINT 
MAINT 
MINT 
OTHER 
OTHER 
FAMLQ 
OTHER 
OTHER 

Rehab MilCon - - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 
0 
0 

5,000 
0 
0 
0 

282,624 

Tota l  CostCSK) - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
647 

1,048 
1,632 
5,000 

52,111 
12,130 
8,700 

19,870 

Descr ip t ion Categ Neu MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost(SK) - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
U t i l i t i e s  OTHER 0 0 2,500 
Security, Fencing OTHER 0 0 500 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 9 
~ a t a q s  Of 15:52 01/12/1995, Report Created 15:28 04/14/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Ke l l y  AFB-Option 1 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\KEI -01 19. CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  ! C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBCRC\DEPOT.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 76.80% 
Percent En1 i s t ed  Married: 66.90% 
Enl is ted Housing Milcon: 80.00% 
Of f i ce r  Salary($/Year): 78,668.00 
O f f  BAP wi th Dependents($): 7,073.00 
En1 i s t ed  Salary($/Year): 36,148.00 
En1 BAP w i th  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost(t/Ueek): 174.00 
Unemployment ELigibiLity(Ueeks): 18 
C i v 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 Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothball Cost*(t/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family Puarters(SF): 1,320.00 
APPDET-RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Ear ly  Ret i re Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00X 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($1: 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New Hire Cost($): 4,000.00 
Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reinburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reinburs($): 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: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon 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 Of 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 

I 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
M i l  L ight  Vehicle($/Mile): 0.43 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mile): 1.40 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18 
AvgMi lTourLength (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($): 5,761.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FWR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category UM - - - - - - - -  - - 
Horizontal (SY) 
Waterfront (LF) 
A i r  Operations (SF) 
Operational (SF) 
Administrat ive (SF) 
School Bui [dings (SF) 
Maintenance Shops (SF) 
Bachelor Quarters (SF) 
Family Quarters (EA) 
Covered Storage (SF) 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 
Comnunications Fac i l  (SF) 
Shipyard Maintenance (SF) 
RDT & E F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 
POL Storage (BL) 
Amnunition Storage (SF) 
Medical F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 
E n v i r o m n t a l  ( ) 

Category UM $/UM - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  
Optional Category A ( ) 0 
Optional Category B ( ) 0 
Optional Category C ( ) 0 
Optional Category D ( ) 0 
Optional Category E ( ) 0 
Optional Category F ( ) 0 
Optional Category G ( ) 0 
Optional Category H ( ) 0 
Optional Category I ( ) 0 
Optional Category J ( ) 0 
Optional Category K ( ) 0 
Optional Category L ( 0 
Optional Category M ( ) 0 
Optional Category N ( ) 0 
Optional Category 0 ( 0 
Optional Category P ( ) 0 
Opt ionalCategoryQ ( ) 0 
Optional Category R ( ) 0 
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FOREWORD 

This Hadbook  is issued under the authority of DoDD 4151.18, Maintenance of 

Military Materiel, dated August 12, 1992. Its purpose is to provide updated 

guidance for a common methodology to measure and provide visibility of the 

capacity and utilization of DoD organic depot maintenance activities that 

perform depot-level maintenance of military material. 

DoD 4151.15-H, Depot Maintenance ~r6duction Shop Capacity Measurement 

Handbook, dated July 28,1976 is hereby canceled. 

This Handbook applies to the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Military 

Departments, and the Defense Agencies (hereafter referred to collectively as "the 

DoD Components"). 

This Handbook is effective immediately and is mandatory for use by all the DoD 

Components. The Heads of the DoD Components may issue supplementary - 
instructions when necessary to provide for unique requirements within their 

respective Component. 

Send recommended changes to the Handbook through the appropriate channels 

to: 
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Office of the Deputy Under Seaetary of Defense (Logistics) 

ATI'N: Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Maintenance 

Policy, Programs and Resources) 

Washington, DC 20301-5000 

The DoD Components may obtain copies of this Handbook through their own 

publication channels. Other Federal Agencies and the public may obtain copies 

from the U.S. Department of Commerce, National Technical Information Service, 

5285 Port Royal Road, Springfield, VA 22161. 
s 

Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics) 
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DEFINITIONS 

1. Annual Paid Hours. The annual work hours per worker, including 

holidays, for a single shift, 40 hour work week for which an employee is paid. 

2. Annual Productive Hours. That portion of the annual paid hours per 

production worker that remains for direct application to the job after subtraction 

of holidays, leave, training, and other recognized indirect hours. 

3. Availabilitv Factor. The percentage of a single-shift work year that work 

positions can be used to accomplish direct productive work This factor may 

include reductions for faality/equipment nonavailability such as calibration/ 

maintenance/repairs of real property and shop equipment, utility failure, 

unscheduled faality closures, and equipment installation/rearrangement. 

4. Bottleneck A process in the production flow within which capacity to do 

work is limited to the degree that it restricts the ability to achieve full, single- 

shift utilization of the other. processes either preceding or following the - 
bottleneck 

5. Capacitv Index. The amount of workload, expressed in actual direct labor 

hours (DLHs), 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. The formula for computing the capacity index is: 

(work positions) x (availability factor) x (annual productive hours) 
-4 - .- . - .- 
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6.  CORE. Depot maintenance core is the capability maintained within 

organic Defense depots to meet readiness and sustainability requirements of the 

weapon systems that support the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) contingency 

scenario(s). Core exist to minize the operaional risks and to guarantee readiness 

of these weapon systems. Core depot maintenance capabilities will comprise 

only the minimum facilities, equipment and skilled personnel necessary to 

ensure a ready and controlled source of repaired technical competence. The 

Military Services will use the DoD approved methodology (Appendix F) to 

comput core depot maintenance requirements. 

7. Depot Maintenance. That maintenance that is the responsibility of and 

performed by designated maintenance activities, to auogment stocks of 

serviceable materiel, and to support organizational maintenance and 

intermediate maintenance activities by the use of more extensive shop facilities, 

equipment, and personnel of higher technical skill than are available at the lower 

levels of maintenance. Its phases normally consist of inspection, test, repair, 

modification, alteration, modernization, conversion, overhaul redamation, or 
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rebuild of parts, assemblies, subassemblies, components, equipment end items, 

and weapons systems; the manufacture of aitical non-available parts; and 

providing technical assistance to intermediate maintenance organizations, using 

and other activities. Depot maintenance is normally accomplished in fixed 

shops, shipyards and other shore-based faalities, or by depot field teams. 

8. Depot Maintenance Activitv. An industrial-type facility established by 

the DoD to perform depot-level maintenance on weapon systems, equipment 

and components. 

9. Direct Production Worker. A worker whose labor hours are charged to 

specific production Job orders. 

10. Excess Ca~acitv. Capacity for which no current or future requirement 

eis ts .  

11. Index. An Index is a composite number used to characterize different set. 

of data in terms of a ratio. An Index determined in accordance with this - 
Handbook is a general indicator rather than a precise measure. As index data 

are aggregated, their significance may decrease. 

12. Mission Utilization Index. An indicator, expressed as a percentage, of the 

degree of alignment of executable requirements to the designed capacity of a 

shop or depot. 
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13. Mobilization Utilization Index. An indicator, expressed as a percentage, 

of the degree of alignment of mobilization requirements to the designed physical 

capadty of a shop or depot. 

14. Peacetime Utilization Index. An indicator, expressed as a percentage, of 

the degree of alignment of planned, funded or actual workload to the designed 

capaaty of a shop or depot. 

15. Phvsical Capacitv Index. The amount of workload, expressed in actual 

DLHs, that a facility can accommodate-with all work positions continuously 

manned on a single shift, 40-hour week basis, while produang the product mix 

that the facility is designed to accommodate. The physical capacity index is used 

for mobilization planning purposes only. The formula for computing the 

physical capacity index is: 

(work positions) x (availability factor) x (annual paid hours) 

This annually based formula assumes that work positions will be continuously - 
manned and that all holidays will be worked. 

vi 
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16. Product Mix. A combination of heterogeneous workloads usually 

consisting of portions related to major systems, subsystems, components, stock 

classes, or items. 

17. Reserve Capaatv. Capacity that is not utilized but is retained for reasons 

of military necessity or as sound business practice. 

18. Reserve Capacitv Index. The amount of capaaty, expressed in DLHs, that 

is identified for retention as reserve capaaty. The reserve capaaty index for 

each specific depot maintenance activity the aggregate of the individual shop- 

identified reserve capacities of that activity. 

19. Shop. A work center, functional work group, or resource group that 

contains one or more work stations that perform depot maintenance work 

20. Surge. - The act of expanding an existing depot maintenance repair 

capability to meet increased requirements by adjusting shifts, adding skilled 

personnel, equipment and/or spares - and repair parts to increase the flow of 

repaired or manufactured materiel to the using activity or for serviceable 

storage. 

21. Utilization Index. An indicator, expressed as a percentage, of the degree 

of alignment of workload to the designed capacity of a shop or depot, after 

allowing for reserve capacity. 

22. Work Position. The designated space of equipment/process usage that 
.A " -- ' . . 

can be occupied consistently by one direct production worker to accompfish the 
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assigned task on a full time basis. A work position may include more than one 

location if the worker moves to other locations to accomplish the assigned task 

23. Work Station. The lowest order of equipment/process location that 

requires separate analysis of work flow and function during the capaaty index 

calculation. It will consist of one or more work positions as determined by the 

criteria in step 2 of the capaaty index calculation in this Handbook 

vii - 
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CHAPTER 1 

APPLICABILITY AND SCOPE 

A. PURPOSE AND APPLICATION 

1. REISSUANCE AhJD PURPOSE 

This publication reissues Reference' (a) to update guidance for a common 

methodology to measure the capacity and utilization of DoD organic depot 

maintenance activities that perform depot-level maintenance of military material. 

2. APPLICABILITY AND SCOPE 

It is to be used by all activities and organizations of the DoD Components 

responsible for the determination and reporting of capacity and utilization information 

for organic depot maintenance activities. - 

The techniques in this Handbook are applicable to both covered and uncovered 

spaces, as defined in Appendix D, within the confines of the depot maintenance 

activity. This Handbook does not apply to depot field teams and shops referred to as 

general shop support in Appendix D. Organic depot maintenance activities and 

physical capadties established or ret-ained within the DoD Components are to be kept 

to the minimum necessary to ensure a ready, controlled source of technical competence 

and resources to meet military requirements @ODD 4151.18, Maintenance of Military 
- .  

Materiel, reference @)). These activities, then, are to rem& in 'place & provide 
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logistical support for war, emergency, and contingency actions, and are to operate in 

peacetime in a cost-effective manner. 

- In addition to prescribing calculation methodologies, this Handbook further 

establishes and outlines reporting criteria for the DoD Components. Such reporting is 

prescribed to monitor and support the establishment and retention of essential depot 

maintenance capability as outlined in references 

B. INDEXES AND COMPUTATIONS 

This Handbook provides a methodology to calculate depot maintenance activity 

capacity and utilization from the individual shop level and upward. It establishes 

DLHs as the basic parameter of capaaty, enabling comparisons of capacity and 

utilization data between activities produang varying product mixes. Expressing 

capacity in a comparable parameter provides an indication of relative size and levels of 

utilization. Shop level data expressed in DLHs can then be aggregated to develop 

higher level indicators. All indicators are presented as indexes due to the inherent 

general nature of the calculations. - 

Indexes are composite numbers used to characterize different sets of data in 

terms of a ratio. Indexes determined in accordance with this Handbook are general 

indicators rather than precise measures. As index data are aggregated, its si,gn.ificance 

may decrease. While the indexes are important considerations in making workloading 

decisions, such decisions must be made as a result of a thorough, detailed analysis of 

the workloads, faalities, and resources involved. 
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CHAPTER 2 

STANDARD FACTORS 

A. COMPARABLE BASE 

An objective of this Handbook is to provide methodologies that promote the 

calculation of comparable data. To accomplish this it is necessary that the DoD 

Components use similar factors as the baiis of calculations. The Standard Factors 

identified, in section 2.B., shall be used by the DoD Components to ensure comparable 

data is developed. 

B. CALCULATION FACTORS 

1. ANNUAL PAID HOURS 

For determining annual productive hours and for physical capacity - 
calculations, the annual paid direct labor hours will be 2080 per work position. 

2. ANNUAL PRODUCTIVE HOURS 

For capacity and utilization index calculations, the annual productive 

DLHs will be 1615 DLH per work position in all cases except Naval Sea Systems 

Command (NAVSEA) Naval Shipyard Output Shops (identified in Appendix A), 

which will use 1537 DLH. The total of 1615 DLH is based on the following calculation: 
C. - . - .- 
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Annual Paid Hours 2080 DLH 

- Holidays 80 

- Leave 274 

- Indirect Hours - 111 - 

Annual Productive Hours 1615 DLH 
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Shipyard annual productive hours are established at 1537 DLH to reflect the larger 

training requirements of those activities for direct workers. 

3. AVAILABILITY FACTOR - 

The percentage of a work year that work positions can be utilized to 

accomplish direct productive work is hewn as the availability factor. It is expressed in 

its decimal form. This factor may include reductions for facility and equipment 

nonavailability for reasons such as calibration, maintenance, or repairs of real property 

and shop equipment, utility failure, unscheduled facility closures, and equipment 

installation or rearrangement. For capacity and utilization index calculations, the 

availability factor will be 0.95. - 

4. SHIPWORK DRYDOCK DAYS 

For capacity and utilization index calculations, the available shipwork 

drydock days will be 304 workdays per year (assumes 61 days annually for drydock 

maintenance and set up time). 

5. BOTTLENECKS 
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Capacity for identified bottlenecks should also be calculated on a one shift 

basis. In managing depot shop operations, the DoD Components shall attempt to 

eliminate bottlenecks using standard industrial engineering procedures. Where this is 

not possible, bottlenecks, whether operated on a single- or multi-shift basis, should be 

used as a pacing factor for workloading all affected shops. 
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CHAPTER 3 

CAPACITY MEASUREMENT 

The capaaty index indicates 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 produang the product mix that the facility is designed to 

accommodate. The basic formula for compuhg the capacity index is: 

(work positions) x (availability factor) x (annual productive hours) 

Individual shop level capaaty indexes are calculated and then rolled up  to determine 

the capaaty index of a particular facility. After determining the capaaty index of a 

shop, it is appropriate to then identify reserve and excess capadty in relation to actual 

and planned workloads. 

- 
B. SHOP LEVEL CAPACITY INDEX 

The following steps outline procedures for calculating a capadty index at the 

shop level, to include Shipyard Output Shops. The steps are illustrated in the flowchart 

at Appendix B. The formula is: 

Capacity Index = 

(work positions) x (availability factor) x (annual productive hours) 
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1. Step 1. Obtain detailed shop layouts which identify the function of each 

shop, its boundaries, and its equipment/work bench locations. Venfy and update the 

layouts to reflect the current product mix. If product mix changes are expected to result 

in shop reconfiguration(s) during the fiscal year, drawings should be obtained for each 

specific configuration. 

2. Step 2. Determine and identify on the layouts the number of work 

stations and the work positions in each station. Calculate the number of work positions 

for each work station. To obtain the number of work positions in the shop, add the 

totals for the work stations within the shop. Work positions will be identified by the 

following rationale: 

a. If only one person would operate the equipment/process, the 

work station will include the equipment/process and be recorded as one work 

position. Examples are: a work station of several pieces of robotic equipment operated 

by one person; a work station of several pieces of computer aided manufacturing - 
equipment operated by one person; and a tire recapping machine operated by one 

person. In these instances, although the number of pieces of equipment varies from 

example to example, there is only one work position because in each case, the work 

position is operated by one person. 

b. If the work station is designed to be operated by more than one 

person, one work position will be recorded for each person. Examples are engine test 

cells and radar ranges that are operated by more than one person. In each case, the 

number of work positions is the maximum number of people by whicli thiw6rk station 
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is designed to be operated. 

c. If, under design conditions, a piece of equipment would only be 

infrequently utilized, or would support more than one work station, it will not be 

counted as an individual work position, but will be included in a designated work 

station and labeled support equipment Examples are machine shop support 

equipment such as lathes and drill presses, wEch support multiple work stations. 

d. If an equipment/process is designed to be frequently but not 

continuously utilized, it should be included i s  part of a related work position. 

e. For the stalllwork baylaircraft dock situation, determine the 

optimum number of people who can effectively work during each phase of the process 

cycle. The weighted average over the cycle will equal the work position quantity of the 

work station. An analysis of product mix and process variations may be necessary to 

determine this value. 

f. Bulk processing work stations such as plating, chemical cleaning, - 
and heat treating shops can be regarded as one work station. The work position count 

of these stations is the number of persons necessary to effectively man the entire work 

station. 

g. If a position is designed to be manned continuously but is 

currently vacant because of reduced workload quantity, it shall be counted as a work 

position. / A d -  
/*,"fl , . 4 J 

. - L . .  

h. For uncovered areas in which depot maintenance ik routiriely 
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performed year round on a parked vehicle such as an aircraft parking apron, the 

number of work positions is calculated in the same manner as in paragraph B.2.e. 

above. For uncovered areas in which equipment has been permanently installed, the 

number work positions will be determined based on the criteria in paragraphs B.2.a. 

through B.2.g. above. 

i. It is recognized that a shop may be reconfigured during the year to 

accommodate variations in product mix. \+%en this condition exists, the number of 

work positions for each configuration should be multiplied by the estimated percent of 

time during the year that the specific co&guration will be in place. The resulting 

products for the different configurations should be added together to arrive at the 

annual weighted work position count for that shop. 

j Record the number of work positions. When identifying work 

positions for a future fiscal year, the impact of projected work position changes 

resulting from programmed Military Construction (MILCOK) projects, shop 

r ec~n f i~ r a t i ons ,  divestitures, changes in product mix, etc., must be taken into account. 

s 

3. Step 3. Multiply the result of Step 2 above by the Availability Factor. 

4. Step 4. Multiply the product of Step 3 above by the applicable annual 

productive hour rate. 

5. Step 5. Identify- the shop reserve capacity index, if any, as outlined in 

Paragraph 3.F. 

6. step 6.  Subtract the reserve capacity index from the ';esxt chained in 

DRAFT 
-9 -  



DoD QIS1.18-H 
D r a f t  August 1994 

Step 4 to determine the shop capacity index. 

7. Step 7. Record the shop capadty index and reserve capaaty index. 

Assign a produttion shop category, from Appendix DJ to the shop. 

C. SHOP LEVEL PHYSICAL CAPACITY INDEX 

The following steps outline procedures for calculating a physical capaaty index 

at the shop level. The formula is: 

Physical Capacity Index = 

(work positions) x (availability factor) x (annual paid hours) 

1. Step 1. Determine work position count as outlined in Steps 1-2 above. 

2. Step 2. Multiply the work position count by the Availability Factor. 

3. Step 3. Multiply the product of Step 2 by the annual paid hours to obtain - 
the shop physical capaaty index. 

D. DEPOT CAPACITY INDEX 

For each depot maintenance activity, add the appropriate capaaty indexes of the 

individual shops to obtain a total depot capacity index, as portrayed in Step 8 of 

Appendix B. 
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Due to the unique nature of shipyard work (i.e., counting of work positions onboard 

ship is impractical), the capaaty of naval shipyards will be expressed in terms of a 

Drydock Capacity Index and the capacity index of the Shipyard Output Shops. The 

formula for the drydock capacity index is: 

Drydock Capacity Index = (number of drydocks) x (shipwork drydock days) 

The capaaty index data for Naval Shipyard Output Shops, as calculated using the 

procedures above for the shop level capdcity index or physical capaaty index, in 

conjunction with the drydock capacity index reflect the productive capadty of a naval 

shipyard. 

F. RESERVE CAPACITY INDEX 

Some available capacity may be identified and classified as reserve capaaty. 

Rationale for retention of this capacity, which is not being utilized, shall be developed 

by the DoD Components. Reserve capacity may be retained for reasons of military - 
necessity or as sound business practice. Reserve capacity shall be expressed as an index 

in DLHs, at shop and depot activity levels. 

Identification of Reserve Capacity should be accomplished primarily at 

the shop level and should be specific. Retention of reserve capaaty should be for 

sound reasons such as: 
.- - 0- ' - .- 
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a. Military Necessity 

(1) Needed to support surge or CORE requirements. 
- 

(2) Needed to provide responsiveness during national emergenaes 

short of wartime. 

(3) Needed to support battlelaashlin-service damage repair 

requirements. 

(4) hTeeded to support executable mission requirements that are 

currently unfunded. 

(5) hTeeded to support Foreign Military Sales requirements or 

commitments. 

b. Sound Business Practice 

- 
(1) Retained because divestiture would be uneconomical. 

(2) Needed to accommodate workload fluctuations, since capacity 

cannot be obtained or divested in amounts equal to workload fluctuations. Minimum 

capaaty for all workloads in the assigned product mix must be retained. 

(3) Retained to ensure smooth workflow and prevent shopto-shop 

backlogs. 
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(4) Retained as part of a quality or productivity oriented 

management strategy (e.g. Just in time). 

(5) Needed to accommodate a known future requirement or 

competition. 

2. RECORDING 

Reserve capacity will be separately identified by shop and attributed to 

the categories (in section 3.F.1) or to other specific rationale as approved by the Military 

Department managing the Depot Activity. In identifymg reserve capacity, the 

following information will be recorded: depot, shop name, direct labor hours of reserve 

capaaty, and the reason the capacity is retained. 

G. EXCESS CAPACITY 

This is available capacity for which no requirement exists. Excess capacity will 

be separately Identified by shop,. and the following information \%-ill be recorded: - 
depot, shop name, and direct labor hours. 
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CHAPTER 4 

UTILIZATION MEASUREMENT 

A. UTILIZATION INDEX 

The Utilization Index is an indicator, expressed as a percentage, of the degree of 

alignment of workload to the designed capacity of a shop or depot after allowing for 

necessary Reserve Capaaty. The fundament'd formula underlytng the utilization index 

is: 

Utilization Index = (Workload) x 100 = %  

(Capaaty Index) - (Reserve Capaaty Index) 

This index reflects utilization of capacity that is maintained to satisfy current or 

planned workload requirements. Therefore it recognizes that some reserve capacity 

may be maintained for military or sound business practice reasons. Since there are - 
various workloads and capacity indexes, utilization indexes are more specifically 

defined by four formulas. 

B. PEACETIME UTILIZATION INDEX 

The Peacetime Utilization Index is an indicator, expressed as a percentage, of the 

degree of alignment of funded, planned, or actual workload to the designed capacity of 
.- * -- . 

a shop or depdt. The formula for the Peacetime Utilization Index is: .- .- 
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Funded Workload x 100 = % 

(Capacity Index) - (Reserve Capacity Index) 

The peacetime utilization index will be computed for each depot for the most recent 

actual (completed), current, and 3 planning years and may be computed for prior years 

and the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP) outyears. In this context, funded 

workload is: 

recent actual/ - actud executed workload prior 

prior years (per DoD 7220.9-M, reference (c)) 

current year - current year estimate 

planning/ ou tyears - FYDP at the time of Service Program 

Objective Memorandum (POW submission 
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C. MISSION UTILIZATION INDEX 

The Mission Utilization Index is an indicator, expressed as a percentage, of the 

degree of alignment of executable requirements to the designed capaaty of a shop or 

depot. The mission utilization index will be computed for each depot for applicable 

planning year(s). Executable requirements are requirements that could be executed if 

funds were available. For calculating the mission utilization index, the executable 

requirements identified in the Service POMs bill be used. The formula for the Mission 

Utilization Index is: 

Executable Requirements x 100 = - % 

Capacity Index 

D. MOBILIZATION UTILIZATION ISDEX 

The Mobilization Utilization Index is an indicator, expressed as a percentage, of 

the degree of alignment of mobilization requirements to the designed physical capacity 

of a shop or depot. The Mobilization Utilization Index will be computed for each shop - 
for the mobilization planning year. Mobilization requirements are requirements that 

would generate in the event of a given mobilization scenario. The mobilization 

requirements for a given period, as computed in the DoD Component depot 

maintenance posture plan, are divided by the physical capaaty index for the same 

period to calculate the mobilization utilization index and then expressed as a 

percentage. The fonnvla for the Mobilization Utilization Index is: 

Mobilization Requirements x 100 = % 
.d - -- 

Physical Capaaty Index - .- 
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E. NAVAL SHIPYARD UTILIZATION INDEX 

Due to the unique nature of shipyard work, utilization will be expressed on the 

basis of a combination of the Drydock Utilization Index and the applicable Output 

Shop Indexes. The formula for the Drydock Utilization Index* is: 

(The sum of Shipwork Davs In Drvdock'l x 100 = - 5% 

Drydock Capaaty Index 
- 

For index computation the sum of shipwork days can be either planned or actual days, 

dependent upon the period covered by the calculation. This index, in conjunction with 

Output Shop utilization index data, prokides data on the utilization of a naval 

shipyard. 

See Standard Factors section for standard shipwork drydock days 
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CHAITTER 5 

INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS 

A. RECORDS 

The DoD Components shall i d e n w  the level and location for retention of 

records regarding capacity and utilization data. As a minimum the following records 
- 

should be maintained for review and validation of capaaty and utilization 

determination: 

1. Shop drawings for each shop configuration designating work positions, 

work station locations, and support equipment. 

2. Capacity index calculations, including depot level capacity index data 

sorted by production shop category. 

3. Identification and classification of reserve capaaty along with supporting 

justification. 

4. Identification of excess capacity. 

- 5. Utilization calculation results as shown in Appendix C. 

6. A depot summary of current capaaty index and utilization index data as - ' - 8  

.- .. shown on the format at Appendix C. 
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B. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

The reporting requirements defined in this section are designed to provide the 

Department of Defense with capaaty and utilization data on organic depot 

maintenance activities. Data for each activity required to determine capacity and 

utilization data by Appendix D and this Handbook shall be reported by the respective 

DoD Components. 

1. Each DoD Component shall maintain, in a central location, the data 

reported under this section in the format defined in Appendix E. A fiscal year and 

hard copy report in that format shall be submitted to the Deputy Under Secretary of 

Defense (Logistics), Attention: Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 

(Maintenance Policy, Programs and Resources), within 90 days of the end of the fiscal 

year. Reporting requirement symbol AP-MPP&R (A) XXXX is assigned to this 

reporting requirement. 

- 
2. Capaaty data reporting systems shall be designed to provide an audit 

trail from the depot maintenance activity fiscal year end report to the shop capacity 

records and data. 

3. As an integral part of the edit process on the report, a review shall be 

performed by maintenance or logistics experts to determine the accuracy, completeness, 

and reasonableness of the data being submitted. The report shall include a narrative 

analysis of ~i~gnificant changes, developments, information or trends portrayed by the 
-4 - .- 

report. The transmittal memorandum for the report shall identify a point of-contact for 
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issues and questions relating to the data being reported. 

4. Any one-time or additional reports required shall be prescribed by the 

Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics). 

5. Reporting shall cover a period of the most recent actual (completed) fiscal 

year, the current (operatinglbudget) year and one planning year. Data for the 

planning year should reflect the impact of projected capacity changes resulting from 

programmed MILCON projects, shop reconfigurations, divestitures, changes in product 

mix and other related factors. Significant changes should be addressed in the 

Comments Section of the Report. Specific p l u s  for excess capacity should also be 

addressed. 
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APPENDIX A 

SHIPYARD PRODUCTION CATEGORIES OUTPUT SHOPS 

Electronics 

Machine Shop (Inside) 

Foundry 

Forge 

Reparable Work Centers 
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APPENDIX B 

CAPACITY INDEX DETERMINATION FLOW CHART 

Determ inelidentify 
workstation and 

Multiply result of 
step 3 by annual 

Identify shop 
reserve capacity 

Subtract reserve 
capacity (5) from (4) to 

determine shop capacity 
index I 

Record shop capacity 
index and reserve 

capacity index 

~ d d  resultant 
shoplreserve capacity 

indexes to compile 
higher level data I 
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APPENDIX C 

DEPOT CAPACITYJUTILIZATION SUMMARY SHEET 

As of: - 

Reserve Capacity lndex (D 

Executable Requirements (DLH) 

Mission Utilization lndex 

NOTE: Capacity data for planning years should reflect the impact of projected capacity 
changes resulting from programmed MILGON projects, shop reconfigurations, 
divestitures, changes in product mix, etc. 
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APPENDIX D 

PRODUCTION SHOP CATEGORIES 

The production shop categories are grouped by major commodity. A single 

depot maintenance activity may perform work on more than one commodity. 

For example, one depot may perform work on aircraft and strategic missiles. 

Production shop categories from both the aircraft and missile groups may be 

used. If a shop is established to work on missile motors, the "missile motors" 

production shop category would be used. On the other hand, if the missile 

guidance systems are worked in a shop engaged primarily in aircraft electronics 

maintenance, the shop category for aircraft electronics will be used. This is the 

case because work is programmed into the activities by shop. 

I. AIRCRAFT PRODUCTION SHOP CATEGORIES 

A. Airframe. Covered areas associated with processing the airframe under - 
those programs commonly identified as progressive aircraft rework, IRAN, 

maintenance, crash damage repair and/or overhaul, modernization, 

modification, etc. The work functions include stripping, disassembly, airframe 

repair, reassembly, systems check, and refinishing. 

B. Ensne. Covered areas associated with processing jet, turbojet, and 

reciprocating type aviation engines in terms of overhaul, low time, complete 

repair, and major inspection. The work functions indude uncanning, 
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disassembly, cleaning, metals examination, examination and evaluation, parts 

reconditioning, subassembly, final assembly, test and preservation. 

C. Accessories and Components. Coveretl areas associated with processing 

airframe and engine accessories such as surfaces, hydraulic components, 

electrical equipment, pneumatics equipment, landing gear, fuel accessories, 

propellers, airborne photographic equipment, instruments, etc. 

D. Electronic, Communication, and Armament Svstems. Covered areas 

associated with processing airborne communication, navigation equipment, 

airborne data computers, fire control, and bombing system equipment, etc., used 

by the aircraft in canying out its assigned mission. 

E. Armament. Covered areas associated with processing weapons, guns, and 

missiles used by the aircraft in carrying out its assigned mission. 

F. Support Equipment. Covered areas associated with processing aviation 

general and special support equipment - and aerospace ground equipment. 

Processing includes calibration. 

G. Manufacture and Repair. Covered areas which are not an integral part of 

other categories previously prescribed, and which contribute to aircraft repair 

operations by such work functions as parts cleaning; painting and plating; 

parachute, ordnance, photographic, leather, and fabric repair; machine and 

metal repair and fabrication; etc. 
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H. Test and Calibration Area. That space, either covered or uncovered, which 

is used to test, trim, or calibrate engines, electronics, communications or 

armament systems. The equipment can be either installed on the aircraft or on 

special test stands. General ramp area will not be included in the area. 

I. Other. Those areas used to perform productive work that are not included 

in categories A. through H., above. Includes ramp, apron, aircraft storage sites, 

work performed away from facility by field teams, etc. 

- 
J. General S h o ~  Support. Those covered spaces which are second in 

providing general support to all aircraft production operations. General support 

includes functions such as management, supervision, engineering, clerical 

functions, plant maintenance, central or general storage, quality assurance, and 

materials testing. This category includes offices, cafeterias, supervisors' work 

space, shop parts storage areas, main aisles, wash and dressing areas, 

dispatching facilities, inspection facilities, etc., that are an integral part of shop 

areas defined above. 

11. MISSILE PRODUCTION SHOP CATEGORIES 

A. Missile Frame. Covered areas associated with processing the missile 

frame, interstage connection, or raceways. The work functions include damage 

repair, overhaul, modernization, modification, disassembly, reassembly, and 

systems check 
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B. Missile Motors. Covered areas associated with processing solid or liquid 

propellant and vernier motors for overhauling complete repair, examination of 

propellant, major inspection and modification. The work functions include 

disassembling, cleaning, propellant examination and evaluation, parts 

reconditioning, subassembly, final assembly, test and calibration. 

C. Guidance Svstem and Components. Covered areas associated with 

processing components of missile guidance systems, stable platforms, flight 

controls, in-flight monitoring, computers, and infrared systems. 

D. Pavload Svstem. Covered areas associated with processing components of 

reentry vehicles, warheads, etc. 

E. Accessories and Components. Covered areas associated with processing 

components of fuel control, hydraulic, electrical, pressurization and m i n g  and 

fusing systems. 

G. Launch Equipment. Covered areas associated with processing components 

of systems used to launch missiles. Includes erectors, elevators, mobile 

transporters and launch platforms. 

H. Suvport Equipment. Covered areas associated with processing 

components of aerospace ground, special, or general support equipment. 

Processing indudes calibration. 
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I. Manufacture and Repair. Covered areas which are not an integral part of 

other categories previously described, and which contribute to the missile repair 

operation by such work functions as parts cleaning, painting, metal repair and 

fabrication. 

J. Test and Calibration Area. Those spaces either covered or uncovered which 

are used to test or calibrate missile motors, and guidance and control systems. 

These can be either installed on the missile, missile transporter, or on speaal test 

stands. 

K Other. Those areas where productive work is performed that are not 

included in categories A. through J., above. These include outside areas 

and work performed "on site" by field teams, etc. 

L. General Shop Support. Those covered spaces which are used in providing 

oeneral support to all missile production operations. General support includes b 

functions such as management, supervision, engineering, clerical functions, 

plant maintenance, central or general storage, quality assurance, and materials 

testing. This category includes offices, cafeterias, libraries, supervisors' work 

space, shop parts storage areas, main aisles, wash and dress areas, dispatching 

facilities, inspection facilities, etc., that are an integral part of shop areas defined 

above. 

111. SHIP PRODUCTION SHOP CATEGORIES 
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A. Central Tool Shop 

1. Covered areas associated with design, development and manufacture of 

prototype and conventional tooling such as cutting machines, dies, molds, 

cutters, jigs, fixtures, and speaal tools. Maintains calibration laboratory and 

operates the mechanical calibration program. 

2. Other areas associated with the above. 

1. Covered areas assoaated with accomplishment of the fairing and 

development of ship body plans and hull forms; and the fabrication, erection, 

and installation of all hull strength structure, superstructure, access items, 

foundations, stowages, fittings, etc., for naval vessels and systems. 

2. Other areas associated with the above. 

C. Sheetmetal 

1. Covered areas associated with: (a) fabricating and installing: ventilation 

and air conditioning duct work storeroom, workshop, and stowage faalities; 

nonstructural bulkheads and partitions; and label plates; and @) outfitting of 

galley, berthing, habitability and office spaces for naval vessels. 

2. Other areas assoaated with the above. 
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Forqe - and Heat Treat 

1. Covered areas assodated with heat treating, drop forging, hand forging, 

and other hot working of ferrous and nonferrous metals; manufacture of heavy 

forgings, rings, flanges, struts, and ships' miscellaneous heavy forgings; and 

drop forging piping fittings of certified quality for nudear work 

2. Other areas assoaated with the above. 

E. Welding 

1. Covered areas assoaated with welding, flame cutting, carbon arc gauging, 

and related processes. In addition to the major involvements of cutting and 

welding the various structural, sheetmetal, and piping materials, work functions 

include repair of castings; cobalting of valves; hard-surfacing of materials 

subjected to abrasive wear; shooting and welding studs and fasteners; metal 

spraying; silver soldering; casting, bonding, - and welding of lead shielding; and 

stress relieving of shipboard weldments. 

2. Other areas assodated with the above. 

F. Inside Machining 

1. Covered areas associated with: horizontal boring mill, vertical boring mill, 

planner and heavy lathe work in manufacturing, alteration, and repair of shop 
.a - '. . 

.- . . .- 
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machinery and shipyard manufactured items; engine lathe, horizontal and 

vertical turret lathe, boring, facing, and turning work; milling, grinding, 

hobbing, broaching, shaping, slotting, lapping, honing, and balancing work; 

layout work and drilling on castings and fabrications; disassembly, inspection, 

repair, reassembly, and testing of main propulsion units, pumps, valves, 

turbines, air compressors, propellers, and miscellaneous auxiliary machinery; 

assembly of new manufactured equipment; and metal finishing processes 

including electroplating, dalic plating, galvanizing and metal polishing. 

2. Other areas associated with the abovi. 

G. Weapons 

1. Covered areas associated with the repair, overhaul, alignment, installation, 

check out, test and calibration of all weapon systems and integrated systems, 

such as missile systems and associated components (gun mounts, turrets, 

saluting batteries, launching pads, components of fire control and fire control 

radar antennas). Work functions include repair, overhaul, calibration, - 
adjustments and testing of gunsights, range finders, torpedo directors, telescopic 

gunsights, periscopes, binoculars, stereo trainers, and other miscellaneous repair 

of instruments, etc. 

2. Other areas associated with the above. 

H. Marine Machininq 
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1. Covered areas associated with: (a) the removal, installation and testing of 

all main propulsion machinery, auxiliaries, rudders, shafting, sea valves, deck 

machinery, laundry and galley, arresting gear, and catapults on ships under 

construction or undergoing repair and conversion; (b) repairs, installations, and 

necessary tests on main and auxiliary diesel engines and associated equipment, 

ammunition hoists, and hydraulic speed gears on ships; and (c) refueling, 

repairing, and testing nuclear reactor plants and associated systems and 

components. 

2. Other areas associated with thiabove. 

1. Covered areas associated with the repair, conversion, or building of steam 

generating equipment used to furnish steam to main and auxiliary machinery. 

Work functions include: the fabrication, assembly, installation, test, cleaning, 

and repair of the steam generators, uptakes, stacks, and blower ducts; and the - 
fabrication, repair, and test of pressure vessels, incinerators, and spark arrestors. 

2. Other areas associated with the above. 

J. Electrical 
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1. Covered areas assodated with: the ins tallation, repair, maintenance, 

alteration, troubleshooting, and test of all power, lighting, and interior 

communication systems and equipment aboard naval ships and submarines; 

manufacture of switchboaids, electrical control equipment, and components; the 

installation, repair, and alteration of nuclear electrical components and systems; 

submarine battery assembly, overhaul, and installation; repair and calibration of 

all electrical instrumentation; and installation, repair, and test of g).rocompass. 

2. Other areas associated with the above. 
- 

1. Covered areas associated with: the layout, fabrication, installation, 

dismantling, repairs, cleaning, testing, inspection, stress relieving of piping 

systems including nuclear systems; fabrication, installation, and repair of 

insulation and lagging on piping, machinery, vent ducts, bulkheads, and decks; 

fabrication, repair, and installation of radar waveguide; lead lining and burning 

of piping, tanks, boxes, and other projects; and installation, repair, and test of 

refrigeration, air conditioning, and oxygen-nitrogen systems. 

2. Other areas associated with the above. 

L. Woodworking 

1. Covered areas associated with operations performed by boatbuilders, 

woodcraftsmen, and shipwrights in constructing and repairing wooden and 
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plastic boats, wooden portable buildings and shelters, hollow booms, wooden 

tanks, practice torpedoes and flight deck panels; repairing and manufacturing 

furniture and cabinets; laminating all sizes of wooden members; manufacturing 

or repairing accommodation ladders; performing dikiln operations; repairing 

and installing wooden decks; erecting pipe stagings and lifelines; fabricating and 

installing boat storages; building shipping cradles, shoring and blocking cargo 

aboard ships; manufacturing and repairing wooden gangways and platforms; 

manufacturing plastic items such as pipe, radomes, fairwaters, tanks, antenna 

cones, and submarine fairing plates; making resin foam pours in voids and 

performing grouting operations; installing and repairing plastic laminates and 

hull damping materials on naval vessels; installing polyethylene shielding 

around nuclear reactors; providing reference lines used in construction, repair, 

and alteration of types of ships; taking measurements, heights and locations 

ships' characteristics; and installing linoleum, rubber, asphalt, and ceramic tile. 

2. Other areas associated with the above. 

M. Electronics - 

I. Covered areas associated with accomplishing installation, pair, overhaul, 

modification, check out, adjustment, test, calibration of radar, sonar, 

communications, cryptograph, data processing, antennas, navigation, and 

electronic countermeasure equipment and systems on and for surface and 

submarine vessels and shore stations. Also, covered areas associated with the 

repair, calibration, and certification of electronic and nuclear instruments for 

shipyard, ships, and shore activities. 
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2. Other areas associated with the above. 

N. Paintinn and Blasting 

I. Covered areas associated with the surface preparation for and application 

or installation of protective, decorative, and functional paints, coatings, films; 

and deck, floor and wall coverings. Work functions include design, layout, 

lettering, and making of s i p s  and posters; silk screen processins artificial and 
- 

natural wood graining and finishing; all types of painting and preservation on 

board ship; operation of pickling and chemical cleaning plant for preservation of 

material; abrasive blasting services; and the laying or installation of terrazzo, 

magnesite, and concrete. 

2. Other areas associated with the above. 

- 
1. Covered areas associated with the operations performed by riggers, 

sailmakers, tank and component cleaners, laborers, upholsterers, fabric workers, 

and divers required for repair, overhaul, conversion, and construction of naval 

vessels and equipment. 

- - 2. Other areas associated with the above. 

P. Foundrv 
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1. Covered areas assoaated with manufacturing cores for iron, steel, and 

nonferrous castings; preparing and mixing sand, processing and making molds, 

-melting steel, pouring steel, and shaking out steel castings from molds after 

pouring; melting and pouring nonferrous metals and alloys, processing and 

maldng molds for brass castings, and shaking out nonferrous castings; 

processing and making molds for iron castings, melting iron-alloys, pouring 

iron, and shaldng out iron castings from molds; cleaning castings; and shipping 

finished castings. 

2. Other areas assoaated with the above. 

1. Covered areas assoaated with the manufacture, repair, and alteration of 

wood patterns required to produce castings; manufacture of metal parts for 

wood and plastic patterns and metal patterns; manufacture of mock-ups for 

patterns; manufacture from sheet plastic by forming, fabrication, cementing, - 
and dyeing; manufacture of plastic patterns; and receiving, storing and issuing 

pattern mock-ups, and models. 

2. Other areas associated with the above. 

R. -Temporarv Services 
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1. Covered areas assodated with electrical, piping, and ventilation systems as 

related to temporary services. Temporary services indude compressed air, 

water, steam, oxygen, electrical power and lighting, ventilation, telephones, 

inerting, air analysis, shipside sewage connections, communications systems, 

distilled water for ships' boilers, C02  fire extinguishers, static dehumidification, 

electric, steam, and induction heat; besides responsibility for radioactive waste 

collection systems, delivery and distribution of pure water systems, distribution 

of electric power (supply from shore to 11,000 amps), breathing air systems for 

reactor plants, chilled water and air conditioning systems, filtering for reactor 

plants, ventilation systems, communications systems involved in nudear 

refueling operations, and deoxygenating pure water nitrogen systems. 

2. Other areas associated with the above. 

S. Other. Those areas where productive work is performed that are not 

included in categories A. through R, above. These include work performed "on 

site" by field teams, etc. 

T. General Shop Support. Those covered spaces which are used in providing 

general support to all ship production operations. General support includes 

functions such as management, supervision, engineering, clerical functions, 

plant maintenance, central or general storage, quality assurance, and materials 

testing. This category includes offices, cafeterias, libraries, supervisors' work 

space, shop parts storage areas, main aisles, wash and dressing areas, 

dispatching facilities, inspection facilities, etc., that are an integral part of shop 

areas defined above. 
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IV. COMBAT VEHICLE PRODUCTION SHOP CATEGORIES 

A. Hull/Bodv, Frame and Installed Svstems. Covered areas utilized for 

depot maintenance of complete vehicles. Work functions include repair, 

overhaul, rebuild, etc., cleaning, disassembly, reassembly, refinishing, and 

systems check 

B. Engine. Covered areas utilized for depot maintenance of engines and 
s 

power trains. Work functions include disassembly, cleaning, examinations, 

parts reconditioning or replacement, subassembly, final assembly, test and 

preservation. 

C. Accessories and Components. Covered areas utilized for depot 

maintenance of hulllbody, frame, installed systems, engine and power train 

accessories and components. 

D. Electronics and Communications. Covered areas utilized for depot - 
maintenance of vehicular communjcation and fire control equipment. 

E. Armament. Covered areas utilized for depot maintenance of vehicle 

m s ,  including special weapons, artillery, guns, and launchers. 

F. Support Equipment. Covered areas associated with processing of vehicle - 
general and special support equipment, including calibration functions. 
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G. Manufacture and Repair. Covered areas which are not an integral part of 

other categories previously prescribed, and which contribute to the vehicle 

repair operation by such work functions as parts cleaning; painting and plating; 

leather and fabric repair; machine and metal repair; fabrication, etc. 

H. Test and Calibration Area. Those areas, either covered or uncovered, which 

are used to test, check out or calibrate engines, power trains, electronics, 

communication, fire control and armament sys terns. These can be installed on 

the vehicle or on special test stands. 

I. Other. Those areas used to perform productive work that are not included in 

categories A. through H., above. Includes work performed in other than covered 

areas and that performed away from the facility by field teams, etc. 

J. General S h o ~  Support. Those covered areas which are used in providing 

general support to all vehicle production operations. General support includes 

such functions as management, supervision, engineering, production control, 

clerical functions, plant maintenance, central or general storage, quality 

assurance, and materials testing, etc. This category includes offices, cafeterias, 

libraries, supervisor's work space, shop parts storage areas, main aisles, wash 

and dressing areas, dispatching facilities, inspection facilities, etc., that are an 

integral part of shop areas defined above. 

V. AUTOMOTIVE EQUIPMENT PRODUCTION SHOP CATEGORIES 
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A. Hull/Bodv, Frame, and Installed Svstems. Covered areas utilized for 

depot maintenance of complete vehicles. Work functions include repair, 

overhaul, rebuild, etc., cleaning, etc., cleaning, disassembly, reassembly, 

refinishing, and systems check 

B. Engine. Covered areas utilized for depot maintenance of engines and 

power trains. Work functions include disassembly, cleaning, examinations, 

parts reconditioning or replacement, subassembly, final assembly, test and 

preservation. - 

C. Accessories and Components. Covered areas utilized for depot 

maintenance of hulllbody, frame, installed systems, engines and power train 

accessories and components. 

D. Electronics and Communications. Covered areas utilized for depot 

maintenance of vehicular communication and fire control equipment. 

E. Armament. Covered areas u-tilized for depot maintenance of vehicle 

arms, including special weapons, artillery, guns, and launchers. 

F. Support Equipment. Covered areas associated with processing of 

vehicle general and special support equipment, including calibration functions. 

G. Manufacture and Repair. Covered areas which are not an integral part 

of other categories previously prescribed, and which contribute to the vehicle 
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repair operation by such work functions as parts cleaning; painting and plating; 

leather and fabric repair; machine and metal repair, fabrication; etc. 

HI Test and Calibration Area. Those areas, either covered or uncovered, 

which are used to test, check out or calibrate engines, power trains, electronics, 

communication, fire control and armament systems. These can be installed on 

the vehicle or on special test stands. 

I. Other. Those areas used to perform productive work that are not 

included in categories A. through H., above. Includes work performed in other 

than covered areas and that performed away from the facility by field teams, etc. 

J. General Shop Support. Those covered areas which are used in 

providing general support to all vehicle production operations. General support 

includes such functions as management, supervision, engineering, production 

control, clerical functions, plant maintenance, central or general storage, quality 

assurance, and materials testing, etc. This category includes offices, cafeterias, 

libraries, supervisors' work space, shop parts storage areas, main aisles, wash 

and dressing areas, dispatching facilities, inspection facilities, etc., that are an 

integral part of shop areas defined above. 

VI. CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT PRODUCTION SHOP CATEGORIES 

A. HullIBodv, Frame, and Installed Svstems. Covered areas utilized for 

depot maintenance of complete vehicles. Work functions include repair, 
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overhaul, rebuild, etc., cleaning, disassembly, reassembly, refinishing, and 

systems check 

B. E n ~ n e .  Covered areas utilized for depot maintenance of engines and 

power trains. Work functions include disassembly, cleaning, examinations, 

parts reconditioning or replacement, subassembly, final assembly, test and 

preservation. 

C. Accessories and Components. Covered areas utilized for depot 

maintenance of hull/body, frame, installed systems, engine, and power train 

accessories and components. 

D. S u ~ ~ 0 x - t  Equipment. Covered areas associated with processing of 

construction equipment general and special support equipment, including 

calibration functions. 

E. Manufacture and Repair. Covered areas which are not a n  integral part 

of other categories previously prescribed, and which contribute to the 

construction equipment repair operation by such work functions as parts 

cleaning; painting and plating; leather and fabric repair; machine and metal 

repair; fabrication, etc. 

F. Other. Those areas used to perform productive work that are not 

included in categories A. through E., above. Includes work performed in other 

than covered areas and that performed away from the facility be field teams, etc. 
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G. General Shop Support. Those covered areas which are used in 

providing general support to all vehicle production operations. General support 

indudes such functions as management, supervision, engineering, production 

control, clerical functions, plant maintenance, central or general storage, quality 

assurance, and materials testing, etc. This category includes offices, cafeterias, 

libraries, supervisors' work space, shop parts storage areas, main aisles, wash 

and dressing areas, dispatching facilities, inspection facilities, etc., that are an 

integral part of shop areas defined above. 

VII. ELECTRONICS AND COMMUNICATIONS PRODUCTION SHOP 

CATEGORIES 

These shop categories are those associated with processing subsystems 

and components of electronic and communications systems which are not an 

integral part of another weapon or support system, but which are end item 

systems or nets within themselves, i.e., L Systems, STARCOM, etc. 

A. Radio. Covered areas associated with processing radio equipment for 

overhaul, repair, conversion, and modification that are required in support of 

fixed, mobile, and portable electronic and communications systems. Categories 

of equipment include communication, control, navigation, auxiliary, relay, 

microwave, television, and radiological. Work functions include disassembly, 

inspection, cleaning, repair, parts reconditioning/replacement, manufacture, 

calibration, reassembly and test. 

B. Radar. Covered areas associated with processing radar equipment for 

overhaul, repair, and modification that are required in support of fixed, mobile, 
.- " --' 

.- .- 
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and portable electronic and communication systems. Radar equipment 

categories indude navigation, search, surveillance, height finding and 

identification. Work functions include disassembly, inspection, cleaning, repair, 

parts reconditioning/replacement, manufacture, calibration, reassembly, test 

and alignment. 

C. Wire and Communications. Covered areas associated with processing 

wire and communications equipment for overhaul, repair, conversion, 

rehabilitation and modification that are required in support of fixed, mobile, and 

portable electronic and communications systems. Wire and communications 

categories of equipment include teletype facsimiles, telephone and telegraph, 

intercom and public address systems, sound recording and reproduction, visible 

and invisible light communication and ayptological. 

D. Other Communications and Electronic Equipment. Covered areas 

associated with processing other electrical and elecixonic components which are 

not associated with the support for fixed, mobile and portable elechonic and 

communications systems. Categories of equipment include electric wire, power, 

and distribution equipment; alarm and signal systems; communication type 

instruments and laboratory equipment; ground photographic and photographic 

laboratory equipment; and training aids and devices. 

E. Manufacture and Repair. Covered areas which are not an integral part 

of other categories prescribed-herein, but which contribute to the 

accomplishment of maintenance operations associated with the previously 

defined categories. Included are painting, plating, cleaning, welding, machine 
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shop operations, metal and woodworking, canvas and upholstery repair, and 

plastic, graphic arts, and other repair of fabrication efforts assodated with the 

electronic and communications effort. 
- 

F. Test and Calibration. Those areas, either covered or uncovered, which 

are used to test, calibrate, or align electronic and communications subsystems 

and components. 

G. S u ~ p o r t  Equipment. Covered areas associated with processing - 
general and special support equipment used in the maintenance of electronics 

and communications fixed, mobile, and portable systems. 

H. Other. Those areas used to perform productive work that are not 

included in categories A. through G., above. This includes work performed 

away from the faality, by field teams, etc. 

I. General Shop Support. Those covered areas which are used in 

providing general support to electronics and communication production 

operations. General support includes functions such as management, 

supervision, engineering, clerical functions, quality assurance, and materials 

testing. This category includes offices, cafeterias, supervisors' work space, shop 

parts storage areas, main aisles, wash and dressing areas, dispatching faalities, 

inspection facilities, libraries, etc., that are an integral part of shop areas defined 

above. - 
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VIII. ORDNANCE, WEAPONS AND hiUNITIONS PRODUCTION SHOP 

CATEGORIES 

A. Nuclear Weapons. Covered areas associated with renovation, 

modification, repair, inspection, test, assembly, disassembly, and 

demilitarization of nuclear weapons and nuclear weapon material. 

B. Chemical and Bacteriolonical. Covered areas associated with 

renovation, modification, repair, inspection, test, assembly, disassembly, and 
s 

demilitarization of chemical and bacteriological weapons and associated 

material. 

C. Artillerv and Guns. Covered areas associated with renovation, 

modification, repair, inspection, test, assembly, disassembly, and 

demilitarization of artillery and guns, including mortars, howitzers, bazookas 

and other weapons that are not self-propelled. 

D. Small Arms. Covered areas associated with renovation, modification, 

repair, inspection, test, assembly, disassembly, and demilitarization of small 

arms, including all hand-held weapons, bayonets, and associated material. 

E. Conventional Arms and Explosives. Covered areas assoaated with 

renovation, modification, repair, inspection, test, assembly, disassembly, and 

demilitarization of all items of conventional ammunition and explosives, 

including bombs, grenades, weapon warheads, rockets, mines, torpedoes, 

pyrotechnics, fuses, primers, etc. 
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F. Others. Those areas used to perform productive work that are not 

included in categories A. through E., above. Includes work performed in 

outside areas such as demolition and test and away from the production faality 

by field teams. 

G. General Shop Su~por t .  Those covered areas which are used in 

providing general support to ordnance, weapons and munitions production 

operations. General support includes functions such as management, 

supervision, engineering, clerical functions, central or general storage, quality 

assurance, and check and test. This category includes offices, cafeterias, 

supervisors' work space, shop parts storage areas, main aisles, wash and 

dressing areas, dispatch points, inspection facilities, etc., that are an integral part 

of shop areas defined above. 

IX. GENERATOR SET PRODUCTION SHOP CATEGORIES 

A. Assemblv/Disassemblv. Coyered areas associated with the assembly 

and disassembly of fixed and mobile generator sets. 

B. Generator. Covered areas associated with the depot maintenance of 

generators. Work functions indude disassembly, cleaning, examination, parts 

reconditioning, assembly, test and preservation. 

DRAFT 

-D24- 



DoD 4151.18-H 
Draft  August 1994 

C. Ennine. Covered areas associated with the depot maintenance of 

engines. Work functions include disassembly, cleaning, examinations, parts 

reconditioning, assembly, test and preservation. 

D. Accessories and Com~onents. Covered areas associated with 

processing generator and engine accessories and components. 

E. Support E uipment. Covered areas associated with processing 

generator set general and special support equipment, including calibration 

functions. 

F. Manufacture and Re~air .  Covered areas which are not an integral part 

of other categories previously prescribed, and which contribute to generator set 

repair operations by such work functions as painting and plating; rubber 

products fabrication and repair; machine and metal repair and fabrication; etc. 

G. Test and Calibration Area. Those areas, either covered or uncovered, 

which are used to test or calibrate engines and generators. The equipment can 

be either installed on the chassis or on special test stands. 

H. Other. Those areas used to perform productive work that not 

included in categories A. through F., above. Includes work performed in other 

than covered facilities and away from the facility by field teams, etc. 

I. General Shop Support. Those covered spaces which are used in 

providing general support to all generator set production operations. General 
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support includes functions such as management, supervision, engineering, 

clerical functions, plant maintenance, central or general storage, quality 

assurance, and materials testing. This category includes offices, cafeterias, 

supervisors' work space, shop parts storage areas, main aisles, wash and 

dressing areas, dispatching facilities, inspection facilities, etc., that are an 

integral part of shop areas defined above. 

X. GENERAL PURPOSE EOUIPMENT PRODUCTION SHOP CATEGORIES 

A. Rail Equipment. Covered areas associated with processing 

locomotives, rolling stock, and their associated accessories and components and 

supporting equipment. Work functions include cleaning, stripping, disassembly, 

repair, overhaul, reassembly, and test. 

B. General Purpose Maintenance Tooline and Esui~ment.  Covered areas 

associated with processing, metal cutting, wood worldng, general purpose test 

equipment, tools and fixtures. Work functions include cleaning, disassembly, 

parts rework, repair, modification, reawembly, and check and test. 

C. Other. That area used to perform productive work on general purpose 

equipments not included in categories A. through B., above. Includes work 

performed in outside areas and away from the production facility by field teams. 

D. General Shop Support. Those covered areas which are used in 

providing general support to all general purpose equipment production 

operations. General support includes function such as management, - .-. - .- 
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supervision, engineering, clerical functions, central or general storage, quality 

assurance, and check and test. This category includes offices, cafeterias, 

supenisory work space, shop parts storage areas, main aisles, wash and 

dressing areas, dispatch points, inspection facilities, etc., that are an integral part 

of shop areas defined above. 
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APPENDIX 

CAPACITY AND UTILIZATION FORMAT 

Reporting Component /Command: 
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APPENDIX F 

CORE METHODOLOGY 

In order to quantify CORE and relate it back to the contingency requirements, it is 

necessary to develop a workload sizing methodology. The most important aspect of 

this methodology is that it is driven by the contingency scenario, rather than a 

requirement from the maintenance depot. 

A brief explanation of a conceptual depot mdintenance CORE sizing methodology 

approach is provided below. The conceptual steps are identified by the alpha 

characters. 

a. Identify the speafic types and the quantity of mission essential equipment to be 

used in the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) approved contingency scenario(s). 

b. Determine a workload experience factor per unit based on known usage for each 

item of equipment. Make conversions based on applicable failure factors, op tempo - 
adjustments, and scenario driven environmentallattrition factors. 

c. Compute scenario depot maintenance workload based on scenario readiness and 

sustainability requirements. 

d. Determine depot skills required to support scenario requirements expressed in 

direct labor hours, days, or other appropriate measure. 
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e. Adjust for depot surge capaaty. This provides the conversion necessary to account 

for the difference between peacetime and surge production capacity. 

f. Calculate basic CORE workload requirements. 

g. Apply an efficiency1 economy factor to keep the required minimum CORE support 

effort from being exorbitantly and prohibitively expensive. 

h. Determine peacetime CORE requirement. 

i. Non-CORE workload is the difference between current or planned total peacetime 

workload and peacetime CORE requirements. 

The capaaty determined as the result of the CORE methodology computation is not the 

total capaaty required. Capacity is also needed to handle "last source" repa3 

requirements, cost control (competed workload), and rationally justified reserve 

capaaty. CORE is computed as a reasonable statement of workload needed to establish 

and maintain contingency-driven weapon system support capabilities. - 
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
H E A D Q U A R T E R S  UNITED STATES A I R  F O R C E  

WASHINGTON DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Ms Ann Reese) 

FROM: HQ US AF/RT 

SUBJECT: USAF BRAC '95 Depot information 

The attached data is forwarded in response to your request for separate COBRA 

files for each installation in the Air Force's consolidation recommendation (reference 

questions to AF/LGM on 16 March and fax to AF/RTR on 18 March). Please note '1  

five COBRA files were created with the same data used in our Air Force conso1ida:jon 

recommendation. That recommendation was based on aggregate actions for all fin. e 

depots, so it is not appropriate to compare or examine each installation in I<-nlati!tn. 

r P1ase feel free to call if there are any questions. My point of contact is Lt Col 

Louise Eckhardt, DSN 225-4578. 

/*g &>L/ 

 JAY^. BLUhlE. Jr., hi;.! (';en, I-'S!lF 
/ G c i a i  As: ,tap4 T i !  the CSAF f o r  

Realignmeilt a~,,l Tri1i1siti.1~. 



COBRA REkLIGNKENT SUt+WlY (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:17 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Hill AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREAKOUT\HILLO~~~.(BR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOVT\DEPOT.SFF 

Starting Year : 1996 
F i ~ l  Year : 1996 
ROI Year : Nwer 

N W  in 2015 ( S K I  : 46,726 
1-Time Cost fSK) : 41.917 

Net Costs ( S K I  Constant 
1996 

Dollars 
1997 Total Beyond 

nilcon 6.197 
Person 0 
Overhd 445 
w i n g  2,706 
Missio 0 
Other 4,412 

Total 
----- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 0 0 

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

POSITI?!:S kEAtI2hZ:D 
Off 0 
En1 0 
stu 0 
Civ 0 
TOT 0 

SurrPnaq.: - - - - - - - -  
COBRA File 1 of 5. This IS NOT a stand-alone file. 

At the request of the DBRCA, separate COBRA files for each installation 
were created using the same data previously used for the Air Force's 
coxolidatisn recommendation. The recommendation :and data ssed to develop 
the COB& files was based on a package appro.,ch and it is nct appropriate 
to examine each inscallation in isolation. Tne data used in this file is 
simply a shred-out of the data used for the TRC portion of the recommendation. 



COBRh REALIGNMENT SUNN?+RY (COB= v5.08)  - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:17 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Hill AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOW\HIUO323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO8\BREAKOOT\DEWT.SFF 

(1(1 Costs ISK)  Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 1998 Total - - - - -  

18,590 
0 

6.357 
8,200 

0 
13,370 

Beyond ------ 
0 
0 

1,000 
0 
0 
0 

----  ---- ---- 
MilCon 6,197 3.098 3.098 
Person 0 0 0 
Overhd 493 893 1,093 
Moving 2,706 2,706 2,788 
nicsio 0 0 0 
Other 4,412 4,412 4,546 

Savings (SKI Constant 
1996 

Dollars 
1997 Total ----- 

0 
0 

1,719 
0 
0 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 
0 

574 
0 
0 
0 

HilCon 
Person 
Overhd 
Moving 
Missio 
Other 

TOTAL 48 14 3 238 



TOTAL OhZ-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 1/6 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:03 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Hill AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASOB\BREAKOUT\WILLO323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BRW(O~\DEPOT.SFF 

11 (All values in Dollars) 

Qtcg0r.Y -------- 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 
Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
unemployment 

Total - Personnel 
Overhead 

Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 
Moving 

Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Kilitary Movin: 
Freight 
One-Time Mwing Costs 

Total - Moving 
Ocher 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 

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

One-Time Savings 
Military Constr~ction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoi~zces 
Military Moving 
LanZ Sales 
One-Trme Movins Savings 
EnvironaenZil tqir-gacio~ Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 0 

Total Net One-'-me Costs 41,917,500 



:NPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA vS.08) 
Data As Of 18~12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:03 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Hill AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBFASO8\BRW(OUT\HILL0323.CBR 
Std Fctrs file : C:\COBRA508\BREAXOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 
Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Baae Name --------- 
HILL. UT 
ICELLY. TX 
UCCLELLAN. CA 
ROBINS, CA 
TINKER, OK 

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

Sunmary : -------- 
COBRA File 1 of 5. This IS NOT a stand-alone file. 

At the request of the DBRCA, separate COBRA files for each installation 
were created using the same data previously used for the Air Force's 
consolidation recommendation. The recomendation (and data used to develop 
the COBRA files) were based on a package approach and it is not appropriate 
to examine each installation in isolation. The data used in this file is 
simply a shred-out of the data used for the TRC portion of the recommendation. 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: ---------- 
HILL, UT 
HILL, m 
HILL, UT 
BILL, UT 
KELLY, TX 
KELLY, nt 
KELLY, T X  
MCCLELLAN, CA 
MCCLELLAN. CA 
ROBINS, GA 

To Base: 
-------- 
KELLY, TX 
MCCLEUAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
MC-LLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
TINKER, OK 

INPL? SCREEN THREE - MO\TKENT TABLE 

INPUT SC?EEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: HILL, 

Total Officer Employees: 617 
Total Enlisted Employees: 3,949 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 8,691 
Mil Families Living On tiase: 31.0% 
Civa1:ans h'3t Filling To Kove: 6.0% 
Cfficer Housing Uniis k~ail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Ur.:ts Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities ( Y S F )  : 13,772 
Officer VHh (S/Mon:h) : 0 
R.lisred t?ih (S/W--,-lth) : 2 6 
Per Diem Rate ($!Day) : 98 
Freight Cost lS,'Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
Communications (SK/Year) : 
BOS Non- Payroll (SK/Year) : 
BOS Payroll (SK/Year) : 
Faeily Housing ($I:/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat (S/Vislt) : 
CHkYFUS Shift to Medicare: 
Actavity Code: 

Distance : 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unlque Activity Information: 



INPVT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.081 - Page 2 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:03 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Hill AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO8\BRW(OVT\HILL0)23.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOVT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPm S W E N  FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 
Name: KELLY. TX 

Total Officer Employees: 801 
Total Enlisted Employees: 3,419 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 12.678 
Mil Families Living On Base: 14.0% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 16,316 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 106 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 8 0 
Per Diem Race ($/Day) : 97 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Naw: MCCLELLAN, CA 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Hc-sing Units Ava;:: 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mile) : 

Name : ROBINS. GA 

Total Officer Employees: 739 
Total Enlisted Employees: 3,269 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Evloyees: i1.119 
Mil Families Livin~ On Base: 54.01 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
T o t a l B a s e F a c i l i t i e s ( K S F ) :  13,709 
Officer VHA fS/Month: : 5 6 
Enlisted W A  ($/Month) : 3 5 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 69 
Freight Cost f$/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Name : TINKER. OK 

Total -fficer Employees: 1,430 
Total Enlisted Employees: 5,095 
Total Studem Employees 0 
Total Cirvillk7 Employees : 11,678 
Nil Famiiles -ivino On Base: 7.5% 
Civilians tic: Hilling To Move: 6.0% 
Officer HousLng Unlts Avail: 0 
Enlisted Houslng Units Avail: 0 

Total Base Facilities(KSF): 14,607 
0ff:cer \'HA iS/Month) : 16 
En:-stec .JiA ($/Month) : 19 
Pe: Diem Race ($/Day1 : 7 7 
Fre:~ht Cost 'S/Ton/Kile) : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
Conrnunicationa (SK/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing (SK/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comrmnications (SK/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll (SWYear) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAWUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Ififormation: 

RFMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Conmunications (SK/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
BOS Payroll !$K/Year) : 
Family Hous~ng (SK/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
W P U S  In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Actl-~ity Informatior. 

RPMA Non-Pa)~oll ($K/Year) : 
Conanu.lcatlcns ($K/Yaar) : 
BOS Norr-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
E3S Payroll f$K/Yearl : 
Family Housing (SK/Year', : 
Area Ccst Factor: 
CHAMPUC In-Pat ($/Visit1 : 
CIAMPL': 3ut-Fa: ($/Visit) : 

CLLkl?US Shift tc. Medicare : 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner. Jssistance Program: 
Unique Actl-.-ity Infcmatlc-: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA vS. 08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995. Report Created 10:03 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Hill AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO~\BREAKOVT\HILL~~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO~\BREAKOVT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 
Mac: HILL. VT 

1-TI= Unique Cost (SKI : 
I-Time Unique Save (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Cost ($I() : 
1-~ime Moving Save (SK) : 
Env Non-Milcon Reqd(SK): 
Activ Mission Cost (SK) : 
Activ Mission Save (SKI : 
Uisc Recurring Cost (SKI : 
Mi8c Recurring Save (SKI : 
Luad (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI : 
Construction Schedule (t) : 
Shutdown Schedule (8) : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 
Fun Housing Avoidnc (SKI : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 
CHMFQS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

Name: KELLY, TX 

1-Tine Unique Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI : 
1-Time Mwing Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Save (SK) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SK) : 
Activ Missior. Cost (SKI : 
Activ Mission Save (SIC) : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Save ($1:) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI : 
Construction Schedule (t) : 
Shutdown Schedule (t) : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK1 : 
Fur. Housing Avoidnc (SKI : 
Procureme:. Avoidnc (SK) : 
CHWPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CKAMPUS Cut-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (YSF) : 

Name: M C C E W ,  3 

1-Time Unique Cost 'SKI : 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI : 
1-Time Movinc Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Yavino Save (SIC) : 
Env Non-F:ilCon ieqd(SKi : 
Activ Missior. Cost ($1:) : 
Activ Missior. Save ( f  K) 
Misc Recurrin~ Cost (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Save (SK; 
Land (-2uy/-Sales) (SKI : 
Construction Echtjule (tl : 
Sbutdohz Schec~ie ( % :  : 
HilCon ::st hvoidx~c (SK) : 
Fam Hour: I:? Avoidnc (SKI : 
Procuremr~.t Avcidnc (SK) : 
CHAYF'L" In-;\;: ::.n:s/?r : 

W P i ' S  0u:-Patirr.cs/Yr: 
Facil Shut33wn (KSF) : 

4,412 4,546 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

2,706 2,788 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

600 800 1.000 1,000 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
Ot 0 t Ot 0 t 
Ot Ot ot Ot 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDovn: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 t 0 t ot 0 % 

0% 0 I 0% 0 I 
0 0 0 C 
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 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 % 0% 0% 0 I 
0 % Ot 0% 0 I 
0 0 0 C 
0 0 0 C 
0 0 0 C 
0 0 0 C 
0 0 0 C 

Perc Family Housing ShutDohn: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA vS.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:03 03/26/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Hill AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO~\BREAKOVP\HILLO~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : c : \ c o B R A ~ O ~ \ B R E A K O V P \ D E ~ . S F F  

INPVI SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 
Name: ROBINS, GA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI: 
1-Time W i n g  Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI : 
Emf Non-MilCon Reqd (SKI : 
Activ Mission Cost (SKI : 
Activ Mission Save (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SK) : 
Miac Recurring Save (SKI : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI : 
Construction Schedule(II: 
Shutdown Schedule 1%) : 
nilcon Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 
F m  Housing Avoidnc ($10 : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 
CHAPPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Pacil ShutDown IKSF) : 

Name: TINKER, OK 
1996 -- 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Unique Save (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI : 
I-Tirne Moving Save (SKI : 
E~IV Non-MilCon Reqd (SKI : 
Activ Mission Cost (SKI : 
Activ Missior Save (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Save (SK) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI : 
Construction Schedule (I) : 

Shutdown Schedule (I) : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SK) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SKI : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMFWS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDovn (KSF) : 

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

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

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

0 0 0 0 
0% 0 I 0% 0 I 
0% OI OI OI 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

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

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

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 I 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0 Z 0 I 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

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

Perc Family Housing ShutDovn: 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION IhTOWATION 
Name: HILL, 'd'; 

Description Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total CocL(SX) 
------------  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
TRC Rearr/Renovate OTHER 0 204,000 4,590 
Squeeze down Cost O n E R  0 40C.000 14,000 



INPVT DATA REPORT (COBRA 6.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995. Report Crested 10:03 03/28/1995 

Department : lrir Force 
Option Package : Hill AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRMO8\BRWUCO~\HILLO323.~R 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BRUU(OUT\DEPOT.SFF 

mANMRD FACTORS SCREm ONE - PERSONNEL 
Percent Officers Married: 76.801 
Percent Enlisted Married: 66.901 
EnlirtedHousingMilCon: 80.001 
Officer Salary ($/Year) : 78,668.00 
Off B M  with Dependents($): 7,073.00 
Etllirted Salary(S/Yearl: 36,148.00 
Enl BAQ with Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Wnemploy Corrt(S/Weekl: 174.00 
Wnnaployarnt Eligibility (Weeks) : 18 
CivilianSalary(S/Yearl: 46,642.00 
Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.001 
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.001 
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.001 
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39. 001 
SF File Derc: Depot Factors 

ST- FACTORS S-EN TWO - FACILITIES 

RRR Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPKA vs population) : 0.54 

(Indices are w e d  as exponents) 
Pregram Uanagmmt Faczor: 10. 001 
Caretaker M m i n  (SF/Care) : 162.00 
mthball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor OuaRers (SF) : 256.00 
A- Family Quarters(SF) : 1,320.00 
APPDET.m Inflation Rates: 
1996: 6.001 1997: 2.901 1998: 3.001 

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.001 
Priority Placement Service: 60.001 
PPS Action8 Involving PCS: 50.001 
Civilian PCS Costs ( $ 1  : 28,800.00 
CivilianNew Hire Cost(S1: 4,000.00 
Nat Median Home Price ($1 : 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.001 
Max Home Sale Reimburs ($1 : 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.001 
Hax Home Purch Reinburs($) : 11.191.00 
Civ-lian Hwouning Rate: 64. 001 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.901 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.001 
RSE Home Value Reimburrre Rate: 0.001 
RSE Harouner Receiving Rate: 0.001 

Rehab vs. New Milan Cost: 
Info Uanagement Account: 
Milcon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 
Inflaticn Rate for W.RPT/ROI: 

FACPORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 
Material/Assigned Person(Lb) : 710 
HRG Per Off Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
RHG Per En: Family (Lbl : 9,000.00 
ERG Per Mil Single (Lb) : 6,400.00 
HHG Per Civilia (Lb) : 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 
Air Transport ($/Pass Miir) : C.20 
Vdsc Exp ($/Direct Employ/ : 700.00 

Equip Pack h Qate($/Tonl: 
Mil Light Vehicle ($/Milel : 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle ($/Pile1 : 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mile1 : 
Avg Mil Tour Length (Years1 
Routine PCS (S/Pers/Tourl : 
One-Time Off PCS Cost ( $ 1  : 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost ( $ 1  : 

-PARD FACI'ORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
Catejory -------- 
Rorizontal 
Uarerfront 
Air Opera~icxs 
Operatiax: 
Am-. - , -. --- 

....-a*-- =-lye 
Sc!? 1 b--1dings 
?4ain:emce Shops 
Bachelcz Varters 
Family Guaz:ers 
Coveret Storage 
Dining Facilities 
Recreatlo- iac:; t ties 
Cmal:atlc.cr Fccil 
Shipyard err-enL:;ce 
R3T & E Ft=;,:ties 
POL Pccrace 
&~r.:.nrtior. Stcrage 
Me<-oal facilities 
Env~rcrimen:al 

UM $/OM 
-- ----  
(SY 0 
(LFI 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF: 0 
(EA! 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF1 0 
I SF) 0 
! X I  0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(BLI 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
( 0 

Category Ut4 S /uM 
-------- - - - - - -  
Optional Category A ( 1 0 
Optional Category B ( I 0 
Optional Cate~oq C ( 1 0 
Optional Categor- D ( 1 0 

Optional Categsnr E ( I 0 
Optional Categox). F ( 0 
Optional Category G ( 0 
O~tional Category K ( I 0 
Optional Category I ( I 0 
Option; : =ategory J 1 0 
Optional Category I( ( ) 0 
Optional Category L ( 1 0 
0p:lonal Categor)' 1 0 
Optional Category C I ) 0 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 0 
Op:ional Category P ( 0 
Optional Cateqory Q ( C 
Optional Category K ( ) 0 



COBRk RERLIGNME~? SU?-¶MhRY lCOEM ~5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 17:59 03/23/1995. Report Created 10:18 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Kelly AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO~\BREAKOUT\KEUO~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOL7T\DEPOT.SFF 

Startrng Year : 1996 
~insl year : 1998 - 
ROI Year : 1999 (1 Year) 

N W  in 2015($K) : -265,174 
1-Time Cost (SK) : 29,731 

Net Costs (SK) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

nil Con 10,053 5,027 

Person 0 0 

Ovcrhd 239 629 

W i n g  808 808 

Hissio 0 0 

Other 1,760 1,760 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ----  ---- ---- ---- ---- ---.. 
WSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 1 0 0 0 

En1 0 0 9 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 4 58 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 468 0 0 0 

WSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 0 
En1 0 
stu 0 
Civ 0 
TOT 0 

"-?'I 
COBRA File 2 of 5. This IS NOT a stand-alone file. 

Total -----  

Total ----- 

Beyond ------  
0 

-21,776 
-503 

0 
0 
0 

At the request of the DBRCA, separate COB= files for each installation 
were created using the same data previously used for the Air Force's 
consolidation recommendation. The recommendation (and data used to develop 
the COBRA files) was based on a package approach and it is not appropriate 
to examine each installation in isolation. The data used in this file is 
simply a shred-out of :he data used for the TRC portion of the recommendation. 



C O B U  RRE~LIG~TLPT SUKVARY ( C G 6 M  v5.08 1 - Fage 2 / 2  
Data As Of 1 7 ~ 5 9  03/23/1395. Report Created 10:18 03/26/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Kelly AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAK07JT\KE~L0323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASOB\BREAKOVT\DEMT.SFF 

Costs (SKI Constant 
1996 

Dollars 
1997 Total Beyond - - - - - -  

0 
0 

1.000 
0 
0 
0 

nilcon 10,053 
Person 0 
Overhd 239 

w i n g  808 
Hirsio 0 
Other 1,760 

!Savings ( S K I  Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
---- ---- 

MilCon 0 0 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 0 0 

Moving 0 0 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

Total -----  
5.100 
76,221 

5,391 
0 
0 

0 

Beyond 

TOTAL 0 0 11,776 28,379 23,279 23,279 



TCTXL C::E-TLM COST REPORT (COBRA V5.08) - Page 1/6 
Data ks Of 17:55 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:08 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Optlon Package : Kelly AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO8\BREAKOVP\KEUO323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO8\BREAKOVT\DEPOT.SFF 

(All values in Dollars1 

C.tegory 
- - - - - * - -  

Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Informtion Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 
Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemp loyment 

Total - Personnel 
Overhead 

Program Planning Support 
tbthball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Uoving 
Civilian Mgving 
Civilian PPS 
Military Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 
Other 
W / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 1(1 one-lime unique coscs 

Total - Other 

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

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 29.730,808 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 5,100,000 
Family Ho.asing Cost Avoidances 0 
Milita--y Movlng 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmenral Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Totzl One-Time Sz'rings 5,100,000 

Total Net Osr -Time Costs 2 4 . 6 3 ~  608 



. ,....- , . . r , .  Ckyk hZPORT (COBRA v5.08 1 
Data As Of i7:59 03/23/1995. Report Created 10:08 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Kelly AFB 
Scenario File : C : \ C O B R A ~ ~ ~ \ B R E A K O U T \ K E U ~ ~ ~ ~ . C B R  
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 
W e 1  Year One : FY 1996 

W e 1  does Time-Phasing of C~nstruction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name --------- 
HILL. UT 
KELLY, TX 
UCaELtAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TIHXER. OK 

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

Sumnary : -------- 
COBRA File 2 of 5. This is not a stand-alone file. 

At the request of the DBRCA, separate COBRA files for each installation 
were created using the same data previously used for the Air Force's 
consolidation recommendation. The recommendation (and data used to develop 
the COBRA files) were based on a package approach and it is not appropriate 
to examine each installation in isolation. The data used in this file is 
simply a shred-out of the data used for the TRC portion of the recommendation. 

INPGT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base : 

HILL, VT 
HILL, UT 
HILL. UT 
HILL, UT 
KEiLY,  n; 
KELLY, TX 
E - Z Y ,  TX 
ucmLLAN, 
M C C X W ,  
ROBINS, GA 

To Base: 
--------  
KELLY. TX 
MCCLELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
MCCLEiLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
TINKER, OK 

INFVT S W E N  THREE - MC'TYSNT TABLE 

SCREEN FOUR - STATiC BASE INFOP..~ATIOh' 

Name: HI'LL, UT 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Emp;oyees: 
Total Studenr Employees: 
Total ClvLlian Employees: 
Mil Far.;. :es Living On bt se : 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer GQuslng Units Avail: 
Enlisted Houslng Uzits Avail: 
Total Brse Frcilities(KSF) : 
Officer ::Ah ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VWi ($/Month) : 
Per Dier Fs:e ($/Day1 : 
Frerghr Cc. IS/Ton/Mile) : 

RPMA Non-Payrc ll (SK.'Year) : 
Communications ISK/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
EDS Payroll (SY/Year) : 
Fc~il:. Housl3q (SK/Ytarl : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CiMPUS In-Pat (S/Vislt) : 
CHAMPUS ..tt-Pat ($/Visit' : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code. 

Distance : 

Homeowner P.ss:scance Prooram: 
Unique Actlvity Info-matlcn: 



:NPLT 2ATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Dace As Of 17:59 03/23/1995. Report Created 10:OB 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Kelly AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BRW(OUT\KELLO323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREAKOVT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: KELLY. TX 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisced Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mile) : 

Name: MCCLELLAN, CA 

Total Officer Employees: 449 
Total Enlisted hnpioyees: 2,325 
Total Student Employeee: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 8,882 
nil Families Living On Base: 32.01 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities(KSF) : 11,516 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 168 
Enlisted VWk ($/Month) : 12 6 
Per Diem Rate (S/Day) : 101 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Name: RCIBINS, GA 

Total Officer Enployees: 
Total Enlisred Em~loyees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civil-an Err.ployees: 
Mil Families Livrr.5 On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Mcve: 
Officer Housing Unlts Avail: 
Enlisted Hcasing Units 'vail: 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 
Officer \WA LS/Mon:h) : 
Enlisted VKA (S/Monzh) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mile! : 

Name: TIi:.+l.i, 91: 

Total Officer Employees: 1,430 
To:al EnlisteZ Empiiyees: 5 , 9 9 5  
Total Student 5-cloyees: 0 
Total C~vilian Er,.,ioyees: 11,676 
Mil Farr.: 1-es Liv:ng On Base : 7.5% 
C=vi:ianz Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Xousrng L'?ics Avail: 0 
Enlisted Hocsln~ 3r.its Avail: 0 
Total Ease Fac~l:c~es(KSF) : 14,6;7 
Offacer VIik (S/Kcr.rhi : 16 
Enlisted IF$>. lS/t.;c:.cn) : 19 
Per Diem Rate . : ,'Cz)'\ : 77 
Freight Ccsr ; f  /Tcn/P!iiz C.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Commnications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll l$K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll (SK/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
(3IAMPW In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comrmnications (SK/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
BOS Payroll (%/Year) : 
Family Housing (SK/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CKAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHhMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
Communications (SK/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
BOS Payroll (SK/Year) : 
Famiiy housing (Sf;/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat (S/V:sit! : 

W P U S  Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code : 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
CommrJ r z t  (SY /Year) : 
BOS Non . Gayroll ($K/Year) : 
BDS Payroll lSE/Year) : 
Family Housing (SK/Year) : 
Area Cosr Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
W P U S  Shifc to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner.Assistance Prosram: 
Unique Ac:ivi ry Infonnatlcn: 



::;PLY ;Xi\ hf PORT ~ C O B K ~  v5.08 1 - Page 3 
Data As Of li:59 03/23/1995. Report Created 10:08 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Kelly AFB 
Scenarlo File : C:\COBRR~O~\BRW\KOVT\KELLO~~~.~R 
Std Fctrs file : C:\CQBRA508\BREAKOVP\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: HILL. m 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 
I-Time Unique Save (SKI : 
I -  rime Moving Cost (SKI : 
1-Time W i n g  Save (SK) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd(SK) : 
k t i v  Mission Cost (SKI : 
Activ Mission Save (SKI : 
nioc Recurring Cost (SK) : 
Hisc Recurring Save (SK) : 
L.nd (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI : 
Construction Schedule (t) : 
Shutdown Schedule (t) : 
nilcon Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SKI : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 
=PUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

Name: ELLY. TX 

1-Time Onique Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Hoving Save (SK) : 
Eov Non-UilCon Reqd (SK) : 
Activ Mission Cost (SKI : 
Activ Mission Save (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Save (SKI : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule (4) : 
Shutdown Schedule (I) : 
UilCor. Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 
Fan Hcusing Avoidnc (SK) : 
Procure~ent Avoidnc (SK) : 
CHAUPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
(UAMPUS Out-Patien;s/Yr: 
Facil ShutDovn lKSF) : 

Name: MCCLEUAN, CA 
1996 

1-Time Unique Cost (SF:) : 
1-Tme Unique Save (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Save (SK) : 
Env Non-KilCon Reqd (SKI : 
Activ Mission Cost (SKI : 
hcriv Mission Save (SK) : 
Kisc Recurring Cost (SKI : 
Misc Recurrins Save f SK) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (St0 : 
Const-nction Schedule (I) : 
Shutdown Schedule (I) : 
nilcon Cost Avoi&.c (SK) : 
Fan Housing Avoidnc (Slc ) : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 
CHAMPUS In-Patlents/Yr: 
CHAYPUS Out-Pacients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
Ot ot Ot 0 I 
0% Ot Ot 02 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShucDown: 

---- - - - -  - - --  - - - -  
1,760 1,813 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

808 832 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

600 800 1,000 1,000 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 I 0 % 0s 0 I 
0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 
0 0 5,100 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 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0 % 0% 0 I 
0% 0% 0 I 0 I 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

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

Perc Family Houslng ShutDown: 



i:;FL'T ZATA KEPOZT ( C O B w  v 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 5 

Data As Of 17:59 03/23/1995. Report Created 10:08 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Kelly AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKW\KEU0323.CBR 
Std Fccrs File : C:\COBRA508\BR&AKOUT\DEWT.SFF 

I N W T  SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 
Name: ROBINS, GA 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 
1-Tame Unique Save (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK) : 
I -Time Moving Save (SKI : 
E m  Non-MilCon Reqd (SKI : 
Activ Mission Coat (SKI : 
Activ Mission Save (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Save (SKI : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI : 
Construction Schedule ( % I  : 
Shutdown Schedule (I) : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SKI : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CIW4Pll.S Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF1 : 

Name: TINKER, OK 
1996 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI : 
1-Time Mwing Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Save (SK) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SKI : 
Acriv Kission Cost (SKI : 
Activ kssion Save (SK) : 
Wisc Recu-'ring Cost (SKI : 
Hisc Rearring Save :CR) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ISK) : 
Construction Schedule ( % I  : 
Shutdown Schedule ( I t )  : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 
Fam Housing Avoihc (SKI : 
Procuremen: Avoidnc (SKI : 
CWAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0 I 0% 0% 
0 2 0% 0% 0 I 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

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

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0 I 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 02 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 C 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

INPUT SCREEJ SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: E L L Y ,  'iX 

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Str: Force S t m c  Change: 
Off Scenario Chanc, : 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Cixv Scrr,ario : 

Off Chsnge (No Sai Save) : 
En: ma-ge(No Sal Save): 
Civ Change ( N o  Sal Save) : 
Caretakers - Kilitary: 
Caretakers - C1:-ilian: 



Ih'P'JY LATh hEPORT [COBRA v5.08 I - Page 5 
Data As Of.;7:55 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:08 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Kelly AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO8\BRW;OLT\KEUO323.CBR 
Srd Fctrs File : C:\COBRASOB\BREAKOLJT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCPION INFORMATION 

Description Cat eg New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost (SKI ------------ -----  ---------- ------------ -------------- 
TRC Rearrhenovate OTHER 0 181,000 4,080 
Squeeze Down Costs OTHER 0 316,000 11.000 

STANDARD FACIDRS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 
Percent Officers Married: 76.801 
Percent Enlisted Married: 66.901 
Enlisted Housing MilCon: 80.001 
Officer Salary (S/Year) : 78,668.00 
Off BAQ with Dependents($): 7,073.00 
Enlisted Salary ($/Year) : 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ with Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 
Dnrmployment Eligibility (Weeks) : 18 
Civilian Salary(S/Yearl : 46,642.00 
Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.001 
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.001 
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.001 
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.001 
SF File Desc: Depot Factors 

STANDARD FACIDFS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs population) : 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.001 
Caretaker Admin (SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters (SF) : 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters (SF) : 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.001 
Priority Placement Service: 60.001 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.001 
Civilian PCS Costs ($1 :  28,800.00 
Civilian New Hire Cost I S )  : 4,000.00 
Nat Median H a c  Price($): 114.600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reinburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5. OOt 
Max Home Purch Reimburs(S): 11,191.00 
Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.001 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.901 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.001 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
Info Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
HilCon Site Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 
Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STAND%? FACTORS SCREEN T a E E  - TRANSPORTATION 
Material/Assigned Person:>): 710 
IMG Per Off Family (Lb) : 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb) : 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb) : 6,400.00 
HXC Per Civilian (Lb) : 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 
Air Transporz :S/Fars Mile) : 0.20 
Misc EX= (S/Dlrect Employ1 : 700.00 

Equip Pack h Crate ($/Ton) : 284.00 
Mil Light Vehicle($/Mile) : 0.43 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Milel: 1.40 
POV ileimbursement ($/Mile) : 0.18 
AT Mil Tour Length (Years) : 4.10 
RoutinePCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-TimeOff PCSCcsr:$): 9,142.00 
One-TimeEnlPCSCost(5): 5.761.00 



IKP;TT DhTh REPORT (COBRA vS.08) - Page 6 
Data AS Of 17:59 03/23/1995. Report Created 10:08 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Kelly AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\KELLO323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO8\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFf 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - 
atcgory - - - - - - - - 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
Air Operations 
Operational 
Administrative 
School Buildings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Family Ouarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Facilities 
Recreation Facilities 
Comunications Facil 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDf & E Facilities 
POL Storage 
Anmunition Storage 
Medical Facilities 
Environmental 

UM - - 
(SY! 
(LF) 
(SF) 
(SF1 
(SF) 
(SF1 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(EA) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF1 
(SF) 
(SF) 
IBL) 
(SF) 
(Sf 
( 1 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category UM -------- - - 
Optional Category A ( 1 
Optional Category B ( ) 

Optional Category C ( 1 
Optional Category D ( I 
Optional Category E ( ) 
Optional Category F ( ) 

Optional Category G ( ) 

Optional Category H ( I 
Optional Category I ( I 
Optional Category J ( 

Optional Category K ( ) 

Optional Category L ( I 
Optional Category M ( ) 

Optional Category N ( 1 
Optional Category 0 ( 1 
Optional Category P ( 1 
Optional Category Q ( 
Optional Category R ( 



;-BRA hEI\;IGhYL\i SXJT"W&k' tcji)hh V 5 .  0e I - kdge 1/2 
Data hs of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Creaced 10.19 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : HcClellan AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO~\BREAKOUT\MCCLO~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOVT\DEpOTPOTSFF 

Startinu Year : 1996 
Final Year : 1996 

: Never 

NPV in 2015 (SKI : 44.305 
1-Time Cost (SK) : 41,680 

Net Costs ( S K I  Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 Total 

- - - - -  
19,070 

0 
4,394 
5,325 

0 
15.255 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
0 

253 
0 
0 
0 

WilCon 6,357 3,178 
Person 0 0 
Overhd 476 752 
w i n g  1,757 1,757 
Wissio 0 0 
Other 5,034 5,034 

Total 
- - - - -  ---- ---- ----  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 0 
En1 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off G 
En1 0 
Stu 0 
Civ 0 
TCT 0 

sumnary : 
--------  

(II COBRA File 3 of 5. This IS NOT a stand-alone file 

At the request of the DBRCh, separate COBRA files for each installation 
were created uslno the same data sreviously used for the Air Force's 
consolidation recornendation. The recommendatior. (and data used to develop 
the COERA files) was based on a package approach and it is not appropriate 
to examine each installation in isolation. The data used zn this file 2s 
si-ly a shred-out of the data used for the TRC portion of the recommendation. 



,-- ,ib- irF.ilkL:~NT&hT SiXYhRV ( C C E U  V S .  08) - Page i / 2  

Data ks Of 18:12 03/23/1995. Report Created 10:19 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : UcClellan AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\MM0323.CBR 
Std Fccrs file : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOVT\DEm.SFF 

Costs (SKI Constant Dollars 
Total Beyond 

nilcon 6,357 3,178 

person 0 o 
Werhd 538 938 

Moving 1,757 1,757 

Hissio 0 0 

Other 5.034 5,034 

Savings (SKI Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 Beyond 

nilcon 
Person 
Werhd 
w i n g  
Wissio 
Other 



- - -  --. 

...-.... . . - .A-  C:;E-T:P'& CCzT hEPOK7 ( C G a M  vi.Ctr - idgc ? / b  

Data hs Of 18::2 03/23/1995, heport Created 10:lO 03/26/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : ncclellan AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKDLlT\MCCLO323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKO~\DEPOT.SFF 

(All values in Dollars) 

- - -*----  

Construction 
Kilitary Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 
Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 
Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

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

Total - Moving 
Other 

W ' RSE 
Environments: Mitigation Costs 
One- Time Uniq-e Costs 

Total - Other 

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

Total One-Time Costs 41,680.000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-?-me Savings 
Ki1::hry Cons~ructior. Cosr Avoidance: 
Fam~iy Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Msving Savings 
Environmencal Mitigatian Savings 
One-Time Jnique Sav~ngs 

Tots: One-Time Savings 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 41,680,000 



----- - --  
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Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995. Report Created 10:lO 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Optron Package : McClellan AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOVT\MCCLO323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREMOVT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPm SCREEN OhT - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

iqllPI Model Year One : PI 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of C=nstruction/Shutdown: Yes 

Ease Name --------- 
HILL, UT 
KELLY, T X  
MCCUELLRN, CA 
ROBINS. GA 
TINKER, OK 

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

s u m r y  : -------- 
COBRA File 3 of 5. This IS NOT a stand-alone file. 

At the request of the DBRCA, separate COBRA files for each installation 
vere created using the same data previously used for the M r  Force's 
consolidation recommendation. The recarmendation (and data used to develop 
the COBRA files) were based on a package approach and it is not appropriate, 
to examine each installation in isolation. The data used in this file is 
simply a shred-out of the data used for the TRC portion of the reconnnendation. 

ZNPm SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base : - - - - - - - - - -  
HILL, UT 
HILL, UT 
HILL. rn 
HILL. UT 
KELLY, TX 
ICELLY, TX 
E i Y ,  TX 
MCCLELIJX, CA 
MtCdu':, UL 
ROEINS, G h  

To Base: -------- 
KELLY, TX 
McaELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
MCCLEUAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
ROBINS, Gh 
TINImt, OK 
TINICER, OK 

INPUT SCREEh' THREE - MOVEMEhT TABLE 

INPUT SEEEL FOUR - STATIC BASE INFOWTION 

Name: KILL, WI 

Total Officer Err.rloyees: 617 
Total Enlisted Er7loyees: 3.949 
Total Student Eirpioyees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 8,691 
Mil Families Livlng On Base: 31.0% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0k 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Axeail: 0 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 13,772 
Officer VHA ($/Nonth1 : 0 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 2 6 
Per D-em Rate ($/Day) : 9 8 
Fresght Cost (S/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
Communications (SK/Yearl : 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
BOS Payroll (SK/Yearl : 
Family Housing (SK/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHhMPUS In-Pat (S/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat (S/Vis~t) : 

CHM4FTJ.S Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Distance : 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 



I : . k , .  uh:h K t F 3 h l  ,COB= ~ 5 . 0 e )  - Page i 

Data A s  Of 18:i2 03/23/1995. Report Created 10:lO 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
OptLon Package : McClellan AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOVT\MCCLO323.CBR 
Srd Fctrs File : C:\COBRASOB\BREAKOVT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPV; SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION - Name: KELLY, 7-x 

Total Officer hnployees: 801 
Total Enlisted Employees: 3,419 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 12,678 
Mil Families Living On Base: 14.02 

Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6 . 0 2  
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0  
Tom1 Base Facilities (KSF) : 16,316 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 106 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 80 

Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 9 7 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Name: MCCLELWLN, CA 

Total Officer Employees: 449 
Total Enlisted Employees: 2,325 
Total Student Employees: 0  
Total Civilian Employees: 8,882 
Mil Families Living On Base: 32.01 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.01 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 

Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0  
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 11,516 
Officer VKA ($/Month) : 168 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 126 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 101 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Name: ROEINS, GA 

Total Officer Employees: 739 
Total Enlisted Employees: 3,269 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 11,119 
Hii Faxlies Livin~ On Base: 54.01 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.01 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 13.709 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 5 6 
Enlisted X?iA iS/Monch) : 35 
Per Diem Fate ($/Day) : 69 
Frelch: Cost (S/T:z,'Mile) : 0.07 

Name: T/I:IZR, OK 

Total Officer Em?Loyees: 1,430 
Total Enlisted Er;:,loyees: 5.995 
Total Student Empicyees: 0 
Tota: Civilian Employees: 11,678 
Mil Families Livlng On Base: 7.51 
Civilians Not Willinc To Move: 6.01 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
En1~s:ed Housing Units Avail: 0 
Tota: 3ase Tacilitles (KSF) : 14.6C7 
0:: icer V l Z  ($/Month) : 16 
Enilrcea tWL ($/Month) : 19 
Per Diem Rate (S/3ay) : 7 7 
Freipkr Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
QLAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications (SK/Yearl : 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
BOS Payroll (SK/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
Conmunicatxons ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
BOS Payroll (SK/Year) : 
Farn.1~ Hodsing i$I:!Year) : 

Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Hcneowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Infomrlon: 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SY/Year) : 
Cornrmnicat~ons (SK/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
6% Payroll (SK/Yearl : 
Family Housing 'SI','Year) : 

Area Cost Factor: 
W P U S  In-Tat tS/Vlslt): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V l s ~ c .  
CIiAYPUS Shlft to Mee~iare: 
Activ:ry Code: 

Homeowner~hssistance Program: 
Unique Activlty Information: 



. ,.-.- .,., -. LA?A hEPORT (COBRA v5.08 - Page 3 
Data As Of 1 b : l Z  03/23/1995, Report Created 10:10 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : McClellan AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\MCa0323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRAS08\BRERKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFOWTION 

1-rime Unique Cost (SKI : 
1-~ime Unique Save (SK) : 
1-rime Moving Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Save (SK) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SKI : 
Activ Mission Cost (SKI : 
~ c t i v  Mission Save (SKI : 
M s c  Recurring Cost (SK) : 
~ i s c  Recurring Save (SK) : 
b n d  (*Buy/-Sales) (SKI : 
construction Schedule (I) : 
Shutdown Schedule (I) : 
UilCon Cost Avoidnc (SK) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SKI : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 
CKMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out -Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (l(SF1 : 

Name: ICELLY, TX 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Emr Non-MilCon Reqd (SK) : 
Activ Hission Cost (SKI : 
Actlv Mission Save (SKI : 
Uisc Recurring Cost (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Save (SK) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule (I) : 
Shutdown Schedule (I) : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 
Fam Housing Avcidnc (SK) : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 
W T U S  In-Patients/Yr: 
m J S  Out -Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: MCCLELLAN, CA 

1996 
----  

1-Tlme Uriiquc Cost (SK) : 5,034 
1-Time Ur.ique Savc (:I:] : 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK) : 1.757 
I-Time Y~ving Save ( S K I  : 0 
F.nv I;?? -%lCon Read (SKI : 0 
Activ X~sslon Cost !SK) : 0 
Acriv Nission Save (SEl  : 0 
Misc Recurring C ~ S C  {SKI : 200 
Misc Recurring Sav- (SKI : 0 
Land -auy/-Sa~es) (SKI : 0 
Const~crion Sched,~le (5) : 3 I 
Shutccb~ C:"-dxl. ' 3  I : 0 I 
F!:1Z92 Ccs: hvc: :: ISK) : 0 
Fa;. E:us:nc Isc; x c  (SKI : 0 
Proc:rement hvo~inc (SKI : 0 
CXh!*!r:S In-Par;*-.-rtslYr: 0 
C?LL'!F:S C-z: - :a: - ents/Yr : C 

Facll ShuzDown (:<SF) : 1,624 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  ---- ---- ---- 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
or O t  01 0% 
01 Ot 0% 0 I 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
05 0% 0% 0% 
0 I 0 I 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 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

5,034 5,187 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

1.757 1.811 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

600 BOO 1.C30 1,COO 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 C 0 
0 I 0 I 0% 0;- 
0 5 05 0% O &  

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

Perc Farnzly Houslng Sh~tDown: 



;I;P;T 3ATA K E i 3 3 7  (CObRk ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Paae 4 

Data As Of 18:12 03/23/i595. Report Created 10:10 03/28/1995 

Department : Arc Force 
Option Package : McClellan AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO8\BRW(OUT\MCCLO323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOWT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPVT S W E N  FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

w Name: ROBINS, , 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK) : 
I-Time Unique Save (SK) : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Mwing Save (SKI : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SKI : 
k t i v  Mission Cost (SK) : 
Activ Mission Save (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SKI : 
Mimc Recurring Save (SKI : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule (t) : 
Shutdown Schedule (%)  : 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 
Fan Housing Avoidnc (SKI : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 
('JUMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CZUIMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

Name: TINKEP., OK 
1996 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK) : 
1-Time Unique Save (SK) : 
1-Time Mwing Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Mwing Save (SK) : 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SKI : 
Activ Mission Cost (SKI : 
Activ Mission Save (SKI : 
Pdsc Recurring Cost (SIC) : 
Misc Recurring Save (SK) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Construction Schedule : 

S h u t d m  Scheaule (t) : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 
Fan Housing Avoidnc (SKI : 
Procurement Avoidqc (SKI : 
CiiAKPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CSW4PUS Out-Patiencs/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF) : 

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

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

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
Ot 0% 0% 0 I 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ----  ---- - - - -  - - --  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
C 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
C t 05 0 % 0% 

0% 0 t 0 \ 0 5 
0 0 0 0 

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

0 0 0 0 
Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTF.UCTION INFORMATION 

Name: M?di.LRh', CA 

Description Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost .ZK) 
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
TRC Rearr/Renovate O%R 0 834,000 lE, 770 
Squeeze Down Ccsts OTHER 0 8,000 300 



Ih'FTT DATA REPORT (COBRA vS. 08) - I o jr - 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995. Report Created 10:lO 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : McClellan AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO~\BRW;OV~\MCCLO~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO~\BRW(OVP\DEPOT.SFF 

STANDARD FACrORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 
Percent Officers Married: 76.80% 
Percent Enlisted Married: 66.90% 
Enlisted Housing MilCon: -- 80.00% 
Officer Salary($/Year): 78,668.00 
Off BAQ with Dependents($): 7,073.00 
Enlisted Salary($/Year) : 36,148.00 
Enl  BAQ with Dependents ($1 : 5,162.00 
Avg Unenploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment Eligibility(Weeks) : 18 
Civilian Salary($/Year) : 46 G42.00 
Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.00t 
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.00% 
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% 
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF File Desc: Depot Factors 

SrPSJDARD FACK)RS S W E N  TWO - FACILITIES 
RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RFMA vs population) : 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 1O.OOt 
Caretaker Admin (SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters (SF) : 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters (SF) : 1,320.00 
APPDET-RPT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 0.002 1997: 2.90% 1995: 3.00% 

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Priority Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: SO. 00% 
Civilian PCS Costs ($1 : 28,800.00 
CivilianNew Hire Cost($): 4,000.00 
Nat Median Homc Price ($1 : 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reinburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Hax Home Purch Reimburs ($1 : 11,191.00 
Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
Info Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 
Disciunt Rate for NW.RET/ROI: 
Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 

PTANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 
Material/Assiyned Person (Lb) : 710 
HHG Per Off Family (Lb) : 14,500.00 
KHG Per En1 Family (Lb) : 9,000.00 
HHGPerMilSingle (Lb): 6.400.00 
HWG Per Civilian (Lb) : 18.000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 
Air ha.-svort ($/Pass Hile) : C.20 
Wsc Exp ($/Direct Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate ($/Ton) : 284.00 
Mil Light Vehicle ($/Mile) : 0.43 
fieavy/Spec Vehicle ($/Mile) : 1.40 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mile) : 0.18 
Avg Mil Tour Length (Years) : 4.10 
Routine PCSi$/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-Time Off PCS Cost ( $1  : 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PZS Cost ( $ 1  : 5,761.00 

STANDAXD FAmORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTPXYION 

Worazcnral 
Waterfront 
Air Operations 
Operational 
Administrar ive 
School Buildings 
Uaintenance Shops 
Bachelor p;:.rters 
Fa-:ly Vdhrcers 
Coverrt Storage 
Dining Fac~lities 
Recreazion Facilities 
ComiL?:cat~ozs Facil 
Ship). crc Mh . r. .nance 
FLY b f FaciL.raes 
PC Scor;.~e 
Arr.mirnlr~on Scorage 
Med:cal Tac:litles 
Envlrrrr ;?:a1 

- - - - - -  
!SY) 0 

(LF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF' 0 
(SF! o 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(SF) 0 
(EAI 0 
(Sf 1 0 
(SF' 0 
(Si, 0 
(SF! 0 
[ .CF!  0 
[S:. 0 
IF:. L 
SF)  0 
(SF) 0 
( 0 

Category UM S/UM 
-------- -- 
Optaorml ZatePory  A ( 1 
Optlonal Categor) B ( ) 

Opt.lcnal Category C ( ) 

Op:;onal Cateoory C ( ) 

Op:~onal Categcry E ( ) 

Optlonal Categcry F ( ) 

Opt-3-1 Catecor) G ( ) 

Opt a onal Car - a o q  H ( 1 
Optzlnal Cateoory I ( 

Opt .om1 Category J ( 

Q..onal Category K ( ) 

Optlonal =ategory L ( ) 

Optlonal C8:rgcry M ( 1 
Optlonal Caiegrory h' ( ) 

Optlonal Cecegcry 0 ( 1 
Optlocal C& eccry P ( 

Opcicnal Csre5:ry Q ( ) 

OpCronalCaceqc-yR ( ) 



COBRA REALIGNMENT S W M Y  (COBWI v5.08 I - Page 1/2 
Data h6 Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:13 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Robins h€B 
Scemrlo File : C:\COBRASO~\BRUUIOVP\ROBIO~~~.~R 
Std Fccrs File : C:\COBRASO8\BRW(OUT\DEPOT.SFF 

Starting Year : 1996 
Final Year : 1998 
ROI Year : 1999 (1 Year) 

NW in 2015 (SKI : -205.930 

1-Time Cosr (SKI : 29,387 

Net Costs ( S K I  Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 7,193 3,597 

Person 115 115 
Overhd 391 73 1 

Moving 2,342 2,342 
Missio 0 0 
Other 1,798 1.798 

TOTAL 11,840 8,584 1,206 -27,912 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 1 0 
mi 0 0 7 ,  0 
Civ 0 0 368 0 

TDT 0 0 376 0 

POSITIONS RWIGNED 
Off 0 
En1 0 
Stu 0 
Civ 4 0 

m 4 0 

Summary: -------- 
COBRA File 4 of 5. This IS NOT a stand-alone file. 

Total 

Total 
-----  

Beyond 

At the request of the DBRU, separate COBRA files for each installation 
were createc using the same data previously used for the Air Force's 
consolidation recommendation. The recommendation (and data used to develop 
the COBRA files) was based on a package approach and it is not appropriate 
to examine each installation in isolation. The data used in this file is 
samply a shred-out of the data used for the TRC portion of the recommendation. 



COBRh fiEhLIGNMEhT SUMMARY (COBRk V5.  081 - Page 2 / 2  
Data As O f  18:12 03/23/1995,  Report Created 10:13 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Robins AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BRWCOUT\ROB10323.CBR 
Std fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BRfW(OUT\DEPOT.SFF 

Costs (SKI Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
- - - -  ---- 

MilCon 7 .193  3 .597  
Person 115 115 
Ovcrhd 410 822 
Moving 2.342 2,342 
Missio 0  0  

Other 1,798 1 ,798  

TOTAL 11,859 8 ,675  10.632 

Savings (SKI Constant 
1996 ---- 

Milcon 0  
Person 0  
Overhd 18 
W i n g  0  
Missio 0 
Other 0  

Dollars 
1997 

Total - - - - -  
10 ,790  

985 
6,573 

10 ,633  
0 

5 , 4 4 9  

3 4 . 4 3 1  

Total 
-----  

10 ,600  
61 ,250  

3 , 4 8 7  
0  
0  
0  

75 ,337  

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0  
0  

1.088 
0  
0  
0  

1 ,088  

Beyond ------ 
0  

17 ,499  
901 

0  
0  
0  

18 ,400  



TCThL OhZ-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA vS.08) - Page 1/6 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:13 03/28/1995 

Oepartment : Air Force 
Option Package : Robins AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO8\BREAKOUT\ROBI0323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category -------- 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Lrnd Purchases 

Total - Construction 
Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 
Overhead 

Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 
Moving 

Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
nilltary Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 
Other 

/ Rsa  
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

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

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 29,387,443 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 
Pilitary Construction Cost A~.oidar,ccs 10,600,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Movrng 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
fnvirorunencel Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savlngs 0 

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

Total One-Tirr.5 Savings 1C,500,000 
- - - - - - - _ - - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total Net One-Time Costs 18,787,443 



ONE-TIME CCST KEP3RT (COB% ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Faqe 2 / 6  
Data ~s of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:13 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Optlon Package : Robins AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA50B\BREAKO~\ROB10323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO8\BREAKO~\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: HILL, VP w (All values in Dollars) 

Category --------  
Construction 
flilitary Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Infomtion Management Account 
Land Purchases 

~0c.1 - Construction 
personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 
Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 
Moving 
Civilian Mwing 
Civilian PPS 
nilitary Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Movlng 

Other 
HAP / RSE I(V Environmental Miti:ation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

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

Total One-Time Cos:s 112,000 

One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cosc Avoidances 
Farily Hocsing Cost Avoidances 
Military Msving 
Lana Sales 
One-Time Mwing Savings 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 
One-Tim: Uziqur Savings 

Total One-Time Sax-,rigs 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 112,000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT ICC6f i k  v 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 5/6 
Data As Of 16:12 03/23/1995. Report Created 10:13 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Optzon Package : Robins AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA~O~\BRW(OVT\ROBIO~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO8\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

bee: ROBINS, GA 
(All values in Dollars1 

ategory -------- 
Construction 
Uilitary Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

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

Total - Personnel 
Overhead 

Program Planning Support 
mthball / Shutdown 

TD' a1 - Overhead 
Moving 

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

Total - Moving 
Ocher 

IiAP / RSE 
Environmental Hitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

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

Total - Other 5,449,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total 3ne-Time Costs 29,275,443 

One-Time Savings 
Kilitary Construction Cost Avoidances 
Fanily Housing Cor: Avo;-iances 
Military Moving 
Lane Saies 
One-rime Moving Savings 
Environmental Nltlcation Savings 
One-Time Uniq-de Savings 

Total One-Time S a v ~ n ; ~  10,6i;t,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Iiet One-Time Costs 18,675,443 



IKPLT DATA REPORT LCOBRir vS.08) 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Create6 10:13 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Robins AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASOB\BREAKOVT\R~BIO~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\BREW(OVT\DEPO~.SFF 

INWT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 
Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shurdown: Yes 

8a.e Name - - - - - - - - -  
HILL, vr 
ICELLY, TX 
MCCLELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 

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

s u m r y  : -------- 
COBRA File 4 of 5 .  This IS NOT a stand-alone file. 

At the request of the DBRCA, separate COBRA files for each installation 
were created using the same data previously used for the Air Force's 
consolidation recomnendation. The recommendation (and data used to develop 
the COBRA files) was based on a package approach and it is not appropriate 
to examine each installation in isolation. The data used in this file is 
sunply a shred-out of the data used for the TRC portion of the recommendation 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

Prom Base : ---------- 
RILL, UT 
HILL. UT 
HILL, UT 
HILL, UT 
KELLY, TX 
XELLY, TX 
KELLY. TX 
u r i ,  CA 
MCfLELLAN. CA 
ROBINS, GA 

To Base: 
-------- 
KELlrY, TX 
MCCLELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
M C C L E W ,  CA 
ROEINS, GA 
TIhXER, OK 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
TINKER. OK 

INPUT SCREEI; THREE - MOV?2KENT TABLE 

Transfers from ROBINS, Gh to HILL, UT 

Officer Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
Civilian Pos;tions: 
Student Positions: 
Xssn Eqpt (tons1 : 
Suppt Eqpt (tons1 : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Distance : --------- 
1,363 mi 

671 mi 
2,006 mi 
1.152 mi 
1,733 mi 
1,045 mi 
486 mi 

2,570 mi 
1,641 mi 

929 mi 



IXF-7 DATA REPORT ( C C B R k  v5.3e) - Page 2 

Data As Of 16:12 03/23/1395, heport Created 10:13 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Robins AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BRW(OLT\ROBI0323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRRSO~\BREAKOLT\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION w Name: HILL. UT 

Total Officer Employees: 617 
Total Enlisted Employees: 3,949 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 8,691 
Mil Families Living On Base: 31. 0% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 13,772 
Off icer VHA ($/Month) : 0 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 2 6 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 98 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Name: KELLY, TX 

Total Officer Employees: 801 
Total Enlisted Employees: 3,419 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 12,678 
Mil Families Living On Ease: 14.0% 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base FacilitiesfKSF): 16,316 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 106 
Enlisted VHA ($/month) : 8 0 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 9 7 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Name: MCCLEUMJ, CA 

Total Officer Employees: 44 9 
Total Enlisted Eqloyees: 2,325 
Total Student Employeez: 0 
Total Civilian Employee:: 8,882 
Mil Families Living Or: Base: 32.0% 
Civilians Not Killing To Move: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 

T o t a l B a s e F a c i l i t i e s ( K S F ) :  11.516 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 168 
Enlisred VHh (S/Monthl : 126 
Per Diem Rate l$/3ay) : 1Oi 
Fre-ght Cost (S/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Name: ROBINS. Gh 

Total Officer Employees: 739 
Toral Enlists? Emplc;.,ees: 3,269 
Toral Studenr Er?ioyees: 0 
Toiz? tivilian Enpioyees: 11,119 
Mil Faxlies Living On Base: 54.0% 
C:vilia-.- !<or willing To Move: 6.02 
Officer i.ous;ng Units Avai:: 0 
Enlisted Hou5ir.g Units Avail: 0 
Toral Base Facil~ties (KSF) : 13,709 
Officer VHA i S  'Month) : 5 6 
Enlisted V l U  iS/MonZhl : 35 
Per Diem Rate ($/Lay1 : 69 
Frezgh: Cost (S/Tcn/Klle) : C. 07 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
Communications (SK/Yearl : 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Yearl : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Yearl : 
Family Housing (SK/Yearl : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
Comunications (SK/Yearl : 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Yearl : 
BOS Payroll (%/Year) : 
Family Housing (%/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
ClIAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat (S/Vls:t) : 

CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare : 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
Communications (SK/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll (SK/?ear) : 
Family Housing lSK/Year) : 
hrea Cost Factor: 
G-IMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
t3-X-fPU.S Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
(IKAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unicpe Activity Infcrmatior.: 

RPtJA Non-Payroll l$K/Year) : 
Con~unications (SK/Yei;r : 
BOS Non-Payroll lSK/Year) : 
90s Payzoll ( 5  .:/Year ; . 
Fanily i-using tSK/Year) : 
Are* Cosc Fzctor: 
ChY2CPUS In-?at ($/Visit1 : 
CEA .Y!S Ouc-Pat i5;Visit) : 
CHX':?UC' S: ~f t to Medicare : 
Activi~y Code: 

Homeowner hssistance frocram: 
Uxiqae hcrivity Infcrmztlr::: 



I X P r  DATA XEPORT (COBRA 6.08) - Page 3 
3aca As Of 18:12 03/23/1995. Report Created 10:13 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Optlon Package : Robins AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASOB\BREAKOW\RO8I0323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C: \COBRASO8\BREAKO'~\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 
Name: TINKER, OK 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Tctal Civilian Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF1: 
Officer VHh ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 

RPMR Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Comunications (SK/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Yearl : 
BOS Payroll (SK/Year) : 
Family Housing (SK/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAHPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: WILL, VT 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

l-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 
l-Time Unique Save (SKI : 
1-Time H~ving Cost (SK) : 
l-Time Moving Save ($K) : 
En-.. Non-MilCon Reqd (SK) : 
Actfv Mission Cost (SKI : 
Activ Mission Save (SKI : 
Hisc Recurring Cost (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Save (SKI : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI : 
Construczior. Schedule ( % I  : 
Shutdown Schedule (%I : w MilCor. Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 
Fam Rcusing Avoidnc (SKI : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 

In-Patients/Yr : 
W U S  Ouc-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: KELLY, TX 

l-Time Unique Cost (SK) : 
1 :;me Unique Save (SK) : 
i-Yime Mwlng Cost (SK) : 
l-Time Mov:?? Save (SK) : 
Znv Non-H~1Con Reqd (ZK) : 
Activ Kisr LC: Zost '':" \..., . . 
Acciv M:ss:or. Save (SK) : 
Misc Reczrr:ng Cost (SKI : 
Mzsc Rec-.:r;ng Save(SI:i : 
Land (+kuy/-Sales) (BK) : 
Construc:lcn Schedule ( % I  : 
Shutdown Schedule ( % I  : 
MiLCon : .s: f.1-oidnc (SKI : 
Fan Houslnc irvoidnc(SK) : 
Pror~rernenz Avoidnc (SK) : 
CHAYPUS Ic-Patients.'Yr: 
CWcYPL'; 02: -Patients/Yr: 
Facll ShutC3hn IKSF) : 

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

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 % 0 % 0 I 0% 
0 % 0% 0 I 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

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

Perc Family Housing ShucDohn: 

1957 1998 1999 2000 
----  ---- ---- ----  

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

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

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 % 0 % 0 li 0 % 

0 I 0 % c % 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: 



I h ' X  DATA REPORT [COBRA ~5.08) - Page 4 
Data hs Of 16:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:13 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Packacre : Robins AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO8\BREAKOUT\ROB10323.CBR 
Std Tctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

I N W  SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 
Name: MCCLEUAN, CA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
. - - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 0 
1-Time Unique Save (SK) : 0 
1-Time Mwing Cosc (SKI : 0 
1-Time Hoving Save (SK) : 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SI) : 0 
Activ Mission Cost (SKI : 0 
k t i v  Mission Save (SK) : 0 
Micc Recurring Cost (SKI : 0 
Misc Recurring Save (SKI : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 0 
Construction Schedule (I) : 0% 
Shutdown Schedule (li) : 0% 

MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SK) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SKI : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 0 
CXAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CXAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Facil S h u t D o ~  (KSFI : 0 

Name: ROBINS, GA 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI : 
1-Time Moving Save (SK) : 
Emr Non-MilCon Reqd (SKI : 
Activ Mission Cost (SKI : 
Activ Mission Save (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Cost (SKI : 
Misc Recurring Save (SKI : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI : 
Construction Schedule (I) : 
Shutdown Schedule (I) : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SK) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SKI : 
h-ocurement Avcidnc (SKI : 
CHAMPUS In-Pa:ients/Yr : 

CiiAKPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown (KSFI : 

Name: TINKER. OK 
1996 
- - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI : 0 
1-Time Unique Save ( $ : . : I  : 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SKI : 0 
1-Time Moving Save (SK) : 0 
Env Non-MilCon Keqd (SKI : 0 
Activ Mission Cost (SK) : 0 
Activ Hrssion Save (SKI : 0 
Hisc Reicrrinc C3st (SKI : 0 
Misc Recurring Save (SK) : 0 
Land (*Buy/-Sales) (SKI : 0 
Construction Schedule (t) : Ot 
Shutdown Schedule (I) : 0 \- 
MflCon Cost Avcidnc(SK) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SR) : 0 
Procurernent Avordnc (SKI : 0 
CHAMPL'S Ir -Pailents/Yr: 0 
CFmPUS Ox-Facren:s/Yr: 0 
Facil ShutDom IKSF) : 0 

- - - -  ---- ---- ---- 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
01 0% 05 0% 
0% 0 I 0% 0 I 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

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

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
C 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
C 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 t 0 I 0 t 0 t 
0 t 01 01 0 t 
0 0 C t 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 C 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

2001 
- - - -  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0% 
oli 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.0% 



INFLIT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.081 - Page 5 
Data As Of 16:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:13 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Rotins AFB 
Scenario File : C:\LVBRA~O~\BRW(OU~\ROBIO~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBWOB\BREAKoUr\DEPM.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL 
Name: ROBINS, W 

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Clv Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Off Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenarlo Change: 
Off Change(No Sal Save): 
!Znl Change (No Sal Save) : 
Civ Change (No Sal Save) : 
Caretakers - Military: 
Caretakers - Civilian: 

INFORMATION 

INPUT S(IREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMRTION 

Name: ROBINS. GA 

Description Categ New MilCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost ( S K I  ------------ ----- ---------- ------------ -------------- 
TRC Rearr/Renovate OTHER 0 386,000 8,690 
Squeeze Down Costs OTHER 0 64,000 2,100 

STAh5ARD FACPDkS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 
Percent Officers Marrred: 76.80% 
Percent Enlisted Married: 66.90% 
Enlzsted Housing Milcon: 80.00% 
Officer Salary ($/Year) : 76,668.00 
Off BAP witt. De: endents ( 5 )  : 7,073.00 
Enlisted Salary ,$/Year) : 36,148.00 w En1 EAQ with Dependents ( 5  : 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 
Unemployment Eligibility (Weeks) : 18 
Civilian SalarylS/Year): 46,642.00 
Civllian Turnove: Rate: 15.00% 
Civilian Early F.etlre Rate: 10.i)Ot 
Clvilian Regular Rezire Rate: 5.00% 
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.001 
SF File Desc: Depot Factors 

STAhPARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

R W A  6uilC:ng SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOE Index (F.PMA vs population) : 0.54 

(Indices are USP? as exponents) 
Pror~rarr, Yanzgemen: Factor : 10.001 
Carecakrr 1.hin (SF '"are) : 162.00 
Mct! :? , l i  Co:. ($/ST 1.25 
Av; ~ache?cr Quart,. . - 'CF) : 256.00 
A- Family O~arters I.ZF' : 1.320.00 
APP2ZT.RFT Ir;fletic!- Rat4s: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% ?998: 3.00% 

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.001 
Priority Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 
Civilian PCS Costs ( $ ) :  28,800.00 
Civilian New Hire Cost ($1 : 4,000.00 
Nat Median Wane Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.005 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs ( S )  : 11,191.00 
Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
WLP Home Vaiue Reirrbursr Rate: 22.901 
HAP Hornsowner Receiving Rate: 5.001 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 0.00% 
Info Managemem Account: 0.001 
MilCc? Cesign =.at=. 0.OC'r 
MilCcr. SiOH Race: 0.001 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 0.00% 
MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 0.001 
Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 2.75% 
Inflation Race for NE1.RFT/ROI: 0.00% 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA V5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:13 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Robins AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO8\BRW(OUr\ROB10323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO~\BRW(OVT\DEPOT.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 
PI.terial/Assigned Person(Lb): 710 
HHG Per Off Family (Lb) : 14.500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb) : 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb) : 6,400.00 
HHG Per Civilian (Lb) : 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost (S/100Lb) : 35.00 
Air Transport ($/Pass Mile) : 0.20 
Uisc Wrp ($/Direct Employ) : 700 .OO 

Equip Pack & Crate(S/Ton) : 284.00 
Mil Light Vehicle (S/Uile) : 0.43 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Kile): 1.40 
POV Reimbursement ($/Mile) : 0.18 
Avg Mil Tour Length (Years) : 4.10 
Routine PCS(S/Pers/Tour) : 6,437.00 
One-TimeOff PCSCost(S): 9,142.00 
One-TimeEnlPCSCost(S): 5,761.00 

STANDARD FACTORS S W E N  FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category UM S/UM Category DM S /OM 

Horizontal 
Waterfront 
Air Operations 
Operational 
Administrative 
School Buildings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Facilities 
Recreation Facilities 
C~munications Faci?. 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT & E Facilities 
POL Storage 
Ammrnition Storage 
Medical Facilities 
Environmental 

(SY) 
(LF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(EA) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
lBL) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
( 1 

Optional Category A ( 1 
Optional Category B ( ) 

Optional Category C ( 
Optional Category D ( 

Optional Category E ( 

Optional Category F ( 1 
Optional Category G ( 1 
Optional Category H ( 1 
optional Category I ( 1 
Optional Category J ( 

Optional Category K ( ) 

Optional Category L ( 1 
Optional Category b! ( 

Optional Category N ( 1 
Optional Category 0 ( 

Optional Category P ( 

Optional Category Q ( 1 
Optional Category R ( 1 



COtiXA hEJLiGNrC?;T S W G Y  ICStikA v5.0Bi - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 16:iZ C3/23/1995. Report Created 10:15 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Tinker AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASOB\BREAKOVT\TINKO323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO8\BREAKOVT\DEeOT.SFF 

Starting Year : 1996 
: 1998 
: 1999 (1 Year) 

NPV in 2015 ( S K I  : -569,615 
1-Time Cost ( S K )  : 39,704 

Hrt Costs ( S K I  Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

MilCon 7,760 3,880 0 0 0 0 

Person 128 128 -2C. 870 -46,443 -46,443 -46,443 

Overhd 4 51 794 1,369 -272 -272 -272 

W i n g  1,861 1,661 10,764 0 0 0 

Wi~sio 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other 2.940 2,940 3,029 0 0 0 

TOTAL 13,140 9,603 -5,708 -46,715 -46,715 -46,715 - 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 ---- - - - -  - - --  ---- ---- ---- 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Enl 0 0 18 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 980 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 999 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 0 

En1 0 0 
Stu 0 0 
Civ 45 45 
TOT 45 4 5 

--------  
COBRA File 5 of 5 .  This IS NOT a stand-alone file. 

Total ----- 
11,640 

,159,943 
1,798 
14,486 

0 
8,909 

Total ----- 

Beyond ------ 
0 

-46,443 
-272 

0 
0 
0 

At che request of the DBRCA, separate COBRA files for each installation 
vere created using the same ciaca previously useuor the Air Force's 
consoliaatioc recommen~tion. The reco?.mendac;on (and data used to develop 
the COBRh files) was based on a packace approazh and it is not appropriate 
to examine each installation in isolation. Tie data used in this file is 
simply s shred-out of the data usec for the ZZC porticr. of :he recomenda:ion. 



COBRA REALL-T SUMMARY (COBRA V5.08: - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995. Report Created 10:lS 03/28/1995 

Deprtrnenr : Air Force 
Optaon Package : Tinker AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOm\TIN1(0323.(BR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOVT\DEPOT.SFF 

w Costs ( S K I  Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 1998 1999 Total Beyond 
- - - -  ----  ---- ----  

Mi 1 Con 7,760 3,880 0 0 

Person 128 12 8 2.353 0 

Overhd 457 8 54 2,560 1,105 

Moving 1.861 1.861 10.764 o 
Nissio 0 0 0 0 

Other 2,940 2,940 3,029 0 

Savings ( S K I  Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 Total Beyond 

------ 
0 

46,443 

1,377 
0 
0 

0 

Mi 1 Con 
Person 
Ovcrhd 
W i n g  
Uissio 
Other 



T3ThL 3h 'E-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 1/6 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:15 03/28/1995 

Department : Alr Force 
Optlon Package : Tlnker AfB 
Scenarlo File : C:\COBRASO8\BRW(OUT\TINK0323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO~\BREAKVL\DEPOT.SFF 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category - - - - - - - -  
Construction 
Uilitary Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 
Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 
Overhead 

Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 
Moving 

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

Total - Moving 
Other 

?W / RSE 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

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

Total One-Time Costs 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
Military Moving 
Land Sales 
One-Time Movina Savings 
Environmenra; Mitigatior. Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Cne-Time Savings 0 

Total Ket One-Time Costs 39,704,005 



OI:E-TZ!'Z COST REPORT [COBRA V S .  08 1 - Page 2/6 
Data hs Of 16:12 03/23/1995, Report Created lC:l5 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Tinker AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA50B\BREAKOUT\TINK0323.(3BR 
Std Fccrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: HILL, UT 'IYII (All values in Dollars) 

Utegory -------- 
construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Zand Purchases 

Total - Construction 
Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 
Overhead 

Program Planning Support 
Mst-hball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 
W i n g  

Civilian Moving 
Civiliaz PPS 
Military Having 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - PZov~ng 
Other 

HAP / RSE 
Environmental Nitigation Costs 

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

One-Time Unique Costs 0 
Total - Other 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs i12.000 

_ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
One-3me Savings 
Military Construction Cost Avoidances 
Family Ziousing Cost Avoidances 
Wlitary Moving 
Land Sales 
One-line Kcx-ing Savings 
L--::rome.?-.- l Nxtigacion Savings 
Cr.-Timt L.;..que Savings 

Totai Orie-Tlr. Savinos 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Nec One-lime Costs li2.000 



ONE-TlXE COST REPORT (COBRk ~5.001 - Page 4/6 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:15 03/28/1995 

Depanmenc : Air Force 
Option Package : Tinker AFB 
Scemrlo File : C:\COBRA~O~\BRW(OUT\TINKO~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BRWOVP\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: MCCLELLAN, CA 411 (All values in Dollars) 

-tegory - - - - - - - -  
Construction 
Military Constmction 
Family Housing Construction 
Informarion Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 
Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 
Overhead 

Program Planning Support 
Ho:hball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
Civilian Moving 
Civilian PPS 
Kilitary Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
Environmenial Mitigation Costs 
One-T~ne Unique Costs 

Total - Orher 

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

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 16,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 
Milztaq Construction Ccrt Avoidances 0 
Family Iiousing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
Lan:! Sales 0 
One-lime Mavins Savings 0 
Envlronmen:al Mitigation Savlngs 0 
One-Time ,'-::we Savings 0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One :~me Savir.3~ 0 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tots: Net One-Tine Costs 16,000 



Oh=-TIME COST REPORT (C0BF.A ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 6/6 
Data As of 18~12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:15 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Optron Package : Tinker AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO~\BREAKO~\TIM(~~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO8\BREAKOVT\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: TINKER, OK 
(All values in Dollars) 

Uteg0r-Y -------- 
Construction 
Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 
Personnel 
Civilian RIF 
Civilian Early Retirement 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 
Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 
Moving 

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

Total - W i n g  

HAP / RSE J Ylviromntal t-firigation Costs 
One-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

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

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 25,576,005 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 
Military Consrruction Cost Avoidances 0 

Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Hovlng Savings 0 

Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savin?s 0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-:-me Savlncs 0 

Total Net One-Time Cc:.zs 35,576,005 



I X P : ~  DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data hs of 18:12 03/23/1995. Report Created 10:15 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Tlnker AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO8\BREAKOVT\TINKO323.(3BR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BRW(OVT\DEPOT.SFF 

w INPVI' SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name --------- 
HILL. 
KELLY, TX 
MCCLELLRN. CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 

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

Sumnary : 
---*---- 

COBRA File 5 of 5. This IS NOT a stand-alone file. 

At the request of the DBRCA. separate COBRA files for each installation 
were created using the same data previously used for the Air Force's 
consolidation recornendation. The reconanendation (and data used to develop 
the COBRA files) was based on a package approach and it is not appropriate 
to examine each installation in isolation. The data used in this file is 
simply a shred-out of the data used for the TRC portion of the reconmendation. 

I h m  SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 
From Base: ---------- 
HILL, m 
HILL, UT 
HILL, UT 
HILL, m 
KELLY, TX 
KELLY. TX IrlS mm,, 
K x Z E W ,  CA 
MCCZELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 

To Base: 
--------  
KELLY, TX 
MCCLELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
MCCLELLAN, CA 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER. OK 
ROBINS, GA 
TINKER, OK 
TINKER, OK 

Distance : --------- 
1,363 mi 
671 mi 

2,006 mi 
1, 152 mi 
1,733 mi 
1,045 mi 

488  mi 
2,570 mi 
1,641 mi 
929 mi 

INTVT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT T M L E  

Transfers from TINKER, OK to HILL, UT 

Officer Positions: 
hlisted Positions: 
Civilian Positions: 
Student Positions: 
Kissn E m t  (tons) : 
Suppt EQ: (tons) : 
Military Light Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 



INPLT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.081 - Page 2 
Data As Of 1 ~ ~ 1 2  03/23/1995. Report Created 10:15 03/28/1995 

Dcpartmcnt : Air Force 
Optaon Package : Tinker AFg 

Scenarro File : C:\COBRA508\BRERKOUT\TINK0)73.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~OB\BREAKOUT\DEPOT.SFF 

w INPUX SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 
Tzansfers from TINKER, OK to M C C L E W ,  CA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- - - - -  ---- - - - -  - - - -  
Officer Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 
Enlisted Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilian Positions: 5 5 4 0 0 
Student Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 
Hrssn Eqpt (tons) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Military Light Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 

INF'UI' SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: HILL. UT 

Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civiliar. Employees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Sase Facilities (KSF) : 
Off ice= WiA ($/Month) : 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mile) : 

Name: KELLY. TX 

J Total Officer Employees: 
Total Enlisted Employees : 
Total Student Employees: 
Total Civilian Employees: 
Kil Families Ll*'ing Or: Base: 
Civilians Kot Willing 7 2  Move: 
Off ice? H0usir.g Units >.mil : 
Enl-sted Housing Unlts Avail: 
Tothl Base Facilities (KSF) : 
Officer W A  (S/Mon:h): 
Enlisted VHk ($/Month) : 
Per Dlem Rare (S/Dayi : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Kile) : 

Name. MCCLEiLW\', CA 

Total Cfficer Employees: 4 4 9  

Total Enlisted Employees: 2,215 
Total StuPent Employe~s: 0  
Toral Ciullian Employees: 6,862 
Mil Faszlies Living On Base: 32.0% 
Civi?;azs Not Willing To Move: C . 0 i  
Offlccz Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing :nits Avail: 0 
Total 5ase Facilities (YSF) : 11.5.16 
Cf f leer :31A :$/Month) : 168 
Enlisted VHA (S/Msnth) : 126 
Per Die- Rate ($/Day) : 101 
Frelgk: Cos: (S/Ton/Milel : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications (SK/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAXPUE Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique hctivity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
Conarmnications (%/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
BOS Payroll (SK/\.'ear) : 

Facily Ho,sing :Si;/Yearl : 
Area Czs- Factor : 
C.i;iKDUS In-Pat !$/Vi:lt! : 

CI-iYF'US Out-Pa: (S/Visi:) : 

G-AYPUS Shift to Hndicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assli'tance Program: 
Unique Actlvity Information: 

RPMh Non-Payroil !SK/Y-ar) : 
Communications (SK/Yea: : 
BOS Non-Fek~oll (SI:." .;.ir) : 

BOS Payroll fSK/Yesr . 
Famii; Housing (%,'Year: : 

Area Cost Factor: 
CHFLYPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CEMPUS kc-Fat :S/Viclc;. 
CPMPUS Stlft to Kedicare: 
Activity Code: 

Honec-ner Asslst; :e Program: 
Unlque Actlvlty :-.fc,%a:lon: 



I N P I C  3AIh hEPORT (COBRI\ VS .OBI - Page 3 

Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:15 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Optxon Package : Tinker AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO8\BREAKOLT\TINKO323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\BREAKOUT\DEPM.SFF 

INPLR SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 
J Name: ROBINS, W 

Total Officer Employees: 739 
Total Enlisted Employees: 3.269 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 11,119 
Mil Families Living On Base: 54.02 
Civilians Not Willing To Mwe: 6.01 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Facilities (KSF) : 13,709 
Officer V i  ($/Month) : 56 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 3 5 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 69 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

Name: TINKER. OK 

Total Officer Employees: 1,430 
Total Enlisted Employees: 5,995 
Total Student Employees: 0 
Total Civilian Employees: 11,678 
Mil Families Living On Base: 7.5% 
Civilians Not Willing To Mwe: 6.0% 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0 
Total Base Faci1i:ieslKSF) : 14,607 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 16 
Enlisted VHA (S/M>nth) : 19 
Per Diem Rate ($/Lay) : 77 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile) : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll (.%/Year) : 

Commtnicationa ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
BOS Payroll (SK/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
Camnrnications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payroll (SK/Year) : 
Family Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

INF'UT SCREE2: F I M  - D W I C  BASE INFORMATION 

Name: HILL,  , 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

1996 
----  

1-Time Unique Cost .SK) : 0 
1-Time Unlque Save (SKI : 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (5x1 : 0 
1-Txme Moving Save (SKI : 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd (SK) : 0 
Activ Mission Cost (SKI : 0 
Activ Mission Save (;K) : 0 
MZEC Xeccrrinj Cost (SKI : 0 
Mxsi  keccrs:xg Save (SX: : 0 
Land (+Buy/-,'ales) ($1. : 0 
Conrtructior, Schedule i . . )  : 0% 
Shctaown Sche3,sle ( % I  : 0 % 

nilcon Cost Avoidc IS);) : 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc ( S X )  : 0 
Procurement Avoilnc (SK) 0 
CikMPUS In-Patlents/Vr: 0 
CKhYPUS out-Pa:-mcs/Yr: 0 
Facll ShuED0h-n (KSF) : 0 

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

0 0 0 ( 

0 0 0 C 
0 0 0 t 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 C 0 
0 1 0% C %  0 i 
0 I 0 I 0 I oi 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Hous;?g ShutDown: 



:EPLT DATA REPORT (COBRA v S .  OBI - Page 4 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995. Report Created 10:15 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Tinker AFB 
Scenarzo File : C:\~BRASOB\BREAKOUT\TINKO~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\MBRASO~\BREAKO~\DEPOT.SFF 

w INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 
Name: ELLY. TX 

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

Name: MCCLELLAN, CA 
1996 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K) : 
l-Time Unique Save (SK) : 
l-Time Moving Cost (SKI : 
l-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-PLlCon Reqd(SK) : 
Activ Mission Cost (SK) : 
Acciv Misslon Save (SKI : 
h s c  Recurring Cost (SKI : J Misc Rearring Save (SK! : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule('+): 
Shutdovn Schedule ( % I  : 
MilCon Cost Avoidqc (SK) : 
Fam Housing Avoid.-.= (SK) : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 
CHAYPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CXkMPUS Ouc-Patients/Yr : 
Facil ShutDown (KSF) : 

Name: ROBINS, GA 

l-Time c.:ique Cost (SK) : 
l-Tlne Llnique Save (SK) : 
l-Tame Maving Cost (SK) : 
l-Tame Noving Save (SKI : 
Env Non-xi ' Con Reqd (SKI : 
Act-v Kission Cost (SK) : 
AC".. ,, . X ~ s z ~ o n  Save SKI : 
Misc \earring Cost (SKI : 
Hisr .T.ecurring Save (SK: : 
Lanc -Buy/-Sales) !SKI : 
Con:: NC:~O~ Scheduie (1) : 
Shccoown Sched-:e (%I : 
XilCon Cosc Avol&qc (SKI : 
Fam Iiouslng Avoii~c (SKI : 
Proccremenc Avoidnc (SK) : 
CImFUS In-Patien:s/Yr : 

CF-Y:ZZS Out-?atients/Yr: 
Fac~l Sh3~',L'c:~ (KSF) : 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% 0 1 0% 01 
01 Ot Ot 0 1 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 I 0% 
01 0 1 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

Perc Family Housing 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0% 0 I 
0% 0 2 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

ShutDown : 

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

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 , 0 
0 0 C 0 
0 t 0 % 0% 0 % 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 G 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



ih'?L? DATA REPORT (CCBF.h ~ 5 . 3 6 '  - Page 5 
Data As Of 1 8 ~ 1 2  03/23/1995,  Report Created 10:15 03/28/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Tinker AFB 
Scenrri0 File : C:\COBRASO8\BREAKOUT\TINK0323.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO8\BREAKOVT.DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
l-Time Unique Save (SK) : 
l-Time Moving Cost ($10 : 
l-Time Moving Save (SKI : 
Env Non-HilCon ReqdtSK) : 
Activ Mission Cost (SK) : 
Ac' 1v Mission Save (SK) : 
U i b c  Recurring Cost (SKI : 
Uisc Recurring Save (SKI : 
Laad (+Buy/-Sales) (SK) : 
Oonstruction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule ( \ I  : 
nilcon Cost Avoidnc (SK) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SKI : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SK) : 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
QIAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDown ( KSF) : 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
2,940 3,029 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
1,019 1,050 0 0 

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

600 BOO 1,000 1.000 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
O t  0% 0% 0% 
0% 0 % 0  2 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: 

Ih'FUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 
Name: TINKER, OK 

1996 1997  1998 1999 2000 

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Off S:enario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
Off Change (No Sal Save) : 
En1 Change (No Sal Save) : 
Civ Change (No Sal Save ) : 
Caretakers - Military: 
Caretakers - Civilian: 

INPLT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRU~ION INFORMhTION 

Name: TINKER. OK 

Descripc:on Categ 
------------  - - - - -  
TRC Rearr/icenovate OTIZR 
Squeeze Down Costs OT2ET; 

New MilCoz Rehab MilCon Total Cost (SK) 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

0 357.000 8,040 
0 151.000 3,600 



INF'UT DATA REPORT (COBRA vS.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 18:12 03/23/1995, Report Created 10:15 03/28/1995 

Dcpartrnent : Air Force 
Option Package : Tinker AFB 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO~\BREAKO~\TINKO~~~.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASO~\BREAKOU~\DEPOT.SFF 

STANDARD FACPOPS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 
Percent Officers Married: 76.801 
Percent Enlisted Married: 66.901 
Enlisted Housing Milcon: 80.001 
Officer Salary(S/Year): 78,668.00 
Off BAQ with Dependents($) : 7,073.00 
EnlistedSalary(S/Year): 36,148.00 
En1 BkQ with Dependents (S) : 5.162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost ($/week) : 174.00 
Unemployment Eligibility (Weeks) : 18 
Civilian Salary ($/Year) : 46,642.00 
Civilian Turnover Rate: 15,001 
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 30.001 
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.001 
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.001 
SF File Desc: Depot Factors 

nANDARD FACPORS SW.EEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPML Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
h-ograrn Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin (SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 

Avg Bachelor Quarters (SF) : 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters (SF) : 1,320.00 
APPDET-RPT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 0.001 1997: 2.901 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.008 
Priority Placement Service: 60.001 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.001 
civilian PCS Costs ( $ 1  : 28,800.00 
Civilian New Hire Cost ( S )  : 4,000.00 
Nat Median H w  Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.002 
Max Home Sale Reimburs(S1: 22,305.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.001 
Max Home Purch Reimburs ( $ 1  : 11,191.00 
Civilian Homeovning Rate: 64.001 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.901 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.001 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.001 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.001 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
Info Hanagrment Account: 
Milcon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon Sate Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 
Inflatior. Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 
Material/Assigned PersontLb) : 710 
HHG Per Off Family (Lb): 14,500.00 J FIXG Per En1 Family (Ib) : 9,000.00 
XHG Per Mil Single (Lb) : 6,400.00 
HHG Per Civilian (Lb) : 18.000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb) : 35.00 
Air Transport ($/Pass Mile) : 0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack k Crate(S/Ton) : 
Nil Light Vehicle ($/Mile) : 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle(S/Mile) : 
POV Reimbursement ($/Nile) : 
Avg Mil Tour Length (Years) : 
Routine PCS (S/Pers/Tour) : 
One-Time Off PCS Cost(S) : 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($) : 

STAhPM3 FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRULTION 

Category 
-------- 
Horizontal 
Waterfront 
Air Operations 
Operational 
Administrative 
School Buiidings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelo: barters 
Family Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Facilities 
Recreation Facilities 
Corn-u-ications Facil 
S!Ii~:~3rd Va~ntenance 
F3 a E Facillties 
P3L Storage 
Ammunition Scorage 
Medics: Facilities 
Envir nmental 

UM S/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 S/m 
-------- -- - - - -  
Optional Category A ( ) 0 
Optional Category B ( ) 0 
optional Caregory 7 ( 1 0 
Optional Cateaory D ( 1 0 
Optional Category E ( 0 
Optional Category F ( 1 0 
optional Ca:. .gory G ( 1 0 
Optional Category H ( 1 0 
optional Category I ( ) 0 
Optional Category J ( 1 0 
Optional Citeaory K ( 0 
Optional Category L ( 1 0 
Optional Cacegory K ( , 0 
OptionalCategoryN ( ) 0 
0p:ional Categoq' 0 ( 1 0 
Optional Category P ( : 0 
Optional Catego-y Q ( 1 0 

Optionai Category R ( 1 C 


