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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Defense Depot Maintenance Council Business Plan (DBP) describes the 
continuing joint Sewice initiatives for managing the organic depot maintenance industrial 
base during the remainder of the 1990's and beyond. The impetus for the DBP was 
twofold. First, the DBP was to provide an overview of depot maintenance operations 
management. Second, the document was to serve as a bridge from the era of Defense 
Management Report Decision (DMRD) 908 and the DDMC Corporate Business Plan 
(CBP) to the present period. 

The two editions of the DDMC CBP were "report cards" on achievement of 
Defense Management Report Decision (DMRD) 908 savings targets. The requirement 
to report savings data for DMRD 908 actions was discontinued by the OSD Comptroller 
on 2 August 1993. However, the Comptroller directed the Services to continue 
implementing planned management actions and to submit annual progress reports. 

During the era of DMRD 908 and the CBP, depot maintenance management 
was reoriented toward the practices of commercial industry. The Services emphasized 
increasing depot efficiency in order to reduce costs and make depots competitive with the 
private sector. Public-private competition became and important method for selecting 
depot sources of repair. Recently issued policies continue to stress the need for improved 
depot efficiency, but competition between the commercial and organic sectors has been 
discontinued. Where previously the size of the organic industfial base was to be 
determined, in part, by its ability to compete with the commercial sector, current policy 
calls for reducing organic infrastructure to depot maintenance Core. The depot 
maintenance community is moving from a competitive relationship with private industry 
to a partnership. 

This document describes the evolution of policy on depot maintenance 
management. This entails recapping the various analyses that have recently been 
conducted, as well as new OSD policies emanating from those studies. The basis for 
depot maintenance planning has solidified since the publication of the last CBP. With 
completion of the Bottom-UD Review in September 1993, a planning baseline was 
established for the proper size of organic depot operations. 

The DBP presents statistical information on various aspects of depot maintenance 
including budget, workload, capacity, and personnel. All of these reflect the continued 
downsizing of the depot maintenance infrastructure. The depot maintenance budget 
remains level for the period FY94 through FY99, with a less than one percent rise. 
Organic workload projections show a downward trend from a FY94 level of 121.1 million 
direct labor hours to a FY99 level of 96.3 million direct labor hours, or approximately 20 
percent. The level of contract workload reflects increases from W94 through FY99 from 
a level of $3.1 billion to $3.9 billion, or approximately 25 percent. Depot maintenance 



personnel levels are projected to fall from a FY94 level of 103,087 people to a FY99 level 
of 81,262 people, or approximately 21 percent. It should be recognized that all 
projections will be impacted by recommendations of the 1995 Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (BRAC). 

A third type of information presented is the status of numerous management 
actions, such as closures/realignments mandated by BRAC for 11 depot maintenance 
installations, as well as the numerous initiatives resulting from Defense Management 
Report Decision (DMRD) 908, "Consolidating Depot Maintenance." This document 
reviews the progress to date in implementing prior DDMC CBP actions and notes the 
changes in strategy necessitated by changing conditions. There have been 24 actions 
relating to capacity/consolidation initiatives that have been completed, with five more 
actions continuing. Between FY91 and the conclusion of public-private competition in 
May 1994, when all Services were participating in competition, there were 145 public- 
private competitions completed with award values of nearly $1.5 billion. There have also 
been 13 interservicing actions completed that were a direct resutt of DDMC CBP or BRAC 
related initiatives. The FY92 level of interservicing for the DOD workload that is 
susceptible to interservicing is 7.6 percent. This reflects an increase of 0.6 percent from 
FY91. The FY93 level of interservicing for the DOD workload that is susceptible to 
interservicing is 8.4 percent. This reflects an increase of 0.8 percent from W92. 

Finally, this plan describes strategies and plans for future depot maintenance 
management. This is an era of substantial change for the depot maintenance community. 
Recent BRAG decisions have initiated significant reductions in depot maintenance 
infrastructure, and BRAC-95 promises to intensify this trend. OSD has issued several 
new policies of a pivotal nature. More new policies may yet be forthcoming. The 
strategies and plans reflected in this document must therefore be viewed as transitory, 
since they are still evolving and will inevitably be impacted by BRAC-95. 

As is the case with this plan, future editions will reflect the progress made by the 
Services in implementing the various decisions and changes in strategies which are 
disseminated to the DOD depot maintenance community. 
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CHAPTER 1 

TRANSITION FROM THE CORPORATE BUSINESS PLAN (CBP) 
TO 

THE DDMC BUSINESS PLAN (DBP) 

a 1 .  PURPOSE 

The DDMC Business Plan is an overview of depot maintenance operations 
management. Information of four types is presented. First, the plan describes the 
evolution of policy on depot maintenance management. This entails recapping the 
various analyses that have recently been conducted, as well as new, OSD policies 
emanating from those studies. Secondly, the DBP presents statistical information on 
various aspects of depot maintenance. It should be recognized that all projections will 
be impacted by recommendations of the 1995 Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) 
Commission. The third type of information presented is the status of numerous 
management actions, such as closureslrealignments mandated by BRAC law, as well as 
the numerous initiatives resulting from Defense Management Report Decision (DMRD) 
908 "Consolidating Depot Maintenance." Finally, this document describes strategies and 
plans for future depot maintenance management. This is an era of substantial change 
for the depot maintenance community. Recent BRAC decisions have initiated significant 
reductions in depot maintenance infrastnrcture, and BRAC-95 promises to intensify this 
trend. OSD has issued several new policies of a pivotal nature. More new policies may 
yet be forthcoming. The strategies and plans reflected in this document mud therefore 
be viewed as transitory, since they are still evolving and will inevitably be impacted by 
BRAC-95. 

The DBP is a transition vehicle that serves as a bridge from the era of DMRD 908 
and the DDMC Corporate Business Plan (CBP) to the present period. Both DMRD 
908/CBP and present OSD policies stress the need to rightsize the depot maintenance 
infrastructure. There is a major difference, however, in approaches. During the era of 
DMRD 908 and the CBP, depot maintenance management was reoriented toward the 
practices of commercial industry. The Services emphasized increasing depot efficiency 
in order to reduce costs and make depots competitive with the private sector. Public- 
private competition became an important method for selecting depot sources of repair. 
Current policies continue to stress the need for improved depot efficiency, but competition 
between the commercial and organic sectors has been discontinued. Where previously 
the size of the organic industrial base was to be determined, in part, by its ability to 
compete with the commercial sector, current policy calls for reducing organic 
infrastructure to depot maintenance Core. The depot maintenance community is moving 

,# from a competitive relationship with private industry to a partnership. 



Figure 1-1 depicts the transition to the DBP. The basis for depot maintenance 
planning has solidified since the publication of the last CBP. With completion of the 
Bottom-Up Review in September 1993, a planning baseline was established for the 
proper size of organic depot operations. 

Figure 14 
Transition to the DDMC Business Plan 

1.2 THE CORPORATE BUSINESS PLAN BASELINE 

The two editions of the DDMC CBP were 'report cards' on achievement of DMRD 
908 savings targets. The impetus for the depot maintenance savings targets was the 
8 July 1989 Defense Management Report (DMR) and subsequent DMRD 908 actions. 
The baseline for calculating savings was the FY91 President's Budget. The requirement 
to report savings data for DMRD 908 actions was discontinued by the OSD Comptroller 
on 2 August 1993. In its memorandum, the Comptroller agreed with a recommendation 
emanating from a review of the FY94-P199 Future Years Defense Program. This review 
was conducted by the Odeen Panel', which noted that significant savings were being 

1 The Odeen Panel was the Remn of the Defense Sciince Board Task Force on h e  MlQaCgO Future Yean 
Defense Plan, May 1993. 
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that would enable it to react quickly and decisively to users' needs. and if not, recommend 
a better organizational arrangement. 

The study examined seven management alternatives that were developed by the 
Joint Staff. The alternatives were examined against a set of criteria that included savings, 
capacity reduction, unnecessary duplication, and military responsiveness. This analysis 
led to a recommendation to establish a unified command for depot maintenance with full 
authority to organize current Service depots as determined by the new command and as 
approved by the JCS. In the view of the study group, a Joint Depot Maintenance 
Command would produce the greatest opportunities for responsiveness, efficiency, and 
matching capacity with M u  re requirements. This appmach would accommodate the 
concerns of the operational forces, and achieve substantial cost savings, reduction of 
excess capacity and eliminate unnecessary duplication. 

The conclusions and recommendations of this study signified a shift in the 
strategies for achieving greater efficiency and improved management of depot 
maintenance operations. The study concluded that the existing depot management 
structure had not generated substantial increases in competition and intersewking nor 
had it reduced capacity or duplication of effort. Despite the relatively short timeframe 
since the Services had begun to aggressively pursue each of these areas, the study 
report predicted that continuation of current strategies to achieve greater competition, 
greater intersewicing, and reductions in capacity and duplication of effort, would not result 
in any significant performance gains in these areas. The study further concluded that 
closure of depots was necessary under the BRAC process to eliminate excess capacity 
and the Services' duplication of effort. It recommended that under BRAC, a coordinated 
process be developed across Selvice lines that would integrate requirements and 
accurately identify unneeded facilities. Elimination of unnecessary capacity was cited as 
having the potential to substantially reduce long-term costs. 

Although the recommended management alternative of the study was not adopted. 
this study was the first in the current analyses examining depot maintenance 
management. 

1.3.2 JCS Roles. Missions and Functions of the Armed Forces of the Unlted 
States, February 1993 

Following the release of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Dewt Maintenance Consolidation 
Study, the triennial JCS Roles. Missions and Functions of the Armed Forces of the United 
States report was published in February 1993. In the report, the Chairman of the Joint - 
Chiefs of Staff recommended considering forming a Joint Depot Maintenance Command. 
When this report was forwarded to Congress, the Secretary of Defense indicated his 
desire to consider other management epproaches prior to making a final decision. The 
effort to consider other options was the lntearated Manaaement of De~artment of 
Defense De~ot  Maintenance Activities. ! 



1.3.3 Intearated Manaaement of Oewrtment of Defense Denot Maintenance 
Activities, October 1993 

This study was conducted in response to direction from the Secretary of Defense. 
Its task was to assess the merits of establishing an Executive Agent, Joint Command, or 
Defense Agency for depot maintenance activities. It was accomplished by a select study 
team from the Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Logistics. It was also 
accomplished concurrent with the Secretary of Defense's Central Logistics Infrastructure 
Review, a DOD-wide effort to develop and apply methodologies for measuring how much 
logistics infrastructure should be reduced as force structure declines. Depot maif3t8nance 
operations were a large part of the logistics infrastructure that was examined. 
Addlonally, the Secretary of Defense chartered a Bottom-Up Review to balance future 
defense needs and programs, and to achieve the highest return on logistics resources. 

The primary purpose of the Intearated Manaaement of De~artment of Defense 
Dewt Maintenance Activities was to aggressively pursue reductions in excess depot 
capacity. This included assessing the merits of various management structures such as 
establishing an Executive Agent, Joint Command, or Defense Agency for depot 
maintenance activities and examining possible further consolidation of depot maintenance 
activities and expanding competitive bidding. This study supplemented 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. 

The study validated the concept of organic depot maintenance Core capability. A 
proposed mum-Service framework for Core was developed, including a methodology for 
calculating Core. In regards to competition, the study concluded that competition was 
achieving expected benefits and driving efficiencies. It also found that depot maintenance 
personnel, budgets and the number of depots remaining open have decreased at roughly 
the same rate as active force military personnel levels and operational activity levels. It 
was noted that by the end of FY94, depd maintenance personnel end strength would be 
30 percent less than N 8 7  levels. Further, the study stated that of the major 
maintenance depots existing in N87, over 30 percent of those have been closed or 
recommended for closure. 

The study concluded that excess depot capacity will still exist after completion of 
BRAC-93 base closures, and that unnecessary duplication and limited intersewicing also 
remain as issues. Excess capacity will be further increased by additional force structure 
reductions and adjustment of depot workload to reflect the new Core quantification. 

The study also addressed the impact of depot maintenance on the health of the 
United States (US) industrial base. It concluded that there is limited leverage from the 
organic depot maintenance industrial base to protect commercial entities. The study 



estimated that only about one billion in level-of-effort depot maintenance dollars could be 
made available to private industry. Putting this amount into perspective, the study noted 
that annual sales in related US industrial sectors are many times this size (in 1991, for 
example, electronic sales were $1 73 billion, aerospace sales were $1 24 billion, and motor 
vehicle sales were $1 33 billion). 

In its assessment of alternative management structures, the study conclusion was 
to broaden the charter of the DDMC to encompass all depot maintenance operations and 
issues. The conclusion was expanded by empowering the DDMC with vested, well- 
defined decision making authority in specific areas of responsibility to provide integrated 
management of DOD depot maintenance resources, operations and business practices. 
Further, the DDMC was to be provided with a rational decision support process to monitor 
key operations and to identify and elevate significant decision requirements. Finally, it 
was concluded that support staff be consolidated to provide the necessary resources for 
enhanced DDMC operations. 

In addiiion to recommending establishment of an 'Empowered DDMC,' the study 
proposed that Core policy, developed during the study, be officially adopted. The study 
called for development of improved acquisition strategy to take advantage of original 
equipment manufacturers' (OEM) resources and capabilities to ecmmplish depot 
maintenance during the early maturing of weapon systems. 

1.3.4 The Bottom-UD Review: Forces for a New Era, 1 September 1993 

Concurrent with the Intearated Manaaement of De~artment of Defense Dewt 
Maintenance Activities, was the Bottom-Up Review. The Bottom-Up Review was 
undertaken to select the right strategy, force structure, modernization programs and 
supporting industrial base infrastructure to provide for America's defense in the post-Cold 
War era. It was accomplished as a highly collaborative effort composed of a steering 
group, chaired by the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, and included 
representatives of the offices within the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Staff, 
and the Services. Its scope encompassed all major elements of defense planning, from 
the formulation of strategy, to construction of force structure, to weapon system 
modernization, and finally reconfiguration of the DOD infrastructure. The Bottom-Up 
Review's analytic process reviewed both the new dangers and opportunities foreseen in 
the post-Cold War world. It developed new military strategies for force structure, 
weapons modernization, and new defense initiatives, as well as plans to carry them out. 
It also established the guiding principles for building future capabilities. 

The Bottom-Up Review's significance to the management of depot maintenance 
operations is the establishment of force structure levels suitable for planning the depot 
maintenance infrastlucture. It further provided a framework for the DOD infrastructure 
reconfiguration, noting two areas of concentration. The first is the elimination of excess 
infrastructure by closing or realigning bases; consolidating training , mai ntenance, and 



supply; and reducing costly overhead. The second area is reform of the defense 
acquisition process. 

The 1993 Base Closure and Realignment process had significant implications for 
P the depot maintenance community, in part, because the Services did not meet 

interservicing and depot capacity expectations levied on the depot maintenance 
community. In its report to the President, the Commission criticized Senrice efforts to 
increase interservicing levels and reduce depot maintenance capacity. For BRAC-93, 
there was an attempt to examine oppoltunities for interservidng; however, the Secretary 
of Defense stated that DOD did not have adequate time to address the intersefvicing 
issue. In its BRAG93 deliberations, the Commission reviewed five commodities for 
interservidng potential: wheeled vehicles, rotary-wing aircraft, tactical missiles, and 
ground communications; the fifth, fixed-wing aircraft, was ultimately deferred from further 
analysis due to lack of reliable or comparable cost and capacity da!a The resub of the 
Commission's review were presented in its recommendations of closures and 
realignments. Interservicing recommendations were limited to the tactical missile 
consolidations to Letterkenny Army Depot and the transfer of H-1 and H-60 rotary-wing 
workload to Corpus Christi Army Depot from Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola. The 
Commission considered interservicing tactical wheeled vehicles from all Services to bring 
the capacity utilization of Tooele Army Depot's Consolidated Maintenance F a d l i  (CMF) 
to a cost-effective level, but found that future mission requirements would not be sufficient 
to improve the utilization rate of the CMF to an acceptable level. 

The Commission's recommendations to consolidate depot maintenance workload 
through interservicing represented an initial attempt to achieve cost savings. In order to 
identify additional savings, the Commission recommended that DOD conduct an 
exhaustive review of intersewicing during the BRAC-95 process. In regards to 
intenervicing, the Commission strongly supported establishment of a joint organization 
responsible for assigning workloads to the DOD's maintenance depots. Additionally, it 
concluded that any future consideration of intenervicing must include a comprehensive 
review of private-sector capability. 

The Commission recognized that there clearly remains excess capacity within the 
DOD depot system. It noted that interservicing and consolidation could go a long way 
in reducing excess depot capacity. The Commission recommended that as part of the 
Bottom-Up Review of the DOD, the Secretary of Defense consider a single defense depot 
system with joint responsibility. It also recommended a moratorium on further depot 
expansion relative to the purchase of new properties and construction of new facilities 

C 

until such time as the Bottom-Up Review could determine overall depot maintenance 
capacity requirements. 
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Finally, the Commission addressed the role of private-sector capabilities in the 
context of rightsizing the overall DOD depot infrastructure. The Commission felt that the 
private-sector could provide a potentially cost-effective alternative to DOD's in-house 
depot maintenance capability for repairing and maintaining its equipment. It noted that 
potential economies of the private-sector could be exploited and that some measure of 
positive impact could be realized for maintaining the nations' industrial base. The 
Commission strongly recommended that during the 1995 mund of base closures, the 
Secretary of Defense address the private-sector capability, within the context of an 
integrated national industrial philosophy. 

1.3.6 Defense Science Board Task Force on WDO~ Maintenance, April 1994 

This study was mandated by public law, specifically Section 341 of the FY94 
National Defense Authorization Act. The purpose of the study was to assess the overall 
performance and management of DOD depot maintenance activities. There were nine 
tasks contained in the legislation that required assessment. To accomplish these 
assessments, a Task Force of senior representatives from both government and industry 
was assembled and organized into four panels to address unique commodity 
considerations (fixed-wing aircraft, ships, ground forces and equipment, and missiles and 
electronics). 

The Task Force built upon the findings, conclusions, and recommendations of all 
the above initiatives. In its final report, it provided specific legislative and administrative 
recommendations to Congress. These are summarized below. 

The Task Force concluded that the existing DOD depot maintenance Core concept 
is valid. The Task Force did recommend modifying the concept and policy to one which 
is applied on a Service-specific basis rather than on a DOD-wide basis. When the report 
was forwarded to Congress, however, this recommendation was not endorsed by the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense (DEPSECDEF). The evaluation concluded that DOD-wide 
Core provides greater flexibility to eliminate duplicate resources, increase interservicing , 
and implement efficiency measures. 

The Task Force also recommended that legislative action be taken to address the 
limitations on the performance of depot-level maintenance contained in Title 10 United 
States Code. The Xtle 10 provisions include the requirement that the Military 
Departments not contract for the performance by non-Federal Government personnel of 
more than 40 percent of their depot-level maintenance wo~kload. The Task Force 
concluded that relief from existing legislation is needed to provide an orderly approach 
for sizing the depot infrastructure to be compatible with the force structure determined in 
the Bottom-Up Review. 

Further, it was concluded that the best value to the government can be achieved 
by reducing the existing infrastructure and its associated cost, to that required to support 



the Core concept, and by competing the remaining work in the private-sector. It was 
recommended that public-public and public-private competitions be discontinued. This 
recommendation was based on the divisiveness spawned by competition among public 
depots and between public depots and the private-sector. It also noted that the Services' 
existing financial systems do not adequately support the competition process. 

Finally, the Task Force recommended that the design, development, manufacture, 
and the installation of major modifications and upgrades generally occur in the private- 
sector and that the organic depot maintenance depots should fows on the routine repair 
and maintenance of other readiness-oriented workloads. The end result of this 
recommendation would be to place reliance on the best and most appropriate capabilities 
of both the public and private sectors. 

1.3.7 Deputy Secretary of Defense Memorandum, D ~ D o ~  Maintenance 
0bra%ons ~olicv, 4 May 1994 

The issues famed by the Task Force were addressed by the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense in his 4 May 1994 memorandum, De~ot Maintenance O~erations Policy. That 
memorandum contained the following policies: 

- Core: the Services were tasked to determine Department-wide, the Core 
7 

capability requirements and identify requisite workload to maintain those 
capabilities, based on military Service inputs. Determining Core considen 
the level of risk and the capabilities of all DO0 depots. The memorandum 
also stated that greater flexibility is achievable by maintaining DOD Core 
rather than Sewice-Core. 

- Com~etition: the DEPSECDEF discontinued both public-public and public- 
private cost-based competitions for the present. The policy further stated 
that efficiencies can be gained through interservicing, 

- Maior modifications and u~ctrades: these should be primarily accomplished 
by the private sector. 

These policies are reviewed in detail in Chapter 3. 

1.3.8 Summary 

The above efforts have impacted depot maintenance operations in several ways. 
There is now a basis for rightsizing depot maintenance to meet force structure 

R requirements. Rightsizing is to occur within the context of a total industrial base, to 
include both the public- and private-sectors. A Core policy and a methodology for 
computing Core have been established. A management structure, based on an 
Empowered DDMC, has been institutionalized. There is direction to and structure for the 
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depot maintenance community to increase interservicing, decrease duplication of 
resources, and eliminate excess capacity. 

The former DDMC CBP provided the necessary documentation to describe and 
record the Service depot maintenance initiatives for DMRD 908 savings. The CBP was 
appropriate for its intended purpose, but we have moved on with a new set of strategies 
and guidance for operating in a different environment. The scope of the DDMC CBP was 
also limited to management of the public-sector of the depot-level industrial base. As 
borne out by the above studies, this document recognizes the role of the private sector 
in the management of the depot maintenance program. 



CHAPTER 2 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE OVERVIEW 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section of the DDMC Business Plan presents information on the joint depot 
maintenance community's perception of the roles of the public and private sectors in the 
accomplishment of depot maintenance, depot maintenance statistical data and the 
environment in which depot maintenance currently operates. 

2.2 ROLES OF PUBLIC SECTOR AND PRIVATE SECTOR IN DEPOT 
MAINTENANCE 

As a result of the intense analysis of depot maintenance operations, there is a 
widespread acknowledgement that the public and private sectors must complement one 
another. Throughout many of the recent studies on depot maintenance management, 
there has also been a consistent theme to increase the participation of the private sector. 
The private sector is an integral partner in both accomplishing depot maintenance and 
in providing goods and services to support organic depot maintenance. It is incumbent 
upon the DOD to set in place the roles of each sector, focusing on what is suitable for 
each to accomplish. There are significant differences between public depots and private 
firms which may assist in determining suitable performance in either sector. For a truly 
integrated depot maintenance industrial base to work effectively, the DOD must 
understand and draw upon the strengths of both sectors. 

Essentially, there are four broad types of organizations supporting depot 
maintenance, each with unique contributions. Original equipment manufacturers (OEMs) 
usually have large "indirect* staffs for engineering, research and development, marketing, 
and other functions. OEMs typically have high overhead costs and extensive facilities. 
There is also a significant "second tier" of suppliers that support the OEMs, specialized 
production and service firms, and organic depots. Private sector service companies 
represent a third type of organization, specifically organized to have small indirect staffs 
and small sunk investment costs, and are typically involved with installation of 
modifications or routine maintenance to an established specification. Finally, there are 
the organic depots. Often heavily facilitized, the depots are large-scale, integrated 
industrial activities that work on multiple commodities. 

The private sector strengths include weapon system design, manufacture of 
component patts, specialized commodity production, and the capability to repair. These 
competencies must be preserved in order to assure full support, future weapon system 
development, and technological superiority. ! 



The strength of the organic depots is twofold. First, they have the ability to support 
the readiness and sustainability requirements of the combat forces. Organic depots 
provide flexible and responsive depot maintenance support capabilities in both wartime 
and peacetime. This capability must also be preserved. The required minimum level of 
depot maintenance capability is referred to as depot maintenance Core. Second, organic 
depots provide specialized skills and capabilities over a broad range of commodities, 
unlike commercial firms which focus on weapon systems production or a specialized 
commodity. 

Organic resources also provide required support when there is no private sector 
capability to provide depot maintenance (e.g., organic last source of repair) or when 
organic capability is directed (e.g . , Foreign Military Sales). 

Policies regarding the roles of the public and private sectors have been put forth 
and will be reviewed in Chapter 3. 

2.2.1 Compelling Reason for Organic Depot Maintenance Core 

In this era of rightsizing and restructuring, a reduced organic depot maintenance 
infrastructure will continue to play a crucial mle in meeting the needs of operating units. 
This infrastructure will be decreased to that which constitutes depot maintenance Core. 
It is appropriate to review those factors that mandate the retention of organic depot 
maintenance Core capability. 

Organic depots enable the Sewices to minimize operational risk. The primary 
reason for retaining organic depot maintenance Core capability is the need to ensure 
responsiveness to operational demands in time of war, contingencies, and other 
emergencies. Such responsiveness can be provided by a ready, controlled source of 
technical competence and resources. Organic functions under military command can 
respond more rapidly than private sector facilities to unpredictable requirements. On a 
moment's notice, depots can increase output, change priorities, and dispatch field teams. 
Although private sector capabilities will make an important contribution to contingency 
response, it must be recognized that the private sector is under no obligation to retain the 
resources needed to support critical weapon systems. Some organic resources must be 
retained because comprehensive private sector support may not be available in times 
of emergency. Finally, the capabilities of the private sector will always be dependent 
upon the realities of the market place. Organic depots, on the other hand, are insulated 
from the pressures of the free market and from labor problems. Depots can neither 
unilaterally discontinue product linesttechnologies nor go out of business. Depots are 
also free from strikes. 

Building up the commercial sector to support the war effort can be a protracted 
process. Organic depots, on the other hand, are under DOD control at the onset of 
hostilities. By accelerating and compressing production on work in process, the depots 



surge to meet the immediate needs of operational forces until such time as the 
commercial sector can increase its production capability. The depots thus ensure the 
sustainability of operational forces during the often critical early stages of a conflict, while 
the commercial sector is busy transitioning from a peacetime to wartime footing. In sum, 
the organic maintenance depots are an integral part of the Services' war fighting 
capability . 

The essence of the need for a ready and controlled source of depot maintenance 
capability is embodied in the term "depot maintenance ~ore."@e~ot maintenance Core 
is the minimum capability maintained within organic Defense depots to meet readiness 
and sustainability requirements of the weapon systems that support the JCS contingency 
scenario(su The requirement to retain organic depot maintenance Core is based in 
United States Code (USC), Tile 10, Section 2464, which mandates DOD to 'maintain a 
logistics capability (including personnel, equipment, and facilities) to ensure effective and 
timely response to a mobilization, ... contingency, ... or other emergency requirements." 
DOD Core Policy, as set forth in the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Logistics 
(DUSD(L)) memorandum 15 November 1993, states that Core depot maintenance 
capabilities will comprise only the minimum facilities, equipment, and skilled personnel 
necessary to ensure a ready and controlled source of technical competence. Organic 
Core resources provide a capability that can be quickly mobilized when needed to support 
a military contingency and a base from which commercial capability can be reconstituted 
in the event of an unplanned lapse in commercial support. The nature of organic depot 
resources enhances the depots' ability to provide a flexible, effective Core capability. The 
depots possess a wide variety of skills, facilities, and equipment. Diverse depot 
workloads enable cross training of personnel. This broad spectrum of depot assets 
constitutes a solid foundation on which Core capability is based. 

22.3 The Core Concept 

Depot maintenance Core is comprised of organic industrial resources needed to 
support contingency requirements. In order to be effective, Core capability must be 
constantly exercised. In peacetime, organic depots accomplish this by performing 
maintenance on selected mission essential systemsfitems identified in JCS scenarios. 
Peacetime workload for such items is referred to as "Core workload." Core workload is 
that workload retained in organic depots to sustain Core capability. It must be noted, 
however, that Core is the potential capability to support, not necessarily the actual 
maintenance of specific weapon systems. Thus, some mission essential equipment can 
be maintained in the private sector, as long as requisite Core capability is retained within 
the public sector through Core workload on similar systems. 



2.2.4 Balance Between Public and Private Sectors 

Part of the industrial base strategy of the depot maintenance community is to 
achieve an acceptable balance between the public and private sectors. Implementation 
of the Core concept supports this objective. It will also enable effective use of the 
strengths of the public and private industrial bases. Under section 2466 of Title 10 of the 
USC, 60 percent of all depot-level work must be accomplished by Government personnel. 

2.3 THE MAGNITUDE OF DEPOT MAINTENANCE 

This section is devoted to providing the size and scope of depot maintenance. The 
Services share the primary mission of manning, equipping, and training the miI'rtary forces 
to provide for national security. Critical to this mission is the obligation to provide for the 
readiness and sustainability of the large inventory of equipment and weapon systems 
required to prosecute military actions. To support Core readiness and sustainability 
requirements, the DOD relies on a highly developed organic depot maintenance industrial 
base, which is augmented by commercial industry. The organic depot maintenance 
industrial base is essential for the initial responsiveness and sustainability for military 
contingencies until production can be supplemented by commercial industry. 

With force structure reductions, the depot maintenance industrial base is being 
streamlined. The following discussion and charts show the current and projected 
magnitude of depot maintenance given those reductions that are currently known. 

2.3.1 Estimated Depot Maintenance Budget 

Maintaining the large DOD inventory of equipment and weapon systems requires 
considerable expenditure of funds. The estimated budget to accomplish the depot 
maintenance mission is depicted in Chart 2-1. The budget data portrayed in this table 
is from the Princi~al ~ersPective-the military Service responsible for depot maintenance 
support of its own assigned equipment and who receives depot level maintenance support 
from Agent activities. The source of the data is Service submitted data in response to 
a data 'call for the period FY94 - FY99. It reflects the force structure reductions to the 
extent that they can be factored into the budget and most recent Program Objective 
Memorandum (POM) submissions. Army data is based on the fY95 President's Budget 
and the June 1994 POM 'lock" for W96 through FY99. Naval Air Systems Command 
(NAVAIR) data is based on the FY95 President's Budget of January 1994. Naval Sea 
Systems Command (NAVSEA) budget data is based on the N 9 5  President's Budget and 
for fiscal years FY96 through FY97, the 9 July 1994 Navy Comptroller (NAVCOMP) 
budget. NAVSEA's budget figures for FY98 and FY99 are escalated three percent per 
year from the FY97 figure. Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR), 
Naval Supply Systems Command (NAVSUP), Defense Logistics Agency (DLA), and Air 
Force budget data are based on the FY95 President's Budget of 31 January 1994. The 
Marine Corps data is based on the September 1994 N96-FY97 NAVCOlblP OSD/OMB 
Budget Submit (for Operations and Maintenance), and also includes DBOF budget data. 



Budget data reflected in this report is intended for illustration purposes only, and 
does not necessarily reflect the Department of the Navy's most current budgeting data. 

The current estimate includes depot maintenance funds from the following sources: *. 

Operations and Maintenance (O&M); Procurement; Research, Development. Test and 

F 
Evaluation (RDT&E); and other Defense Business Operations Fund (DBOF) activity 
groups (e.g., stock fund). Navy stock fund budget data is included in the NAVSUP 
figures. Overall, the depot maintenance budget data is level, with only a very slight 
increase through FY99. The total NAVSEA budget is the largest contributor to the slight 
increase in the overall budget for FY98 and FY99. This anomaly is due to the high 
density of SSN 688 class nuclear refueling overhauls scheduled in the naval shipyards 
for that time period. 



Chart 2-1 
Current Estimate of Depot Maintenance Budget 

(Then Year $ in Millions) 
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Chart 2-2 and Table 2-1 provide the contractlorganic split of the budget based on the 
data provided by the Services. The chart and table are also from the Principal 
perspective. This data differs from the most recent Congressional "60140" report to - Congress. The FY93 60140 Report submitted in April 1994 presented organic data from 
the Agent perspective and included funds for Interim Contractor Support (ICS). Contract 
Logistics Support (CLS) and other depot maintenance contract support not contained in 

e this data In addition, the data in Chart 2-2 and Table 2-1 reflects forecasted data and 
not actual program execution data as presented in the FY93 60140 Repoh 

Chart 2-2 
Current Estimate of Depot Maintenance Organic and Contract Budgets 

(men Year $ in Millions) 
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Table 2-1 
cumnt &tfmae of 0.01 Malntnanm Organic and Contract Budgets 

year $ In MiNlons) 

m94 FV95 N 9 6  N97 FVSs FY99 
Army 

Organic 
Con tract 1'039'0 516.0 'Jn0 1214.8 1.109.0 1,028.3 1,080.6 570.0 498.2 481.0 461.7 465.4 

NAVAlR 
Organic 652.1 
Con tract 

8V.4 
250.6 

760.2 
291.7 

736.9 749.3 
3 14.2 349.1 785.3 373.5 397.1 

NAVSEA ' 
Organic 
Contract 

4387*3 2,975.2 2,847.0 2.4a-6 2,5299 2,594.4 
851*2 1216'7 1*414.2 1.6a.9 1,713.1 1,762.8 

NAVSUP 
Organic 847.8 
Contract 

898.4 
390.2 

748.7 
351.4 

708.4 716.9 
340.0 338.6 723.1 340.8 342.6 

SPAWAR 
organic 8.1 
Contract 

3.2 
0.8 

2.8 2.9 
0.8 3.3 

0.8 
3.2 

0.8 0.8 0.8 
Air Force 

Organic 2.573.7 3.1 18.9 3,354.1 
Contract 7.137.4 1,034.7 998.6 

39441.9 3,594.7 3,590.2 
955.7 920.5 920.5 

hrlne Corps 
organic 51.7 
Contract 

115.0 132.1 
3.0 13.1 125.1 128.7 

15.1 17.0 135.7 18.0 19.0 
DLA 

Organic 0.0 
Contract 0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 

Tomo~anb om*8 QZU5 Q,05Qm8 afi7.8 

bmn* 3,1482 
8.7503 8,0127 

3n478-3 3480.8 3,806.1 3,828*4 3808.3 

TOTAL 14709*o 18823.5 12,640.8 12,w.g 
' m a - 9  12,820.9 '' Na s h @ m a ' b ~  @W have not been e~a&fjs/,ed for n/g8 and w999 As 

" ~ r o x i ~ ~ n ~  &e F m s h i * a a '  b ~ a e t  /eve/ 41 aw,eetM by 9 mgnl 
Per Year for m8 and W99. 

'* OUk O Q ~ ~ C  b ~ e t  is ~ 0 0 0  for each fisWyea# jb Con- bwet am 
for each fiscal year. 

DYB mundngn figures may not add exaa,y. * 



2.3.2 Depot Maintenance Personnel Levels 

Chart 2-3 provides an overall view of the assigned depot personnel levels by . Service for FY94-W99. The assigned depot maintenance personnel includes permanent 
military and civilian personnel, both direct and indirect, and temporary and part-time 
personnel. Appendix C provides M92-IT99 personnel data by depot, broken out by 

P direct and indirect and by military and civilian workers. 

The personnel data in Chart 2-3 in most cases reflects decreases throughout the 
period FY94-FY99. 

The NAVSEA data reflects a decrease in personnel from FY94 through FY97 and 
corresponds to a planned reduction in depot workload. It should be noted that 
Philadelphia, Mare Island, and Charleston Naval Shipyards are on a steady downward 
trend in preparation for closures by the end of N96. The increase in personnel shown 
at the end of FY98 is to accommodate the density of SSN 688 nuclear refueling overhauls 
scheduled for naval shipyards in W99. 

The Marine Corps' leveling of personnel in the outyears reflects reductions in 
temporary employees and overtime resulting from the reconstitution of Maritime 
Prepositioning Ships (MPS) workload, which peaks in N92-FY95. 

DLA depot maintenance personnel levels are projected at 129 through the reporting 
period. This straightline projection is due to several factors, the major one being lack of 
information on future workload. With the downsizing of DOD industrial and operational 
functions, activities are redistributing assets in an effort to save funds. DLA is also 
beginning to pick up some of the work previously performed by Seneca Amy Depot for 
the Army customers. Additionally, as DLA cuts costs, its services will become 
increasingly cost competitive with commercial contractors. DLA is also beginning to shift 
emphasis to computer numerical control capability to meet changing customer needs. 
All of these factors cause uncertainty on projected workload requirements for the 
outyears. 





2.3.3 Organic Workload 

The mission of the organic industrial base is to accomplish Core woddoads to - 
support the readiness of the operational forces. Chart 2-4 shows the organic workload 
trend for FY94-FY99 in direct labor hours (DLH) from the Aaent Service's oersmctive-the 

f' 
organizational activity which furnishes the depot level maintenance support to a variety 
of customers (which may include its own Service, another Service and other Federal 
Agencies). The data ref leas workload from all funding sources (i.8.. Agent Service O&M. 
Procurement, and RDTBE appropriations. Agent Service stock fund, and reimbursables 
such as other Services and Foreign Military Sales customers). Army workload data is 
based on the Operations Program Summary (OPS-29) report July 1994 submission. 

The overall workload trend in Chart 2-4 is a decrease in workload. Data presented 
in Chart 2-4 reflect force structure changes (to the extent that they are known) and 
planned workload shifts. The increase in NAVSEA workload shown in FY99 is a grouping 
of SSN 688 nuclear refueling overhauls scheduled for the naval shipyards in late FY98 
and FY99. By the end of FY99, the peak is passed and it is anticipated the workload will 
drop back to approximately the FY97t98 level. 

Chart 2-5 provides the same organic workload data shown in Chart 2-4 from the 
joint Service perspective sorted by major commodity. 

2.3.4 Contract Workload 

Chart 2-6 presents the contract workload shown in Table 2-1 from the joint Service 
perspective sorted by major commodity. As depicted on the chart, the trend for Ships 
workload clearly indicates a migration from organic depots to the private sector, in 
accordance with DOD Core policy. 
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Chart 2-5 
Joint Sewice Organic CONUS WorMoad by Wjor Commodity 

(DLH 000) 
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2.4 THE DEPOT MAINTENANCE ENVIRONMENT 

As the Services reduce the size of the depot maintenance infrastructure to match 
force structure reductions, there must be a recognition that the relationship of the force 
structure to the depot maintenance infrastructure is not linear. The size of the 
infrastructure is impacted by many variables, force structure being only one. In addition, 

f the depot maintenance environment is impacted by external events, politics, and Service 
management philosophies. Some of the major areas influencing the environment in which 
depot maintenance exists are highlighted below. 

2.4.1 Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Decisions 

Since 1988, the BRAC process has been reducing the size of depot maintenance 
infrastructure. The following provides a summary of the specific recommended closures 
and realignments. 

Under Public Law 100-526, the 1988 Base Closure Commission identified two Army 
activities for realignment: Pueblo Army Depot Activity and Lexington-Bluegrass Army 
Depot. The depot maintenance missions' of these activities are currently being realigned 
and transferred. 

In the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Report to the 
President, 1 July 1991, two depot closures were recommended under Public Law 101 -51 0 
and subsequently approved: 

- Philadelphia Naval Shipyard was recommended for closure and 
preservation. The propeller facility (shops and foundry), Naval Inactive 
Ships Maintenance Facility, and the Naval Ship Engineering Station will 
remain in active status. 

- Sacramento Army Depot was recommended for closure. Its workload was 
subsequently realigned to Tobyhanna Army Depot and Sacramento Air 
Logistics Center by competition to ensure the most cost effective distribution 
of work. 

In the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Report to the 
President, 1 July 1993, six additional depot closures were recommended under Public 
Law 101 -51 0 and subsequently approved: 

- Charleston Naval Shipyard was recommended for closure. The 
Commission recommended that it maintain the option to later recommend 
retention of Charleston Naval Shipyard facilities deemed necessary to 
establish support Navy commands that are retained. ! 



- Mare Island Naval Shipyard was recommended for closure. Other activities 
at the shipyard were recommended for relocation. 

- Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP) Alameda was recommended for closure. 
The Commission recommended that repair capability be relocated as 
necessary to other depot maintenance activities. 

- NADEP Norfolk was recommended for closure. The Commission 
recommended relocating repair capabili as necessary to other depot 
maintenance activities. 

- NADEP Pensacola was recommended for closure. The Commission 
specifically recommended relocating the H-1 and H-60 repair and 
maintenance capabilities to Corpus Christi Army Depot (CCAD), and the 
remaining repair and maintenance activities to NADEP Cheny Point. In 
addition the Commission recommended that the whirl tower and the 
dynamic component facility be moved to NADEP Cherry Point, CCAD, or 
the private sector, in lieu of the Navy's plan to retain these operations in a 
stand-alone facility at NADEP Pensacola. 

- Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC), Newark AFB, OH was 
recommended for closure. The Commission recommended that the AGMC 
workload move to other depot maintenance activities, including the private 
sector. In his recommendation to the Commission, the Secretary of 
Defense anticipated that mod of the worWoad would be privatized in place. 

The following BRAC-93 realignments are also being canied out under Public Law 
101 -51 0: 

- Tooele Army Depot (TEAD) was recommended for realignment. The 
Commission recommended that TEAD be reduced to a "depot activity" and 
placed under the command of Red River Army Depot (RRAD). The depot 

- maintenance workload is to move to other depots. 

- The 1993 BRAC Commission reinstated the Tactical Missile Consolidations 
as originally planned by the DOD in the Tactical Missile Maintenance 
Consolidation Plan for Letterkennv Armv Demt, adding the tactical missile 
workload from Marine Corps Multi-Commodity Maintenance Center (Me) 
Barstow to the plan. The Commission found tha! eight defense depots 
were performing similar work on tactical missile guidance and control 
sections and in some instances related ground control systems. These 
eight included Anniston Amy Depot, Red River Arrny Depot, Tobyhanna 
Army Depot, Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach, NADEP Alameda, 
NADEP Norfolk, Ogden Air Logistics Center and M e  Barstow. 



2.4.2 Distribution of BRAC Workloads 

The depot maintenance environment is one where workload shifts are common. 
There will be a continuing focus on redistributing workloads. Through the 
recommendations of the BRAC Commission, certain workloads have been directed to be 
moved to specific locations. Still other workloads require redistribution as a result of 
BRAC directed moves or internal Service decisions. There is a potential for sizeable 
amounts of workload to be redistributed during a relatively short period of time, both on 
an interservice basis and an intrase~ce basis. Thus, the depot maintenance 
environment is one that is in a state of flux. This will continue as infrastructure is reduced 
and the Services determine the best source of repair for specific workloads. 

2.4.3 Force Structure 

One of the most important aspects of the depot maintenance environment is the 
change in the force structure. As a resutt of the Bottom-Up Review, there is sufficient 
detail for Services to plan the depot infrastructure for both war and peacetime levels. The 
Bottom-Up review recommended establishment of a force structure to support an initial 
response to a single Major Regional Conflict (MRC) as follows: 

Four to five Army divisions 
Four to five Marine Expeditionary Brigades 
Ten Air Force fighter wings 
100 Air Force heavy bombers 
Four to five Navy aircraft carrier battle groups 
Special operations forces 

The Bottom-Up Review concluded that the United States must field forces sufficient 
to fight and win two nearly simultaneous MRCs; which for the bulk of ground, naval and 
air forces would require duplicating the MRC building block described above. Certain 
dements of the overall force structure have been selected for enhancements, which 
affects the depot maintenance requirements. In particular, strategic mobility of the forces, 
naval strike aircraft, Army firepower, Air Force long-range bombers and munitions, and 
Reserve component forces, are force structure areas targeted for enhancement. The 
Bottom-Up Review also noted that a prudent level of peacetime forces should be planned 
for major intenrention or peace enforcement operations. 

The final area that emanated from the Bottom-Up Review and that was noteworthy 
for depot maintenance planning purposes was the amount of overseas presence. The 
Bottom-Up Review detailed the future size and shape of the United States forces * 
deployed abroad to protect and advance United States interests. These force levels 
require a significant amount of depot-level support tha! must be included in planning for 
depot maintenance operations. 



2.4.4 Industrial Base 

The environment of depot maintenance is impacted by the refocusing of depot 
maintenance to a total industrial base, which includes both the public and private sectors. 
There has always been a significant role played by commercial industry in the 
accomplishment of depot-level workloads, but with the reduced force structure and excess 
capacity, there are several issues regarding the industrial base strategy that require 
establishment or revision of policies. The policies should address prese~ng appropriate 
maintenance capabilities in both the private and public sectors, supporting older weapon 
systems that have been upgraded, and supporting fewer but more sophisticated systems 
over the longer term. 

The U.S. Congress, Office of Technology Assessment (OTA) report in 1991, 
Redesianim Defense: Plannina the Transition to the Future US Defense Industrial Base, 
summarized the problems facing defense industrial base planners in regards to 
maintenance and overhaul. The report stated that organic facilities provide the flexibility 
and responsiveness for supporting overall force readiness. It also noted that the Services 
are concerned about over-reliance on private sector firms that have shown little interest 
in maintenance and repair work until the recent budget decline, and may not wish to stay 
in the business when economic conditions improve. The OTA recommended that 
Congress pay particular attention to total capability of the maintenance industrial base so 
that government capabilities are not lost because of promises by private firms that never 
materialize. 

The above report, as well as the Remrt of the Defense Science Board (DSB) Task 
Force on De~ot  Maintenance Management, April 1994, expressed the need to target or 
allocate depot maintenance workload to specific commeraal industrial activities in order 
to presenre capability. Because of a unique capability, product, or technology, these 
companies or industries will require special treatment and preservation. There are, for 
example, many older technologies in weapon systems in the DO0 that require continuing 
support only available through products or services provided by the commercial sector. 
Perhaps more important is the need to preserve the critical military design and production 
capabilities. 

The recent DSB report on Depot Maintenance Management also noted another key 
industrial base concern; reduction of excess capacity in both public and private sectors. 
Reducing excess capacity should be an integral part of the depot maintenance industrial 
base strategy. 

2.4.5 Workload Mix 

The depot maintenance environment is also affected by workload mix. Currently, 
there are significant factors acting to reduce depot maintenance workload. #lost notably, 
a reduced force structure will lessen the amount of workload that generates to the depots. 



Also, the improved mean times between failure and average times to repair are resulting 
in less workload being generated. 

Conversely, a variety of circumstances actually increase depot maintenance 
requirements even with the reduced force structure. Depot maintenance operations must 

.P accommodate older platforms which, in most cases, generate more maintenance. Depot 
maintenance must also accommodate the varied usage of the weapon system platforms. 
In some weapon systems, more maintenance is generated as the usage of platfons 
changes to support expanded or different missions that have been assigned in response 
to changes in National Security requirements. 

The Sewices must also deal with maintenance generated on a larger scale from 
guard and reserve units that now have increased mles. As the usage, training, and types 
of systems entering the guard or reserve increase, so does the maintenance. Further, 
weapon systems and equipment being provided from front-line units to guard and reserve 
units cause significant depot maintenance workload and funding anomalies as the 
weapon systems or equipment are put into serviceable condition for the guard or reserve 
units. 

As the Sewices build-in technological advances in weapon systems, there is a 
corresponding level of sophistication required to maintain systems. This increased 
technology can increase the amount of workload being generated to the depots. 

2.5 DEFENSE DEPOT MAINTENANCE COUNCIL 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense established the Defense Depot Maintenance 
Council (DDMC) in his 30 June 1990 memorandum, Strengthening Depot Maintenance 
Activities. The mission, organization, responsibilities, and functions of the DDMC were 
subsequently documented in DODD 51 28.32, Defense Depot Maintenance Council, 
7 November 1990. Its mission is to advise the Deputy Undersecretary of Defense for 
Logistics (DUSD(L)) on initiatives for reducing costs and improving the efficiency and 
effectiveness of depot maintenance management and operations in DOD. The DDMC 
serves as a mechanism for coordinated review of DOD depot maintenance policies, 
systems, programs, and activities. It is the mechanism for joint planning, monitoring, and 
evaluating the implementation of management improvement initiatives. The DDMC 
serves as a forum for exchange of information among the (DUSD(L)) and Service officials 
responsible for the conduct of depot maintenance operations in the DOD. It also 
performs any other advisory duties relating to depot maintenance as required by the . (DUSD(L)). 

The DDMC is chaired by the DUSD(L). Its members are: the Commander, US 
Army Materiel Command; the Commander, Air Force Materiel Command; the Deputy 
Chief of Naval Operations (Logistics); the Deputy Chief of Staff for Installations and 

* 

2-1 9 



Logistics, Headquarters, US Marine Corps; and the Director, Defense Logistics Agency. 
Invited guests include the Department of Amy Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics, the 
Department of Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics, the Joint Staff Director for 
Logistics, and the Commander, Naval Air Systems Command. 

2.5.1 Changes to the DDMC 

The recommendation contained in the lntwrated Manaoement of De~artment of 
Defense Dewt Maintenance Activities study was to establish an 'Empowered DDMC.' 
The report noted that this management aItemative was acceptable to the Sewices and 
would provide sufficient oversight of the 000's depot maintenance operations. The 
Empowered DDMC would also have the ability to develop coherent DOPwide policies, 
make decisions in key areas, and, in general, exercise authority of the Secretary of 
Defense to provide effective, integrated depot maintenance management. 

2.5.2 Service DDMC Support Structure 

The Joint Logistics Commanders (JLC) community has provided most of the hands- 
on effort needed to implement past and current DDMC actions. As all the Service 
representatives on the DDMC are also members of the JLC, DDMC initiatives have been 
implemented through JLC channels. As the depot maintenance policy agent for the JLC, 
the Joint Policy Coordinating Group on Depot Maintenance (JPCG-DM) has played the 
significant role in implementing the decisions of the DDMC. Through JPCG-DM 
leadership, necessary oversight was provided to complete numerous initiatives, plans, and 
studies. 



CHAPTER 3 

MAINTENANCE POUCY - 

P 
As noted in the previous chapter, policies regarding management of depot 

maintenance operations have been established or are being developed based upon 
exhaustive studies and analyses. This chapter presents the significant policies that have 
been derived from those studies and analyses. 

3.2 DOD CORE POUCY 

Core policy had its antecedents in the Secretary of Defense definition of Core that 
followed the Defense Management Report Decisions of 1990. That definition recognized 
that Core was based on capabilities that must be retained organically. Subsequently, in 
August 1992, the Office of the Secretary of Defense published DOD Directive 41 51.1 8, 
Maintenance of Militarv Materiel. This policy document reinforced the existing definition 
of Core as follows: 

Core Maintenance. An integral part of a depot maintenance skill and 
resource base that shall be maintained within depot actr'vities to meet 
contingency requirements. Core will comprise only a minimum level of 
mission-essential capability and must be under the conW of an assigned 
individual DOD Component or may be a consolidated capability under the 
control of an assigned or jointly determined DOD Component where 
economic and strategic wnsiderslbrslbons warrant. 

The current DOD depot maintenance Core policy was provided by the Deputy 
Under Secretary of Defense for Logistics (DUSD(L)) memorandum, 15 November 1993 
and is an evolutionary refinement of the above definition. It states that: 

Depot maintenance Con is the capability main&rined W n  the organic 
Defense depots to meet readiness and sustai'nability requirements of the 
weapon systems that support JCS scenanb(s). Core exists to minimize 
operational risks and to guamtee required readiness for these weapon 
systems. Core depot maintenance capabilities wN comprise only the 
minimum facilities, equipment, and skilled personnel necesmy to ensure 
a ready and ~0ntr0118d source of technical competence. Depot maintenance 
for the dssignated weapon systems will be the pn'mary workloads ass&ned 
to DOD depots to support Core depot maintenance capabilities. , 



As stated in Deputy Secretary of Defense (DEPSECDEF) memorandum 
4 May 1994, De~ot Maintenance O~erations Policv, that Core capability will be 
maintained at the DOD level, rather than Service level. The Core policy also allows for 
organic performance of some above-Core workload in order to keep the cost of 
maintaining Core capability from being prohibitive, and for organic peffonnance of non- 
Core workloads for which commercial support is not available. Finally, by definition, major 
modifications and upgrades to increase the performance envelope of systems are not part 
of depot maintenance Core. When put in context, Core will drive almost all other 
elements of policy and management of depot maintenance activities. 

3.3 DEPSECDEF MEMORANDUM, DEPOT MAINTENANCE OPERATlONS POUCY, 
4 MAY 1994 

In addition to Core, this memorandum provided policy on competition, 
intersewicing, and major modifications. It also addressed an initiative to develop policy 
regarding the depot maintenance support of new weapon systems. 

3.3.1 Competition 

The current DOD policy on competition of depot-level workloads was put forth in 
the DEPSECDEF memorandum 4 May 1994, Deoot Maintenance Operations Policv. This 
policy was in response to the Defense Science Board Depot Maintenance Task Force 
report. As a result of his review, the DEPSECDEF issued policy regarding two categories 
of competition; competition between public depots and the private sector, and competition 
among public depots. 

In line with the conclusion of the Defense Science Board Depot Maintenance Task 
Force, the DEPSECDEF directed public-private competition be discontinued for the 
present. The justification for this policy decision was that database and financial 
management systems of the DOD and Militaty Services are not capable of supporting the 
determination of the actual cost of specific workloads. Because of this finding, it was 
concluded that fair public-private cost-based competition would not be achievable in the 
near-term, regardless of the use of the Cost Comparability Handbook as a means to 
"level the playing field.' 

The Defense Science Board Depot Maintenance Task Force report reached a 
similar conclusion regarding public-public competition. It added that these competitions 
had proven to be expensive to conduct. The DEPSECDEF memorandum agreed with the 
Task Force that interservicing of depot maintenance work to centers of excellence is a 
preferable means of obtaining the same efficiencies that would resutt from public-public 
competitions. The DEPSECDEF discontinued public-public competition, and stated that 
intersewicing decisions will be made on the basis of efficiencies to be gained. 



The DEPSECDEF retained the option to reopen the issue of cost-based 
competition in the future if comparable and accurate cost data are available. 

- 
3.3.2 Interservicing 

!# 
The DEPSECDEF 4 May 1994 memorandum emphasized interservicing of depot 

maintenance workloads based on efficiencies. The effiaency lies in the support of 
common items and, in some cases, common technology requirements. Current 
interse~cing decision processes are well established for new items coming into the 
inventory. 

There are two efforts underway to increase interservidng. The first, part of 
BRAC-95, is a response to criticism from the BRA093 Commission of the lack of 
interservice analysis in the BRAG93 process. While this effort will promote i n t e f ~ e ~ d n g  
actions as a result of recommending depot closures, the BRAC process is not a 
permanent process and, in accordance with current law, be concluded by 1995. 

While BRAC will consider intersewicing of workloads, it will not provide an ongoing 
assessment of existing workloads at all depots and shipyards. It is important, therefore, 
that a more long-term process, separate from BRAC be developed and applied. The 
second effort is a developmental effort to provide a methodology that examines existing 
workloads for interservicing potential. This methodology has been provided to the DDMC 
for its review. 

3.3.3 Major Modifications 

The DEPSECDEF memorandum of 4 May 1994 also provided policy on 
accomplishment of major modifications and upgrades to weapon systems. His 
memorandum noted that, as major modifications and upgrades are not, by definition, part 
of depot maintenance DOD Core, these will be primarily accomplished by the private 
sector. 

3.3.4 Depot Maintenance Support of New Weapon Systems 

In his memorandum of 4 May 1994, the DEPSECDEF cited an initiative to develop 
policy regarding the depot maintenance support of new weapon systems. He challenged 
the traditional assumption that new weapon systems and equipment will transition to 
organic depot support. He stated that there is neither a strong economic case nor a risk 
control requirement for automatically establishing organic depot maintenance support. .. Given the importance of the depot maintenance strategy in new systems acquisitions and 
the declining force structure requirements, the depot maintenance support strategy should 
be refined throughout the entire acquisition cycle. To this end, the DEPSECDEF will 
review an additional Defense Science Board Depot Maintenance Task Force effort 



underway to determine the process and procedures the DO0 should use in procuring the 
depot maintenance support for new weapon systems. 

3.4 DEPOT MAINTENANCE STANDARD SYSTEMS 

The Joint Logistics Systems Center (JLSC) and the Services are responding to 
initiatives within the DOD to select and implement standard migration systems to support 
the "best business practicesw and achievement of standard data for DOD depot 
maintenance. Migration systems are those existing systems or systems under 
development that will serve as interim DOD standard systems, pending establishment of 
a fully functional, integrated corporate information management (CIM) structure. 

CIM guidance was issued by the Deputy Secretary of Defense in his memorandum 
of 13 October 1993. That memorandum restated the full support of the DO0 to 
improvements, efficiencies, and productivity that are the essence of CIM. The Secretary 
of Defense accelerated the pace to define the standard baseline process and data 
requirements, to select and deploy migration systems, to implement data standardization, 
and to conduct functional process improvement reviews and assessments within and 
across all functions of the DOD. 

Near-term guidance called for the expeditious selection of standard migration 
systems within six months, with follow-on DOD-wide transition to the selected systems 
over a period not to exceed three years. The Deputy Secretary of Defense directed that 
complete data standardization be achieved in three years by simplifying data 
standardization procedures, reverse engineering data requirements in approved and 
proposed migration systems, and adopting standard data previously established by 
individual functions and Components for DOD-wide use, whenever practical. 

The memorandum stated that ongoing information management initiatives such as 
functional process improvement projects, functional and technical integration analysis and 
planning, and software engineering methods modernization, should continue on an 
expedited basis. Completion of these initiatives are not prerequisites to implementation 
of the migration system and data standards acceleration strategy. The Secretary of 
Defense noted that once DOD-wide process, system, and data baselines are established, 
process improvement studies will be more productive and study resutts can be more 
rapidly implemented. 

Finally, it was noted that the temporary loss of automated functionality by selected 
system users may occur, but that this was not a reason to delay migration system 
selection and deployment unless there is a documented adverse impact on readiness 
within the deployment period, or an inability to comply with the law. 



CHAPTER 4 

SERVICE STRATEGIES - 
4.1 INTRODUCTION 

Implementation of the policies established by OSD is incumbent upon the Services. 
This chapter provides the Service strategies to implement those polides described in the 
previous chapter. It also provides individual Service management strategies that integrate 
DOD policy with Service goals and objectives. 

4.2 ARMY a 1 
4.2.1 Capacity Utilization 

In general, Army maintenance depots are reducing capacity (and increasing 
capacity utilization) by eliminating work stations and work positions and turning in excess 
or underutilized equipment. Future BRAC actions will afford opportunities to consolidate 
like missions and duplicative capabilities which will further increase capacity utilization. 

At present, there are several actions that are contributing to increased capacity 
utilization. These include the closure of Lexington-Bluegrass Arrny Depot (LBAD), Mainz 
Army Depot (MZAD), and Sacramento Army Depot (SAAD), and the realignment of 
Tooele Arrny Depot (TEAD). The tactical missile consolidation to Letterkenny Arrny Depot 
(LEAD) and the transfer of communications-security (COMSEC) workload to Tobyhanna 
Army Depot (TOAD) will also contd bute towards greater capacity utilization. 

4.2.2 SingleSiting of Major End Items 1 
Single-siting of major end items will continue within the Army. Single-siting 

provides for a flexible, responsive, organic capability to support military forces and the 
national industrial base. Maintenance depots concentrate their capabilities on areas of 
sustainment excellence to eliminate duplication within the Army depot system, to increase 
workload efficiencies and innovations, and to reduce the cost of doing business for Amy 
customers. End items are sited at Amy maintenance depots in the following way: 

- Anniston Armv De~ot  (ANADb Heavy, tracked combat vehicles and their 
components, as well as individual and crew-served weapons. 

- Comus Christ! Arrnv b o o t  (CCAD): Rotary wing aircraft and associated 
aeronautical equipment. 



- Letterkennv Army Demt: DOD consolidated center for tactical missile 
maintenance and prime depot for self-propelled and towed artillery. 

- Red River Army De~ot  (RRADI: tight to medium armored combat 
vehicles. 

- Tobvhanna Arrnv De~ot: Communications-electronics systems including 
radios, airborne electronics, intelligence and electronic warfare, wire/data 
and satellite communications. 

- Tooele Arrnv D ~ D o ~ :  Being realigned in accordance with BRAC-93, 
TEAD's workload in the tire mission and the MS-ACE will transfer to RRAD, 
the workload for reverse osmosis water purification units will transfer to 
Seneca Army Depot, and the balance of the TEAD workload such as tactical 
vehicles and power generation equipment is planned for contract. 

The Army actively contributes to interservicing efforts within the WD. It is 
continuing to seek opportunities for workload to be interserviced to its depots and to 
interservice workload when appropriate to do so. The Maintenance Intersenrice Officers 
(MISOs) at each Major Subordinate Command (MSC) monitor the acquisition milestones 
to ensure that the materiel developers comply with the provisions of the 000 5000 series 
regulations and AMC-R 750-10, and introduce weapon system 'new starts' for Depot 
Maintenance Interservice (DMI) study. Recommendations resulting from DM1 studies 
seek to prevent the establishment of duplicate capability and minimize the cost of organic 
support for new acquisitions. 

Through Flexible Computer Integrated Manufacturing (FCIM) and similar initi&ves. 
the Army Depot System Command (DESCOM) is providing a rapid, flexible manufacturing 
capability to all Services and other government agencies. Alsol the Army Centers of 
Technical Excellence (CTX) program provides total weapon systems support of new and 
product-improved weapon system under dedicated management of the CTX program 
manager (PM). The CTX PMl as the technical expert, ensures the maximum use of 
existing depot system resources to support all Service materiel developers. 

The implementation of BRAC actions has enhanced the overall interse~cing 
program. Letterkenny Army Depot will assume all Service tactical missile workload as a 
result of BRAC action. The closure of Sacramento Army Depot has resutted in workload 
moving to the Air Force. 



4.2.4 Cost Control Measures 

All of the Army depots continually strive to contain cost escalation. Cost reductions 
at the Army depots range from 'local programs' to major cost growth reduction initiatives 
for major workloads. Examples of local efforts include recycling and reducing costs in the 
security area through the elimination of employees' vehicle decals. 

Major efforts are underway to control cost through the Value Engineering Program. 
The Army has determined that savings may be obtained thmugh use of calibration 
services available from other DOD components. Current regulation requires purchase of 
such senrice from Army sources. Another area with potential is to dlow depots to prowre 
locally as much as possible. When restricted to the Federal Supply System as a sole 
source, the depots are forced to pay the supplieh price. A final area planned for study 
relates to the inventory policies that wil  address the threshold for recovely and repair of 
reparable items damaged by the environment. Environmental damage changes the cost 
of repairing these items and should be reflected in inventory policy. 

4.25 Capital Investment 

The Deputy Chief of Staff for Engineering (DCSEN) approves installation capital 
investments based on the necessity to facilitize and to support current and future 
workload. The workloads used to justify capital investments are those contained in 
approved workload plans in conjunction with Core capabilities. This dictates the priority 
of investment at each installation. 

Generally, the capital investment strategy supports four categories of 
equipmenVfacilities: 

Establishment of capability to support the depot maintenance of new 
weapon systems entering the inventory. 

- Upgrades or force modemization of existing weapon systems. 

- Modemization/upgrades of facilities to accomplish process improvement, 
general modernization, hazardous waste preventionlreduction, and 
replacement of worn out equipmentlfacilities. 

- Modernization of the installation infrastructure in terms of communication, 
computer support, etc. 

In addition, the Army has spent considerable effort in assuring equipment available 
from BRAC-affected installations is used as a 'first source of supply' beore a capital 
investment is made in new equipment. 



4.2.6 Economies and Efficiencies 

The Army DESCOM has taken and continues to take significant steps to reduce 
the infrastructure cost associated with the performance of depot maintenance and to 
improve the quality of support provided to customers. The command recognized early 
that reductions in the DOD budget would u~mately impact workload and maintaining a 
viable and competitive organization would require new strategies. The status quo was 
unacceptable, and in recognition of the changing environment, the command actively 
embraced the following strategies. 

Under the direction of the DESCOM Commander, the command is evolving from 
a multi-layered, hierarchical st~cture to a "flattef organizational structure limited to three 
organizational levels. In concert with this evolution, and to make possible the 
empowerment of employees at the lower levels, a team-building training program, 
Honesty, Ethics, Accountability, Respect, Trust, and Support (HEARTS), has been 
implemented. HEARTS training has been provided to all management personnel with all 
employees scheduled to receive the training as part of the IaborJmanagement partnership. 
HEARTS is based on a program used with much success in the private industry and has 
been extremely useful in building trust among organizational leaders. 

Yet another thrust to improve efficiency is a major initiative to review all 
organizational elements within the command to improve the direct to indirect labor ratio 
by eliminating non-value added overhead functions. This thrust also works in conjunction 
with the initiative to flatten organizations and is a continuing effort in the command. 

Further improvements in infrastructure will be achieved as DESCOM merges with 
Armament, Munitions, and Chemical Command (AMCCOM) in FY95 to form the Industrial 
Operations Command (IOC). This action will streamline the headquarters functions 
necessary for the support of the maintenance depots and arsenals. As the date for 
creation of the IOC approaches, actions continue to define personnel requirements and 
structure an effective operational command. 

DESCOM has also improved efficiency through use of the Value Engineering 
program. Depots have been frequently recognized for the cost savings achieved in this 
area. 

DESCOM has made major changes to adapt to the ever changing environment, 
and continues to seek new ways to suppan customers and reduce the cost of operations. 

4.3 NAVAL AIR SYSTEMS COMMAND 

As a result of reduced defense requirements in the post-cold war env'mnment, the 
public and private sectors must respond to rapidly declining defense spending. Excess 



capacity, which exists in both sectors, is being eliminated by defense base closures and 
industry rightsizing. Past and ongoing infrastructure reorganizations present an 
opportunity to develop an industrial base strategy that capitalizes on the unique 
capabilities of government and commercial facilities while reducing total costs to the 
taxpayer. 

i )  

NAVAIR's strategy in the rightsizing environment is to maintain only the minimum 
level of organic capacity, consistent with future force levels, that is necessary to sustain 
peacetime levels and war fighting surge capability. NAVAIR will work in partnership with 
the commercial aerospace industry to make maximum use of industry's production 
capabilities and capacity for aviation depot-level maintenance. This strategy will enable 
NAVAIR to help preserve the private sector industrial base without compromising its 
responsibility to maintain a ready and responsive organic capability. 

Specifically, NAVAIR's plan is to: 

- develop a long-range plan which identifies Navy Ttle 10 USC 2464 Core 
requirements; work that will be made available to industry; and 
interservice/consolidate workload 

- close excess depots as expeditiously as possible, consistent with BRAC-93 
guidelines; 

- rightsize the remaining depots to perform Core-related work; 

- offer non-Core work to industry for competition; 

- develop commercial contract performance guidelines 

NAVAI R's strategy, an update to that portrayed in the FY92-FY97 DDMC Corporate 
Business Plan, details NAVAIR goals through FY99, and implements the 
recommendations of the Defense Conversion Commission by . . . "Supporting military- 
commercial integration and increasing reliance on an integrated private sector for defense 
goods and services, from Research and Development (R8D) programs to overhaul and 
modifications of existing systems.' Figure 4-1 highlights key tenets of NAVAIR's industrial 
strategy. 



Figure 4-1 
Evolving NAVAIR Strategy 
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4.3.2 Singlesiting of Major End Items 

All airframes and engines have been single-sited. Additionally, NAVAlR is 
realigning the NADEPs to be both product and technology specific (figure 4-2). Product 
realignment is accomplished by grouping equipment that requires like or similar 
production processes and took. These realignments should result in increased 
economies and efficiencies, improved productivity and better customer support. 

Figure 4-2 
Naval Avlation Depots After BRAG93 
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NAVAIR will also single-site functional areas of technological excellence, such as 
hydraulics, composites, vertical flight systems, and FClM systems (Figure 4-2) to develop 
new industrial applications for proven technologies. NAVAlR engineers located at NADEP 
sites are particularly well-situated to observe and understand the material condiiion of in- 
sewice equipment and apply newly developed manufacturing technologies to its repair, 
modification and remanufacture Maintaining this unique knowledge and skill base 
enables the Navy to remain the 'smart buyer as well as a 'smart user of its weapon 
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systems resulting in extended senrice life for existing systems while achieving the lowest 
life cycle operating costs. The product focused life cycle management will be fully 
ingrained into the organization. 

4.3.3 Interservicing 

Naval aviation depots, in cooperation with counterparts in the Air Force and Army, 
are continually exploring and implementing consolidation initiatives that increase 
interoperability, reduce production costs, reduce logistics requirements, and have muiti- 
Service applications. At the inception of the Defense Management Review (DMR), the 
NAVAIR baseline rate of depot level maintenance (DLM) interservicing was 6 percent of 
the total. The DOD goal is to increase, to at least 10 percent, the amount of D M  being 
interserviced. Initiatives developed in response to DMRD 908, transferred D M  of the 
GI30  aircraft, F11 Om30 engines to the Air Force, increasing the cumulative rate to 12 
percent. Concurrently, NADEP Cherty Point acquired Air Force F-4 aircraft and 579 
workloads, and NADEP Alameda's Navy and Air Force TF34 engine worldoads were 
transferred to NADEP Jacksonville. 

As a result of the BRAG-93 depot closure decisions, major programs as well as 
component workload have been identified for intersenrice transition. For example, the 
SH-GOB and AH-1 W are being transferred from NADEP Pensacola to CCAD, and the T56 
engines are transferring from NADEP Alameda to San Antonio Air Logistics Center 
(SA-ALC). Transition of workload from the closing depots to other Services has begun 
and will continue throughout the closure process. When these interservice consolidations 
are complete, total interservicing will be 15 percent. 

4.3.4 Cost Control Measures 

As reflected in Figure 4-2, NAVAIR has begun to downsize its organic depot level 
organization in accordance with the recommendations of BRAC-93. The three remaining 
depots are being rightsized to accommodate quantified DLM Core requirements. Only 
minimum facilities, skilled personnel, and equipment necessary to meet readiness and 
sustainability requirements for approved contingency scenarios will be retained. 
Consolidation of some functions within the depots and transfer of others will eliminate 
many indirect and overhead costs and divest the depots of excess material inventories 
and inventory management responsibility. NADEP material inventories are being 
transferred to the Navy Stock Fund (NSF) and managed by Fleet Industrial Supply Center 
(FISC) personnel, allowing divestiture of vast inventory, inventory management, and 
associated direct costs. 

NAVAIR is aware that in this period of shrinking budgets, any increase or perceived 
increase in costs per workload measurement will resutt in potential budget marks. 
NAVAIR is actively pursuing authority for Reduction-ln-Force (RIF) and Separation-ln-Pay 
(SIP) in order to reduce personnel costs. The individual depot commanders and the 



Headquarters staff are constantly reviewing plans in order to maintain a proper 
direcvindirect relationship. 

The sustaining depots are hiring only the direct personnel necessary to support the 
direct workload that is transitioning. There will be no increase in indirect personnel used 
to support these new programs at the sustaining depots. Consequently, in the long run, 
there is a potential to reduce the direct/indirect ratio. 

4.3.5 Capital Investment 

Depot capital investments will be based on the successful implementation of 
BRAC-93 transition plans. This will include transition of workload and associated 
equipment, facilities, and capabilities; with minimum disruption to Fleet operations. 
Sustaining depots will maximize use of equipment from closing depots and will consider 
existing capability, increased productivity and compliance with environmental or safety 
regulations. Investments will have a minimum rate of return and a pay-back period no 
greater than four and one-half years. 

4.3.6 Economies and Efficiencies 

To reduce infrastructure significantly and still provide quality support to NAVAIR 
customers, the Naval Aviation Industrial Team will reduce overhead and develop other 
efficiencies in the way NAVAIR does business. It is clear that NAVAIR's current 
organizational structure and operations cannot be sustained. Consequently, the depot 
community, along with the entire Naval Aviation Systems Team, is moving to a new 
concept of operations, a refined organization based on integrated program teams (IPT) 
and supported by a competency-aligned organization (CAO). 

The primary function of the CAO is to provide appropriately experienced and 
trained people and facilities to support the delivery of the product to NAVAIR customers 
through the IPT leadership. The depots will be part of the "Industrial Competency." 

NAVAIR recognized the need for an integrated approach within the depots for 
improved communication and clear lines of responsibility between the Industrial 
Competency and the PMAs (Program Management - Air). As a step in this direction. 
NAVAIR has established Integrated Program Support Coordinators (IPSC) for all major 
weapon systems at the cognizant field activity (CFA). This concept provides the following 
benefits: 

- Single NAOEP manager responsible for each commodity/weapon system. - Program Manager Orientation (PMAIProgram Executive Officer (PEO)) 
aligned. - Focused Iife cycle management. 



Using its experience, the depot team, working with the PMAs, will form IPTs to be 
under the direction of the PMA. This will allow the PMAs to have better control over their 
technical and supporting personnel at each site. The resutt will be better and more timely 
products and services to NAVAIR customers. 

4.4 NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COMMAND 

The strategy for the industrial activities under the claimancy of Naval Sea Systems 
Command (Naval Shipyards, Naval Ordnance Center, and subordinate Weapons Stations, 
Naval Surface Warfare Center, and Naval Undersea Warfare Center) is to maintain the 
lowest and most cost effective level of organic depot infrastructure consistent with: 

- Maintaining Tile 10 USC 2464 responsibilities - Retaining Core capabilities as defined by the DUSD (L) Core Policy 
memorandum of 1 5 November 1993 - Providing deep water access depots with requisite large drydocks and 
facilities to respond to fleet needs - Possessing the flexibility to conform, expanding or contracting, to future 
force requirements while providing consistent and affordable depot 
maintenance. 

4.4.1 Capacity Utilization 

Increase of capacity utilization in an environment of decreasing force levels and 
depot work requirement must be accomplished primarily by divestiture of excess capacity. 
This process in NAVSEA has been ongoing since 1989, with a continuous reduction in 
personnel in proportion to diminishing workload. It currently centers on the DO0 Core 
policy and methodology, wherein organic capability and capacity that must be retained 
is quantified by the capabilii to support specified weapon systems. Although Core is a 
capability, it translates to depot workload. Any capacity above the Core-defined organic 
requirement, and not specifically designated for interservice Core work, is considered 
excess. Any workload that is above Core and is not a last source requirement is 
available to sustain the private industrial base. 

In addition to the obvious BRAC-related closure and realignment actions to remove 
excess capacity. NAVSEA depots have undertaken initiatives to decrease potential 
capacity not needed for Core requirements, thereby increasing capacity utilization. 

All depots have aggressively reduced personnel levels as workload has declined, 
with extensive use of early retirement and resignation incentives, and in many instances, 
involuntary reductions-in-force. Employment in the depots has decreased approximately 
30 percent from 1989 to the present. 



In the Naval Shipyards and Naval Ordnance Center Weapon Stations, capacity 
contraction initiatives have included reduction of infrastructure, primarily in the overhaul 
area, organizational consolidation and lay-up of buildings, cranes, and tooling. 

Consolidation of work spaces in the Undersea and Surface Warfare Centers has 
reduced available work stations and their associated capacity, as well as decreased 
maintenance and utility costs. In addition, space is made available for potential workload 
created by base closures in the BRAC process, minimizing costs to BRAC. 

The BRAC process has directed closure of three major Naval Sea Systems 
Command depots and interservice workload realignments (discused in Chapter 5). 
These actions together serve to reduce capacity. 

As depicted in Chart 4-1, NAVSEA depots are programmed to increase their overall 
Capacity Utilization lndex through the remainder of the decade, while experiencing a 
decreasing workload. P195 and FY96 show a period of capacity utilization decline. 
resulting from the closure of three shipyards. Their workload is being reduced (migrating 
to remaining shipyards) in preparation for closure in FY96. During this period, their 
capacity index remains the same, thereby creating a low utilization index until closure 
Occurs. 

Chart 4-1 
NAVSEA Capacity Utilization lndex 
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4.4.2 Single-Siting of Major End Items I 

Major ship components are not as amenable to single-siting as other weapon 
systems, such as aircraft components. In most cases, ship availability and weapon 
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system work packages are assigned as a whole to a single sector (public or private). 
Resources in the form of skilled personnel, equipment, and processes are brought to the 
work site, as opposed to large-scale disassembly of the platform to its component parts 
for delivery to a production line process for maintenance and repair. However, efforts are 
underway to designate those ship components which can derive efficiencies from single- 
siting. The driving mechanism within the Navy for this process is the Regional 
Maintenance Center concept. Broadly, a geographical region is defined, such as 
Southern California, and all organic resources, including intermediate maintenance level 
facilities, are categorized with a view toward efficient single-siting of selected components. 
Although the Regional Maintenance Center concept is still In the planning and preliminary 
implementation stages, some concrete steps have been taken. For example, all 
shipboard electric motors in the Norfolk region are now being rewound in one activity, with 
the expected tesuttant benefits of reduction of duplication and economy of scale. As the 
concept matures, it is anticipated that single-siting of easily removable and transportable 
components will be among the various regions. 

Although not part of the Regional Maintenance Center concept, all naval major gun 

' 1  systems repair has been assigned to a single site, Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane 

Y Division, Louisville. At this same location, the Navy has consolidated all gun system 
technical expertise. Analysis of anomalies on returned fleet units ensures the technical 
community is working on the right problems and can detect problems early in the' 
system's life cycle, maximizing the effectiveness of limited funding sources. 

The Naval Undersea Warfare Center Division, Keyport, is the single site for Navy 
maintenance of undersea warfare systems. The principal weapon systems involved are 
torpedoes, undersea targets, and anti-submarine warfare (ASW) combat systems. This 
single-siting strategy takes advantage of the synergy and effective utilization of resources 
resulting from co-location of the depot maintenance operations with in-service 
engineering, and test and evaluation operations. 

The major interservicing to date is the impending transfer of tactical missile 
(Phoenix, Sidewinder, and Sparrow) depot maintenance from the Naval Ordnance 
Centets Weapon Stations to Letterkenny Army Depot. This action is part of the 
consolidation for guidance and control section repair for all current and future tactical air, 
ground, and surface launched missiles. . 

Implementation of the Regional Maintenance Centers discussed above will provide 
the prerequisite intraservicing data base and proven procedures necessary to make 
informed proposals and decision on intersewicing. 



4.4.4 Capital Investment 

The capebilities required by the DO0 Core policy discussed above will define future 
capital investment strategies. Only capital investments necessary to maintain Core 
required capabilities will be considered. As interservice decisions are made and Core 
mission critical weapon systems change, capital investment strategies will be revised as 

P appropriate to support the required capabilities. 

4.4.5 Economies and Efficiencies 

All Naval Sea Systems Command depots have existed in an environment of 
continuous process improvement, coupled with downsizing, for the past three to four 
years. 

Approximately four years ago, Naval Sea Systems Command began redesigning 
the Naval Shipyards. The goal was to achieve affordable ship maintenance in an 
environment of decreasing force level and reduced budgets. Lessons from successful 
private industry restructuring were used in formulating the process, e.g., clear corporate 
strategy, removal of redundancy, consolidation of functions when appropriate, flat 
organization structure and basic cultural change. The process consists of three phases; 
defining and articulating a comprehensive corporate strategy, changing culture through 
process improvement and streamlining the corporate organizational structure. 

Phase One was launched through the Naval Shipyard Corporate Operations and 
Strategy Plan (COSP). The COSP was founded on Total Quality Management (TQM) 
principles and provided a framework to define the future direction and goals of the naval 
shipyard community. Primary focus was on ensuring a business approach to cost and 
operation. Significant effort was exerted to ensure that all elements of the COSP were 
thoroughly understood by everyone in the shipyards, from senior managers to production 
mechanics. A measure of the COSP's success was the containment of overhead costs 
during the recent shipyard downsizing. Between 1989 and 1993, the shipyards reduced 
employment by 30 percent while maintaining essentially the same ratio of overhead to 
total employment (contrary to what is normally experienced in a major downsizing wherein 
the overhead burden increases). 

The mechanisms for accomplishing Phase Two are the High Performance 
Organization Program (HPO) and the Advanced Industrial Management (AIM) Program. 
HPO prepares an organization for significant change while building a team approach to 
all evolutions. AIM follows a Business Process Engineering approach to redesign of the 
core processes of the shipyards. Inherent in the transformation of the basic depot . 
processes was a cultural change in all of the shipyards. The quantifiable results of the 
AIM process improvements to date show a reduction of the mandays expended on an 
average SSN 688 DMP by 23.5 percent from 1989 to 1993. 



Phase Three is the next step. It will consist of a significant restructuring and 
reduction of shipyard infrastructure. The basis of the plan is consolidation of support 
functions from all shipyards in two Business Operating Centers (BOCs) collocated at two 
existing naval shipyards. These support functions comprise over 50 percent of cumnt 
shipyard employment. Savings will be gained from minimizing duplicate efforts, 
concentrating expertise, achieving economy of scale, and accelerating the standardization 
of procedures and documentation. 

The other depots in Naval Sea Systems Command have undettaken similar 
initiatives to prepare themselves for the future in t ens  of economical and efficient 
operation. 

Personnel employment costs are the predominant portion of the depot f~nding 
budget. The best indicator of the success or failure of economy and efficiency efforts, 
particularly in a significant workload contraction situation, is the ability or inability to 
maintain a constant ratio of employment to workload. Chart 4-2 attests to the success 
of the Naval Sea Systems Command's depots. 

Chart 4-2 
NAVSEA Workload and Assigned Personnel Comparison 

(Percent of FY92 Levels) 
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4.5.1 Capacity Utilization 

WORKLOAD 
....................................................................... 

SPAWAR operates two "organicw depots-both under the control of the Naval 
Command. Control, and Ocean Surveillance Center (NCCOSC). The depot$ repolt to the 
NCCOSC Inservice Engineering (NISE) Division, which has two main detachments: 



NISE EAST located in Charleston, South Carolina and NlSE West located in San Diego, 
California, respectively. The NISE East depot operation resides at the detachment 
located in Portsmouth, Virginia. 

NlSE East, the SPAWAR depot at Portsmouth, is strategically located in the 
tidewater area of Virginia. Currently, it operates in spaces leased by a private contractor. 

a This vendor has a contract with the government to provide depot level repair services for 
electronic systems, equipment and components. This depot operation was developed in 
the late 70's and is actually in its third such facility. In the past, the facilities have always 
been sized to meet the ongoing workload. The responsibility for "right-sizing' the depot 
operation has traditionally fallen to the incumbent contractor. There currently are no plans 
to alter this approach. 

NlSE West, the SPAWAR depot at San Diego is strategically located in Southern 
California It encompasses a modest facility located on Taylor Street in Sari Diego. As 
a result of the BRAC initiatives, this facility will be closed and the depot will ocwpy space 
in the old Air Force Plant 19, that is located just across the street. This will provide 
needed additional space. However, the various consolidation efforts include the closing 
of a number of other In-Service Engineering Activities (ISEA) repair-type operations that 
have been consolidated under the depot banner for the first time. Because the contractor 
(Government Owned-Contractor Operated (GO-CO)) operation also occupied the Taylor 
Street plant, whenever the contractor received workload that exceeded the capacity of the 
portion of the facility he occupied, it was off-loaded to other leased facilities. The new 
facility will enable the entire operation to be moved under the same roof. 

4.5.2 Interservicing I 
A significant number of SPAWAR systems are currently offered for intersenrice 

consideration. In the future, the majority of SPAWAR systems will be procured as non- 
developmental items (NDI) that will be slated for commercial support. SPAWAR will 
continue to offer support for those items for which it is the Primary Inventory Control 
Activity (PICA) and has capability. 

4.5.3 Capital Investment 

SPAWAR has plans to add the Consolidated Automated Support System (CASS) 
expanded test capability at both depots in the next five years. Aside from this 
expenditure, there are no major plans that have been approved. 



4.6 AIR FORCE 

4.6.1 Capacity Utilization 

Capacity Utilization is a broad heading under which various types of actions 
promote a more effective use of organic depot maintenance facilities, equipment and 
personnel. The primary means of realizing capacity utilization improvements are by 
maintaining a flexible workload mix and process improvement The Air Force u t i l i i o n  
goal is to make the optimal use of existing depot maintenance facilities and to fightsue 
the existing capacity. 

Recent events have impacted Air Force utilization. The Two-Level Maintenance 
(2LM) concept has increased utilization at Oklahoma Air Logistics Center (OC-ALC) with 
the addition of 2LM work positions and eliminated significant dup i i i on  at the field level. 
The resutts of the Navy FIA-18 competition drove a new workload to Ogden Air Logistics 
Center (00-ALC), offsetting the interservice transfer of the F-4 fighter workload. The 
2LM concept, coupled with the interserviang of Navy T56 engines and Amy Gas Turbine 
Engines also drove projected increases in capacity utilization at San Antonio Air Logistics 
Center (SA-ALC). Sacramento Air Logistics Center (SM-ALC) has improved its capacity 
utilization by successfully winning five SAAD competition workloads. Warner Robins Air 
Logistics Center (WR-ALC) is redefining shop layouts and capacity based on current 
workload mixes. The Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) is programmed 
to close in September 1996, and is limited in improving its capadty utilization beyond its 
current rate. 

An ongoing analysis of capacity utilization and reserve capacity requirements in 
relation to current and projected workload continues. Air Force funded workload in the 
out years is decreasing because of declining customer requirements. AFMC will continue 
to look toward increasing its utilization through traditional avenues of consolidation, 
divestiture, and demolition. The Air Force will continue to look for new workloads through 
BRAC driven workload shifts, interservicing. interagency and cooperative research and 
development workload. 

4.6.2 Single-Sitlng of Major End Items 

Prior to 1973, each Air Force depot was basically self-sufficient. Once a weapon 
system was inducted for maintenance at a,given depot, all the required actions were 
accomplished at that site. This approach worked well when weapons systems were 
relatively simple. However, as systems became more complex, it was apparent that the 
skills base, facilities, and equipment requirements necessary to adequately suppolt 
self-sufficient operations at each depot would be cost prohibitive. 

In 1973, the Air Force embraced the concept of single-siting. Management had 
the foresight to develop and implement the Technology Repair (TRC) concept. This 



radical concept consolidated the repair and overhaul activities of commodity workloads 
at designated depots. This allowed the Air Force to prudently invest in depot 
infrastructure. As a result of the TRC concept, the Air Force currently owns and operates 
five state-of-the-art Air Logistics Centers (ALCs). All of these are operated with the 
proper mix of skilled technicians and leading-edge technology facilities and equipment to 
efficiently provide depot support. 

I. 

Each ALC has been designated as the TRC for specific workloads An example 
of a TRC is the landing gear capability at ODALC. All Air Force landing gear receive 
depot maintenance support from 00-ALC. By routing all gear repairs through this one 
site, the Air Force is able to reap the benefits of economy of scale. Additionally, they can 
provide the best quality products at the lowest cost by effectively investing in Wlities, 
personnel, and equipment. In an effort similar to the TRC concept the Air Force has 
single-sited to the maximum extent all other major end item workloads. 

To strengthen the TRC concept, AFMC has established an integrated 
product/process planning strategy for future requirements. The ALCs are broken down 
into major workload sectors (airframes, commodities, electronics, engines and software). 
Each center is assigned a lead for a specific sector (i.e., OC-ALC is airframes, SA-ALC 
is engines, etc.) with participation from all other appropriate centers. This allows AFMC 
to identify pervasive needs across a specific technologyiworkload area and eliminate 
duplication. This approach is currently being utilized for AFMC's TRC/process 
assessment. This task is to re-baseline TRCs within the ALCs. This assessment will be 
completed by December 1994. 

The future of the organic depot maintenance lies in fully workloading the DOD 
Centers of Technical Excellence (CTX). The Air Force TRC concept has provided 21 
years of experience in operating within this philosophy. The TRCs are the predecessor 
to the DOD CTX and as such the concept is fully supported. DOD must wisely invest in 
maintaining an organic depot maintenance infrastructure that is the properly sized and 
organized to support DOD core requirements, effectively and efficiently. 

The goal of the Air Force is to reduce the cost of accomplishing depot maintenance 
through increased interservicing. To date, significant savings are being generated from 
the Air Force F-4 workload transfer to NADEP Cherry Point, the Air Force J79 engine 
workload to NADEP Cherry Point, and the economies of scale resulting from the 
interservicing of Navy TF30 and F110 engines to WALC. . 
4.6.4 Cost Control Measures 

The Air Force Depot Maintenance Business Area (DMBA) goal b to provide 
customers what they need, when they need it, at the best possible price, and with quality 
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workmanship. Together, the organic and contract team provides the solid industrial base 
our nation must have to effectively maintain its combat and support forces during peace 
and conflict Management of the DMBA involves the development of realistic budget 
estimates that include productivity improvements and continuous review and analysis of 
depot maintenance operations to ensure timely production of quality pmducts at the 
lowest possible cost. 

The FY9O's environment is one of dynamic changes. Major force structure 
reductions have occurred and others are forecasted as the world threat changes. The 
Air Force is challenged to provide reduced costs to meet declining funding levels. In 
addiion, DOD policy and guidance have radically changed the Air Force approach to 
management of DOD resources. The application of business type practices to suppoft 
our primary objective of providing depot maintenance support to the war fighters has 
placed a larger emphasis on cost management. Clearly major changes are required to 
reduce the cost of operations and improve efficiency to support customers with the same 
high level of logistics support. 

One area of concentration is improved capacity utiliition. Capacity reductions are 
implemented based on more efficient production processes and a more economical use 
of production resources. Workshops have been consolidated into a single facility rather 
than maintaining several backshop areas. This improvement directly reduced DMBA 
expenses. In those facilities vacated, specific savings were achieved in the areas of utility 
costs, custodial fees, building maintenance and repair, real property depreciation costs, 
and equipment maintenance. To further reduce utility expenses, one ALC has 
implemented a plan to work only nine working days per pay period. Other ALCs have 
established meters in the industrial facilities to accurately manage and ~ n t r o l  utility 
expenses. Additionally, custodial services requirements have been reviewed and 
appropriate reductions have been made. 

Another area where the Air Force plans to control and reduce cost is through the 
Depot Maintenance Competition (DMC) program's Lessons Learned Application initiative. 
Lessons Learned Application is an initiative to apply the best practices from competed 
workloads to non-competed workloads. Application of lessons learned has been an 
integral part of AFMC's competition strategy since FY91. A benchmark process and 
metrics have been developed to support this initiative. 

The DMC program motivated the depot maintenance community to dosely review 
their industrial operations. The results of their reviews were streamlined processes, 
improved industrial procedures, and increased cost awareness. A specific example of the 
impact of applying competition lessons learned is the rewire tasking of the KG1 35 tanker 
fleet. A, E, and Q model customers will benefit from the following process changes: 
reducing and consolidating operational checks, changing wing-stands, rerouting wire 
bundles, and cockpit rescheduling. 



For FY96 and FY97, the Air Force is further expanding productivity measures with 
additional improvements in labor and material standards, reductions in unneeded capital 
equipment, improved contract management and other measures. 

4.6.5 Capttal Investment 

>' The capital investment goal of the Air Force depots is to focus all capital 
investment initiatives to provide corporate quality mission support, with environmentally 
considerate processes, at the most competitive price, through optimal capacity utilization. 

The Air Force applies several principles to its capital investments. As the Air 
Logistics Centers exist to ensure responsiveness to operational demands in time of war, 
contingencies, and other emergencies; all industrial capital investments shall be 
implemented to achieve this goal. The Air Force capital investment principles include: 

- Investment opportunities shall focus on improving environmental impacts, 
improving productivity, replacing worn-out or obsolete capabilities, and 
maintaining technological capabilities to repair first line weapon systems. 

o All investments which affect capacity shall be sensitive to meeting capacity 
utilization goals. 

- Organic depots shall not acquire capital assets for the sole purpose of 
attaining or expanding manufacturing capability or capacity, or to achieve 
improved capability posturing for the intention of gaining workload. 

- When significant capital investments would be required to achieve capacity 
or capability that already exists in another DOD component, Air Logistics 
Centers shall negotiate to perform joint workloading of existing facilities. 

The Air Force has capital investment acquisition thrusts to satisfy four needs: 

- New Mission. New missions can result in depot investment due to new 
system/equipment procurement and modification of exiting 
system/equipment. 

o Modernization. Maintaining the organic industrial base by replacing obsolete 
or worn out capabilities is a key factor in the productivity and efficiency of 
an Air Logistics Center. 

- Environmental Com~liance. Air Force depots are continually being 
challenged to meet essential and changing environmental compliance 
standards while maintaining process capabilities. Product direorates work 



with their center environmental management organization to identify needs 
of this type. 

- Technoloqy. Periodically, depots identify a need which cannot be Mtisfied 
with off-the-shelf investments. This type of need typically requires some 
research and development effort which is satisfied through an array of R&D 
appropriation funded technology programs. 

The priority for funding these thrust areas is dependent upon the funding program 
applicable to each thrust area. Each of funding program has differing prioritization 
schemes due to the uniqueness of the investment type and wb-goals. However, the 
prioritization schemes promote the Air Force capital investment goal. 

4.6.6 Economies and Efficiencies 

AFMC anticipates that the implementation of these strategies will generate notable 
gains in both economies and efficiencies throughout its depots. AFMC believes its effotts 
to improve capacity utilization, to strengthen its reliance on workloading its Centers of 
Technical Excelience, and to make the best use of its capital investment program will 
enable it to attain the goal of providing the customer with the best value depot 
maintenance service available. 

4.7 MARINE CORPS 

The Marine Corps depot maintenance strategy is geared towards transforming 
employees into the most cost-effective, efficient and flexible producers of re- 
manufactured, repaired, and readied ground warfighting support equipment in the DOD 
maintenance community. A principal component of this strategy utilizes a recently 
completed business plan, which includes an organizational change that has commodity 
business canters. This business centered approach will improve customer focus, 
emphasize teamwork at all levels, foster continuous improvement, and further enhance 
the streamlined logistics structure that the Marine Corps has traditionally maintained in 
sustaining its force-in-readiness. 

4.7.1 Capacity Utllizatlon 

The Marine Corps capadty utilization strategy is to retain only the capacity required 
to meet Core capability requirements. Currently, Core requirements equate to the current 
facilities and their capacities with only minor reductions. This sizing will enable the 
Marine Corps to maintain the skills needed to accomplish the workloads that the Marine 
Corps requires for Core capability. The Marine Corps facilities support a wide variety of 
commodities and require a wide variety of skills and capabilities to support Mafine Corps 
obligations under JCS contingency scenarios. 



Excess capacity is not a problem for the Marine Corps. Available depot capacity 
satisfies Core capability requirements plus intersewicing, and enables the Marine Corps 
to operate its depots at a very high level of capacity utilization. There are, however, 
areas that require adjustment of the use of the facility space to accommodate ongoing 
actions. With the transition of the Hawk Missile workload from Marine Corps Multi- 
Commodity Maintenance Center (MC3) Barstow to LEAD, the space fonnerly associated 
with the Hawk Missile workload will be utilized to support other Core related w o k  It is 
anticipated that specialized personnel assodated with the Hawk Missile workload will 
transfer with the workload. This is consistent with Core policy in that the skills and 
resources to support DOD Core are maintained. 

The Marine Corps is increasing its level of intersemica w o k  This is partially a 
result of superior performance in the area of meeting environmental requirements. The 
interserviced workloads utilize the existing Core skills and capabilities of the Marine Corps 
depots, and contribute to high levels of capacity utilization. Chief among the workloads 
are unsolicited workloads for paint comsion/control from the Army, Coast Guard, National 
Guard, Army Reserves, and other Senrims who are having problems dealing with 
Chemical Agent Resistant Coating painting restrictions under the 1990 Clean Air Act. 

Singlesiting of Major End Items 

The Marine Corps will endeavor to single-site workloads when it makes sense to 
do so. The Marine Corps maintenance philosophy of multi-commodity support on both 
coasts to support east and west coast Marine Corps units places restrictions on wholesale 
single siting of workloads. Transportation costs associated with relocating Marine Corps 
work (heavy iron) to other geographic locations override anticipated consolidation savings; 
and further, Fleet Marine Forces (FMF) customers' required delivery dates are impacted. 
However, single siting of workloads has been a point of major emphasis within the Marine 
Corps over the past five years and has shown some significant results. Weapon 
systems consolidated at Marine Corps depots include selected radar, small arms, 
SB-3614 Switchboards, MI98 Homers, Paxman Engines, night vision equipment, 
automated test support equipment, selected communications equipmentlradios, and the 
Hawk Missile support equipment. Much of this consolidation was accomplished through 
new start studies which justified single-siting based on economics. 

4.7.3 Interservicing I 
The Marine Corps intersewicing strategy is to continue to interservice its weapons 

systems when the best value for Core maintenance and repair for contingency support 
requirements is available through an interservicing option. Currently, the Marine Corps 
intersewices its M l  A1 Tanks and other selected items. These equate to 11 percent of 
Marine Corps' depot-level maintenance workload. Over five percent of the workload - accomplished at Marine Corps depots is work for other Services. The lidarine Corps 



interservicing percent is significant in that the Marine Corps represents barely one percent 
of the total defense budget for depot maintenance. 

In comparison with other Services, the Marine Corps has no high volume workload 
in any one commodity that would potentially provide DOD with savings through 
intersewicing. The Marine Corps depots are structured to provide 'demand" deliveries 
to its FMF customers in small batches. The Marine Corps and the Army are, however, 
jointly exploring interservicing opportunities. Opportunities are being reviewed for 
potential interservicing of MI 98 Howitzers, generator sets, M9 ACE, 07 Tractors, M88 
Retrievers and other selected equipment. These commodities are being analyzed to 
ensure that customer requirements can be met, that efficiencies will result, and that 
readiness and sustainability will be retained. 

4.7.4 Cost Control Measures 

The Marine Corps is currently implementing a comprehensive depot maintenance 
business plan, which streamlines the two MC3s into an organizational structure that will 
serve DOD and the Marine Corps through the beginning of the 21st century. Key 
features of this streamlining effort are eliminating duplication of functions: minimizing 
process delays; eliminating unnecessary inspections, reports, and projects; and f0stering 
Total Quality Leadership (TQL). The MC3s will be organized into six commodity business 
centers: automotive, combat ordnance, communications/electronics, support, automatic 
test support, and metrology. Two general and administrative control centers, production 
management and engineering, will support the business centers. 

TQL will continue to be a key element in achieving productivity and cost savings. 
The Kiazan technique has generated successes in many areas such as cycle-time 
reduction, work-in-process reduction, and labor savings. 

The increased workforce in the last several years was a result of Desert 
ShieldlDesert Storm and reconstitution of Maritime Prepositioning Ships (MPS). As work 
stabilizes and approaches Core requirements, the MC3s will reduce the level of temporary 
employees and overtime. 

4.7.5 Capital Investment 

In the past, the Marine Corps depots invested significant funds in capital equipment 
and minor construction projects. Much of this was for specialized support for various new 
weapon systems being introduced within the Marine Corps. New DBOF guidance and 
current business plans require new procurements for specialized equipment to be bought 
with weapon system's procurement funds. 

Investments for capital equipment are now being made for qualii:of life items, 
including safety; environmental; reduction of generation of hazardous wastes; and for 



system and production enhancements that will reduce customer costs, increase quality, 
and provide 'best value' unit cost to Marine Corps customers. Modernization of plant 
equipment and facilities to provide high-technology automated test equipment and 
automated information systems with DOD uniformity across Service lines is also a high 
priority. It should be noted, however, that no increased facilitization activities are currently 
programmed, pending DOD and BRAC downsizing decisions. 

Flexible Computerized Integrated Manufaduring (FCIM), JLSC, DBOF, and other 
interservice activities sponsor interservice initiatives that are being implemented within 
depot maintenance multi-commodity activities at significant cost. These investment items 
are being funded in most part by the Capital Investment Program. Perhaps of all the 
current investments, those made for environmental purposes are the most costly, and 
there is no recourse but to implement them. 

4.7.6 Economies and Efficiencies 

From the implementation of these strategies, the Marine Corps anticipates that 
economies and efficiencies will be gained throughout its depot operations. In particular, 
its state-of-the-art, fuel-efficient equipment will result in compliance with the 1990 Clean 
Air Act, avoid fines and possible closure of stripping and painting operations for non- 
compliance associated with the 1990 Clean Air Act, and allow the Marine Corps depots 
to continue cleaning and painting operations well into the twenty-first century. The Marine 
Corps' ability to manufacture parts for DLA and other customers, in addition to supporting 
maintenance operations, will better utilize equipment and provide a better value to the 
government on equipment investments. The end result is that more economies, 
efficiencies, and better unit costs will be realized for DOD customers from high-technology 
investments such as the Small Mechanized Parts (SMP) Manufacturing System and 
Hazardous Material Management System (HMMS) generated from FCIM and JLSC 
initiatives. 
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CHAPTER 5 

IMPLEMENTAflON OF BRAC, DDMC, AND DMRD 908 INlTlATlVES 1 
5.1 INTRODUCTION I 

Numerous joint efforts have been undertaken to implement various Base Closure 
and Realignment (BRAC), Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC), and Defense 
Management Repolt (DMRD) 908 initiatives. This section recaps the progress of these 
efforts. 

5.2 BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT I 
5.2.1 Army I 
5.21.1 Lexington-Bluegrass Army Depot Realignment 

The realignment of the depot maintenance function at Lexington is slated to be 
complete by June 1995. The supply mission transfer to the Defense Distribution Depot 
at Richmond, Kentucky is expected to be complete by September 1994. The 
CommunicationsSecurity (COMSEC) maintenance and supply mission transfer to 
Tobyhanna Army Depot (TOAD) was completed July 1994. 

5.2.1.2 Pueblo Depot Activity Realignment I 
The depot maintenance mission at Pueblo Depot Activity to repair the Penhing 

missile ended upon the deactivation of the Penhing missile in W92. The conventional 
ammunition and general supply missions are being realigned to various locations and are 
expected to be completed by July 1995. The chemical and biological munitions mission 
will remain until completion of demilitarization. 

5.21 3 Sacramento Army Depot Closure I 
All depot maintenance work at Sacramento Amy Depot (SAAD) was completed 

in February 1994. The nine competition packages for SAAD workload were awarded, four 
to TOAD and five to Sacramento Air Logistics Center (SM-ALC). The workload, 
programs, and equipment have been fully transitioned to the winning bidder for seven of 
the nine packages. The two remaining will be fully transitioned by 30 September 1994. 
The total closure of SAAD is expected by 1 October 1995. . 
5.2.1.4 Tooele Army Depot Realignment 

The BRAC-93 realignment of Tooele Army Depot (TEAD) is unberway. On 
4 May 1994 all previous planning efforts for the realignment of TEAD's depot 
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maintenance activities were altered by HQ Army Materiel Command guidance requiring 
contracting out of all workloads not associated with Core. Previously completed 
implementation, transition, and environmental assessment plans need to be redone based 
on revised definitions of Core. Currently, 11 Core systems are candidates to be 
transferred to Red River Army Depot (RRAD). All remaining worWoad will be contracted 
out. It is proposed that the TEA0 rail mission at Hill Air Force Base, Utah, will become 
an independent defense activity reporting to the Industrial Operations Command (IOC) 
subject to approval of the BRAG95 Commission. 

The plan is to complete the TEAD realignment by the end of FY97. A new 
financial plan is being developed to reflect the revised distribution of workload. All depot 
Military Construction Army (MCA) Projects have been cancelled. 

5.2.2 Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR) 

5.2.21 Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP) Pensacola Closure 

NADEP Pensacola will be the first of three NAVAIR depots to operationally close. 
Naval Air Technical Training Center (NATTC), currently located at Memphis, Tennessee, 
will be relocating to many of the current NADEP Pensacola facilities. NADEP Pensacola 
will be required to vacate buildings 3220 and 631 by October 1994. Transition of 
workloads from these buildings to other depot sites is well underway. At this time there 
are no predicted schedule problems. 

Major NADEP Pensacola workloads are being transitioned to Corpus Christi Army 
Depot (CCAD). CCAD is currently doing prototypes on Navy SH-GOB and AH-1 W aircraft. 
First inductions on both aircraft are scheduled for October 1994. 

H-3 product workload is planned for commercial repair. A contract for commercial 
repair is being pursued and will be in place before operational closure of NADEP 
Pensacola. 

H-53 airframe workload is being transitioned to NADEP Cherry Point. It was 
prototyped in January 1994 and first inductions for all variants will occur in October 1994. 

The component program transition has been accelerated to meet an aggressive 
facility shutdown/krmover schedule. The majority of the avionics and airframe structures 
programs are in the process of transition due to the scheduled turnover of buildings 3220 
and 631. 

NADEP Pensacola will continue to support fleet repair requirements until Ceases 
Primary Mission Operations (CPMO) date. Approximately six months after the CPMO 
date, the facilities will be turned over to the next custodian and Closure Implemented (CI) 
status will be achieved. 



5.2.2.2 NADEP Alameda Closure 

NADEP Alameda is in the process of transitioning airframe, engine, component, 
and aircraft support services to other depot activities. 

The first step in realignment of S-3 pmdud workload is a virtual transition. NADEP 
North Island will be managing the S-3 product line on site at NADEP Alameda until the 
physical move takes place. This has allowed NADEP North Island to hire NADEP 
Alameda artisans and maintain depot capability. Virtual transition of the S-3 is almost 
complete. 

The EP-3 program will be prototyped and have its first induction a! NADEP 
Jacksonville in 1995. 

The T56-14/16, T56-425, and 501K-17 engines will be fully transitioned to San 
Antonio Air Logistics Center (SA-ALC) in 1994. Prototype and first induction of TF34 
engines at NADEP Jacksonville will be done in 1994, with the last indudion and 
completion of this workload at NADEP Alameda in 1995. 

NADEP Alameda will continue to support fleet repair requirements until CPMO 
date. Approximately six months after the CPMO date, the facilities will be tumed over to 
Naval Facilities and Engineering Command (NAVFAC) and CI status will be achieved. 

5.2.2.3 NADEP Norfolk Closure 

NADEP Norfolk is in the process of planning the transition of airframe, component, 
and aircraft support services to other depot activities. 

The F-14 and the EA-68 were prototyped at NADEP Jacksonville in Apn'l and May 
1994, respectfully. First inductions of both aircraft at NADEP Jacksonville will occur in 
1995. The last production completion of both aircraft at NADEP Norfolk will be in April 
1996. 

NADEP Norfolk will continue to support fleet repair requirements until the CPMO 
date. Approximately six months after the CPMO date, the facilities will be tumed over to 
NAVFAC and CI status will be achieved. 

5.2.3 Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) 

5.2.3.1 Philadelphia Naval Shipyard Closure 

The operational closure date for the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard is September 
1996, in accordance with BRAC-91. The cessation of the Service-Life Exteaion Program 
(SLEP), NSY Philadelphia's major workload function, means that there are no major 



workload realignments associated with this BRAC directed closure. There are certain 
elements of the installation that will be preserved; such as the drydock, and others that 
will remain active; such as the propeller facility, the Naval Inactive Ships Maintenance 
Facility, and the Philadephia Site of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Carderrock 
Division. 

5.2.3.2 Charleston Naval Shipyard Closure 

The operational closure date for Charleston Naval Shipyard is April 1996, in 
accordance with BRAC-93. Major shipboard work has been redistributed to the remaining 
shipyards. The only major non-shipboard operation, the Modular Maintenance Facility 
(with "majot' being defined as having an end-strength of 200 personnel or greater), is 
being redistributed from NSY Charleston to Naval Command, Control, and Ocean 
Surveillance Center, Inservice Engineering, East (NISE East). 

5.2.3.3 Mare Island Naval Shipyard Closure 

The operational closure date for Mare lsland Naval Shipyard is April 1996, in 
accordance with BRAC-93. Major shipboard work has been redistributed to the remaining 
shipyards. The only major (i.e., greater than 200) non-shipboard operation, the Ocean 
Engineering, is being redistributed from NSY Mare Island to NSY Puget Sound. 

5.2.4 Air Force 

The Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) at Newark Air Force 
Base, Ohio was directed to be closed by the implementation of BRAG-93. None of the 
maintenance workloads currently accomplished by AGMC will be discontinued as a result 
of the BRAC actions. The situation for AGMC is different than most base closures, where 
aircraft and systems are redistributed and/or deactivated. It became immediately 
apparent that the wokloads at AGMC, some of which are critical to national defense, 
need to have full maintenance capabilities at all times. The Air Force metrology and 
calibration function, which manages the Precision Measurement Equipment Laboratories 
(PMEL) throughout the Air Force, would also have to be retained. 

The cost of transferring the workload and moving the equipment to other Wens 
was estimated to be at least $210M. Because of the high costs and national security 
interests involved, the decision has been made to award a contract to 'privatize the 
existing workloads in-place." The base and facilities will eventually be conveyed to a local 
community entity, such as a port authority, to manage and maintain the facility and 
contractors will lease the space from the group. The Air Force Base Conversion Agency 
is working these conveyance actions. The transfer will not be complete until d 
environmental concerns have been comcted. A program office has been established at 
Ogden Air Logistics Center to perform the acquisitionlcontrad award process. The Air 
Force planned closure date is 30 September 1996. 



5.3 DDMC AND DMRD 908 MANAGEMENT INITIATIVES 

DDMC management initiatives were identified in various documents and were in 
response to DMRD 908. These included the Service near-term plans of July and August 
1990: the Joint Service Business Plan, 28 February 1991, which consolidated the results 

9 of 18 commodity studies commissioned by the DDMC; and the two ediiions of the CBP. 
These actions were comprised primarily of workload shifts. Many actions have been 
completed, others are still in process, and some have been cancelled. The status of 
these actions is summarized in the following sections of this chapter. Capacity utilization 
actions are addressed in section 5.4. Similarly, competition and interservice actions are 
presented in sections 5.5 and 5.6, respectively. 

5.3.1 Implemnting DDMC Corporate Business Plan (CBP) Workload 
Decisions 

Implementation of DDMC CBP Workload Decisions required establishment of 
several groups to assist in the implementation process. One group, the Joint Service 
Competition Wor)ting Group was established to advise on competition issues and has 
completed its work. Two other groups were established to address specific aspects of 
DDMC workload decision implementation. This section describes the activities of the 
latter two. 

5.3.1.1 Implementation Working Group (IWG) 

The IWG, chaired by the Army, was chartered on 26 March 1991 by the Joint 
Policy Coordinating Group on Depot Maintenance (JPCG-DM) Executive Group. Its 
mission is to coordinate the implementation of interservice and consolidation decisions 
specified in both the Joint Service Business Plan and W91-FY95 DDMC CBP. 

The IWG reported the progress of the consolidation and interservicing actions to 
the JPCG-DM on a quarterly basis. The working group developed standard milestones 
for the Services to use in developing Plan of Action and Milestones (POA&Ms). The IWG 
is no longer required to meet as a group because quarterly reporting of actions has 
continued on a staff to staff basis. 

5.3.1.2 Tactical Missile Consolidation - Joint Service WotWng Group 

The Tactical Missile Consolidation - Joint Senrice Working Group (TMC - JSWG), 
was established to facilitate the tactical missile workload consolidation at Letterkenny 
Army Depot (LEAD). The 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
recommended that the DOD tactical missile workload be performed at LEAD. The 
recommendation covered workloads originally planned by the Department of Defense in 
the Tactical Missile Maintenance Consolidation Plan for Letterkenny A n y  Depot, 



31 January 1992 (revised 30 Apr 1992) (Green Book), as well as tactical missile workload 
being accomplished at Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow. This recommendation was 
then reaffirmed in section 81 12 of the FY 1994 Department of Defense Appropriations 
Act. 

Two significant memoranda dealing with the consolidation have recently been 
issued. First, on 10 April 1994, the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Logistics) issued 
a memorandum directing Departments choosing not to consolidate affected systems, 
including systems currently on contract, to notify his office and provide supporting 
justification. Second, on 9 May 94, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Economic Reinvestment and Base Realignment and Closure directed the Miritary 
Departments to program and fund the resources required to implement the tactical missile 
consolidation. Also, any interim contractor support costs will be funded by the Military 
Department which is the current source of repair. 

The TMGJSWG has developed a Tactical Missile Maintenance Consolidation at 
Letterkenny Army Depot Final Implementation Plan, 6 May 94 (Blue Book). This plan, 
which will serve as an update to the "Green Book," is now in Service staffing. This plan 
provides for transfer of all systems currently scheduled to transition by April 1998. 

5.4 CAPACITY UflLIZATION/CONSOUDATIONS 

The Service capacity utilization actions included internal Service consolidations, 
single-siting of workloads, process efficiencies, reductions-in-force, closure of overseas 
activities, and capacity layaway. The following sections provide a status of these actions. 

There were several decisions regarding consolidation of Army workloads that were 
contained as part of the JSBP. The following table is a summary of those JSBP, CBP, 
and Army-initiated capacity reduction and consolidation actions relating to Army 
workloads. 



Table 5-1 
Army Capacity UtilizationlConsolidations 

ActionlWorkload/Commoditv Decision - Status 

P Tactical Vehicles LEAD to TEAD Completed 4th Qtr FY91 
AH-64A Components Contract to CCAD Ongoing 
CH-47D Components Contract to CCAD Ongoing 
UH-60 Components Contract to CCAD Ongoing 
Combat, Artillery, ANAD, RRAD, TEAD, Ongoing 
Tactical (CAT) Vehicles and LEAD 
Systems Layaway 

Rail RRAD, NCAD to TEAD Completed 4th Qtr FY92 
Ground Communications (C-E) TOAD Proposed for 
Layaway cancellation 

Ground C-E SAAD, ANAD, TOAD Became the SAAD 
Competition 

Mainz Army Depot (MZAD) MZAD to CONUS Depots Completed 3rd Qtr FY93 
Workload 

Consolidated Maint. TEAD Completed 2nd Qtr FY93 
Facility (CMF) 

Self Propelled LEAD to RRAD Cancelled per B RAC-93 
Artillery 

Industrial Plant Equipment (IPE) SEAD to DLA Completed 3rd Qtr W93 



5.4.2 Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR) 

Table 5-2 
NAVAIR Capacity Utilization/Consolidations 

Action Workload/Commodity Decision Status 

CH-46 
T58 Engine 
T64 Engine 
Blade and Vane 

NORIS to CHYPT Completed 3rd Qtr FY92 
NORIS to CHYPT Completed 3rd Qtr FY92 
NORIS to CHYPT Ongoing 
ALMD, NORVA, NORIS Completed 2nd Qtr FY93 
to CHYPT 

In addition to the above decisions, NAVAIR implemented other consolidations 
through the single-siting of airframes and engines during FY91 through FY94. Tables 5-3 
and 5-4 show the single-siting results. The A-6, S-3, and F-14 aircraft single-siting 
initiatives and the T56,501 K, TF34, and LM2500 engine single-siting initiatives identified 
in previous Corporate Business Plans have been subsumed by BRAC-93, interservicing 
actions, or cancelled. 

Table 5 3  
NAVAIR Aircraft Single Siting 

BEFORE AFTER COMPLETION 
AIRCRAFT SINGLE SITING SINGLE SITING DATE 

Alameda/Jacksonville 
North lsland 
JacksonvillelNorth lsland 
Cherry PointlNorth lsland 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
PensacolafC he rry Point 
Cherry Point 

Jacksonville 
North lsland 
North lsland 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 



Table 5 4  
NAVAIR Engine Single Siting 

BEFORE AFTER COMPLETION 
ENGINE SINGLE SiTiNG SINGLE SITING DATE 

Alameda/Jacksonville 
Jacksonville/North island 
North Island/Cherry Point 
North Island 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cheny Point 
Cherry Point 

Jacksonville FY92 
Jacksonville FY92 
Cherry Point fV92 
Cherry Point P/94 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 

NAVAIR's consolidation of component, suppoll equipment, and calibration 
workloads and consolidation of its depot level support equipment repair and calibration 
programs have also been subsumed under BRAC-93. 

5.4.3 Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) 

Table 5-5 
NAVSEA Capacity Utiiization/Consolidations 

ActionlWorkloadICommoditv Decision Status 

Surface Launched NWSCO to NWSYK, Completed 3rd Qtr FY92 
Missiles NWSSB, and NWSCH 

Air Launched 
Missiles 

NWSCO to NWSSB Completed 3rd Qtr FY92 
and NWSYK 

The major ongoing actions in the areas of capacity utilization and consolidation 
are being taken in conjunction with the Navy's Regional Maintenance concept 
implementation (see Chapter 4). This concept encompasses ail ship maintenance 
resources, including both depot and intermediate levels, with the intent of optimizing 
capacity utilization and maximizing consolidations. 



5.4.4 Air Force 
Table 5-6 

Air Force Capacity UtilirationlConsolidations 

ActionMlorkloadlCommodity Decision Status 

Blade and Vane SA-ALC to OC-ALC Cancelled 

After a detailed review of the organic blade and vane workloads, it was determined 
that all Type I 1  work is only accomplished at OC-ALC. 

5.4.5 Marine Corps 

Table 57  
Marine Corps Capacity UtilizaUon/Consolldations 

Action/\NorkloadlCommodit~ Decision 

Mi A1 Tank Cost Avoidance Cancel Facilitization Complete 

5.4.6 Defense Logistics Agency 

In addition to the Army Industrial Plant Equipment (IPE) depot maintenance 
capability being eliminated at Seneca Army Depot (SEAD), DLA has consolidated all IPE 
depot maintenance at its Mechanicsburg, PA site as of July 1994. DLA's Stockton, CA 
facility will no longer accomplish IPE workload. This consolidation will eliminate the 
capacity at Stockton and increase the capacity utilization at the Mechanicsburg site. 

5.5 COMPETITION 

This section will close out the reporting of public-private competitions. It provides 
the status of competitions resulting from the initial competitions for which DMRD savings 
credit was allowed, the pilot program in FY91, and finally through 4 May 1994 when 
competitions were discontinued. 



5.5.1 Army 

Table 5-8 
Army FY91-FY94 Public-Private Competitions 

3 FY91 Competitions 

Workload Pre-Award SOR Award Award Value (S M) 

Patriot Launch System LEAD LEAD 0.3 
M44 112 Ton Engine TEAD TEAD 11.2 
ANITPQ-36-37 SAAD SAAD 7.7 
RT-524 TOAD TOAD 13.5 
T63-700 Engine Contract CCAD 34.5 
MI 13 Engine RRAD Detroit Diesel 1.8 
MILVANS ANAD GEMCO - 0.3 

TOTAL 

FY92 Competitions 

Workload 

T700 
30KW Generator Set 
15KW Generator Set 
Shop Equipment 
M578 Light Recovery 
Vehicle 

MI 2A1 Decon Apparatus 
M270 MLRS Launcher 
M88 Transmission 
M88 Final Drive 
OH-58 Main Rotor Hub 
l700 ECU 
T53 Fuel Control 
M60 TI  42 Track 
60T Locomotive 
T63A-720 Engine 
l700 Engine 

Pre-Award SOR Award Winner Award Value (S MI  

CCAD CCAD 2.2 
TEAD TEAD 0.5 
TEAD TEAD 0.4 
TEAD TEAD 0.4 
LEAD RRAD 0.8 

LEAD 
RRAD 
ANAD 
ANAD 
CCAD 
CCAD 
CCAD 
RRAD 
TEAD 
CCAD 
CCAD 

LEAD 
RRAD 
ANAD 
ANAD 
Rotair 

Texae ro 
Sabreliner 
Florida Ord 

RELCO 
Ryder Avial 
Sabreliner 

TOTAL 



Table 5-8 
Army FY91-FY94 Public-Private Competitions (Cont.) 

FY93 Competitions 

Workload PreAward SOR Award Winner Award Value ($ Ml 

Patriot Launcher 
Mi 09 Transmission 

Conversion 
MLRS Secondary 
MI  09A2 Howitzer 
MLRS Launcher 
MI  13A2 Conversion 
AN/UYQ43 Control 
DAS-3 
CTASC I ADPE 

LEAD 
LEAD 

RRAD 
LEAD 
RRAD 

Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 

LEAD 
LEAD 

Loral 
BMY 
Loral 
FMC 
Loral 
IC&T 

CCL Inc 

TOTAL 97.8 

FY94 Competitions 

Workload Pre-Award SOR Award Winner Award Value (S MI 

MI 09 Transmission Letterkenny LEAD $2.9 

In addition to these Army competition programs, the JSBP provided decisions to 
compete CAT components at TEAD. During FY91-FY93, the Army competed various 
CAT components from TEAD, RRAD, and ANAD. The JSBP also provided decisions to 
compete Army Gmund C-E fmm all Army Depots. The Army competed two Ground C-E 
programs in FY91. These competitions are included in the above table. 



5.5.2 Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR) 

NAVAIR competitions are in the following table. 
* 

Table 5-9 
NAVAIR N88-FY94 Public-Private Competitions 

C 

FY88 Competitions 

Workload Pre-Award SOR Award Winner Award Value ($ Ml 

F-14 SDLM NORVA NORVA, NORlS 81.8 
P3C Modification Contract JAX, ALAMEDA 33.3 

TOTAL 115.1 

FY90 Competitions 

Workload Pre-Award SOR Award Winner Award Value (S M) 

SH-2F SDLM 
S-3A WSlP 

Contract PEMCO 23.0 
Contract Lockheed - 30.1 

TOTAL 53.1 

FY93 Competitions 

Workload Pre-Award SOR Award Winner Award Value ($ M1 

F-18 Modification NORIS 00-ALC 60.6 
Corrosion and 
Paint Program (MCAPP) 

552 Engine JAX JAX - 28.0 

TOTAL 88.6 

FY94 Competitions 

Workload Pre-Award SOR Award Winner Award Value ($ MI 

F14 Mod A to B Conversion None Gnimrnan 58.0 

The JSBP contained several NAVAIR workload competitions which were cancelled 
or subsumed under BRAC-93. These included the A-4, P-3, S-3, A-6, E-2/C-2, T56 
Engine, F-4 Drone, and Navy Ground C-E. t 



5.5.3 Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) 

NAVSEA competitions for the period N 9 1  through FY94 are shown in Table 5-1 0. 

Table 510 
NAVSEA FY91-FY94 Public-Private Competitions 

FY91 Competitions 

Workload 

SSN 691 
SSN 689 
SSN 668 
SSN 722 
SSBN 630 
SSBN 659 
SSBN 629 
SSBN 628 
SSN 670 
AOR 5 
FFG 19-R 
CG 31 
DD 969 
DD 983 
AS 31 
CG 27 
SSN 690 
FFG 16-R 
DD 997 
CG 51 
AD 15 
FFG 33 
FFG 14-R 
FFG 12-R 
ARS 38-R 
FFG 48 
DD 971 
LPD 5 
LSD 39 

Pre-Award SOR Award Winner Award Value ($ Ml 

NNSY 
NNSY 
NNSY 
NNSY 

CHNSY 
PTNSY 
PTNSY 
PTNSY 
PTNSY 
Contract 
Contract 
PSNSY 
NNSY 
NNSY 
NNSY 
NNSY 
PTNSY 
PNSY 

Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract . 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 

NNSY 
NNSY 
NNSY 
NNSY 

CHNSY 
PTNSY 
PTNSY 
PTNSY 
PTNSY 
LBNSY 
LBNSY 

SWM San Diego 
lngals Shpbld 

Metro Machine 
Jonathan Corp 
NORSHJPCO 
Electric Boat 

New York Ship 
Bath Iron Wks 
Jonathan Corp 
AL Lamn Boat 
AL Larson Boat 

NASSCO 
SWM San Oiego 
SWM San Diego 
SWM San Diego 
SWM San Diego 
SWM San Diego 
SWM San Diego 

TOTAL 



Table 510 
NAVSEA FYgl-FYg4 public-Prkate Competitions (Cow.) 

Workload 

SSBN 634 
SSBN 641 
SSN 679 
SSN 650 
SSN 615 
SSN 683 
SSN 702 
SSN 614 
SSN 693 
SSN 723 
FFG 15 
AOE 3 
AE 27 
SSN 751 
SSN 703 
SSBN 658 
SSN 700 
CG 49 
CG 19 
DD 968 
DOG 993 
CG 47 
CG 60 
FFG 7 
FFT 1085 
DDG 995 
FFG 23-R 
FFG 54 
LKA 115 
FFG 61 
FFG 10-R 

Pre-Award SOR 

CHNSY 
CHNSY 
PTNSY 
PTNSY 
PTNSY 
PTNSY 
PTNSY 
PTNSY 
NNSY 

Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
PTNSY 
PTNSY 
CHNSY 
PTNSY 
PSNSY 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 

Award Winner Award 

CHNSY 
CHNSY 
PTNSY 
PTNSY 
PTNSY 
PTNSY 
PTNSY 
PTNSY 
NNSY 
NNSY 
PNSY 
PNSY 
PNSY 

Electric Boat 
Electric Boat 
Electric Boat 
Electric Boat 

NASSCO 
Jonathan Corp 
Metm Machine 
Metro Machine 
Metm Machine 
Fisher Marine 
Fisher Marine 

Philly Ship 
NORSHIPCO 

SWM San Diego 
SWM San Diego 
SWM San Diego 

, SWM San Diego 
AL Larson Boat 

Value ($ 

TOTAL 



Table 5.10 
NAvsEA FY91-FY94 PublicSrfvate Competitions (Coot.) 

FY93 Competitions 

Workload 

SSN 638 
SSN 678 
AOE 4 
SSN 694 
SSN 750 
SSN 673 
SSN 712 
SSN 667 
SSN 649 
CG 50 
FFT 1090 
CG 48 
DOG 993 
DO 979 
FFG 16 
FFG 46 
AE 28 
ARS 38 
FFG 12 
FFG 9 
FFG 33 
FFG 19 

TOTAL 

Pre-Award SOR Award Winner 

PTNSY 
PTNSY 
Contract 
PnvSY 
NNSY 
NNSY 
NNSY 
NNSY 
NNSY 
LBNSY 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
contract 

NNS is Newport News Shipbuilding. 

PTNSY 
PTNSY 
PTNSY 

Electric Boat 
NNS 
NNS 
NNS 
NNS 
NNS 

SWM San Diego 
New York Ship 
NORSHIPCO 

Jonathan Corp 
Matine Hyd Inc 
Philk Shipyard 

Continental 
Metal Trades 

SWM San Pedro 
SWM San Pedro 
AL Larson Boat 
AL Larson Boat 
AL Larson Boat 

Award Value fS 4 



Table 5-10 
NAVSEA FY9l-FY94 Public-Private Competitions (Cod.) 

Workload 

DD 988 (ROH) 
SSN 615 (DSRA) 
SSN 668 (DSRA) 
SSN 670 (DSRA) 
SSN 700 (DSRA) 
SSN 706 (DSRA) 
SSN 714 (DSRA) 
SSN 722 (DSRA) 
SSN 753 (DSRA) 
SSN 755 (DSRA) 
DD 981 (DSRA) 
FFG 40 (DSRA) 
FFG 53 (DSRA) 
FFG 55 (DSRA) 
FFG 61 (SRA) 

PrsAward SOR 

Norfolk 
Portsmouth 

Norfolk 
Norfolk 

Portsmouth 
Portsmouth 

Norfolk 
Norfolk 
Norfolk 

Portsmouth 
Norfolk 
Norfolk 
Norfolk 
Norfolk 

Long Beach 

Award Winner Award 

NNS 
Electric Boat 

NNS 
NNS 

Electric Boat 
Electric Boat 

NNS 
NNS 
NNS 

Electric Boat 
NNS 

Detyens 
Detyens 
Detyens 

Al Lanon Boat Shop 

Value it M) 

TOTAL 

5.5.4 Air Force 

The status of all completed Air Force competnions is shown in Table 5-1 1. 

Table 5-11 
AIr Force FY91-FY93 Public-Private Competitions 

FY91 Competitions 

Workload 

ANITRG97A 
ANIARC-186 UHF 
G-5615 Gearbox 
F-16 Software IV 8 v 
TF33 Vanes & Shrouds 

PreAward SOR 

SM-ALC , 

W R-ALC 
S A- ALC 
00-ALC 
Conttact 

Award Winner 

SM-ALC 
WR-ALC 

Standard Aero 
Logicon 

Chromalloy 

Award Value ($ M) 

TOTAL 



Table 5-7 7 
Air Force FYOI-FY93 P ublic-P rfvate Competftfons (Cont.) 

FY92 Competltlons 

Workload 

Constant Speed Drive 
Transmission 

C-5 Speedline 
GI41 Wing Box 
Landing Gear 
Generators 
MINUTEWN Ill Software 
G18 Programmed 

Depot Maintenance 
F-16 Radar 
MINUTEMAN Ill 

Nuclear Hardness 

TOTAL 

FY93 Competitions 

Workload 

F-16 Block 40 Mod 
KC-1 35 Refueling Boom 
F-16 APG 66 Radar 
E-3 PDWModifications 
F-15. 0-52, E-3 CSD 
Transponder Bundle 
ALQ- 1 55 
F-15 i&rbine/~otors 
Miscellaneous Aircraft 

Wheels 
APG-63 Radar 
C-1 30 Air Turbine/Moton 
ALQ-131 f I  RAMPOD 
T-38 Gvm 
~iscell&eous Fire Trucks 

TOTAL 

PreAward SOR Award Winner Award Value IS MI 

OC-ALC OC-ALC 3.0 

SA-ALC 
WR-ALC 
Contract 
SA-ALC 
m A L C  
Contract 

S A-ALC 
WR-ALC 
00-ALC 
TOAD 

Westest 
E-Systems 

Westing house Hurfey 10.0 
Contract GTE 10.0 

Pn-Award SOR Award Winner 

00-ALC 
Contract 
00-ALC 
OC-ALC 
OGALC 
WR-ALC 
WR-ALC 
OC-ALC 
W A L C  

00-ALC 
OC-ALC 
m A L C  
OC-ALC 
OC-ALC 
WR-ALC 
WR-ALC 
OC-ALC 
00-ALC 

WR-ALC a WR-ALC 
m A L C  Airborne Comp. 
WR-ALC Info Tech 
AGMC Flight Elec. 

Contract ATAP Inc. 



JSBP Air Force competition decisions were evaluated and many of the JSBP 
decisions were cancelled and replaced with other competitions. Those cancelled included 
the 100/2OOKW Generators, C-135, C-141, B-1. C-130. F-15, F-16, and A-1 0. The JSBP 
decision to compete ground C-E workload was initiated. The Air Force competed one 
Ground C-E program and intended to compete one in N94. Other Air Force woddoad 

.P 
competitions from the JSBP that were completed or in process included the E-3. T56 
Engine, and F-111. 

5.5.5 Marine Corps 

Marine Corps competition actions are reflected in Table 5-12. 

Table 5-12 
Marine Corps FY91-FY94 Public-Private Competitions 

FY91 Pilot Demonstration Program: 

Workload Pre-Award SOR Award Winner Award Value IS  MI  

M923 5 Ton Truck IROAN MC3 Barstow TEAD 2.1 

ANKPB-1 D Bomb directional MC3 Aiban$oral Aerospace Services 0.4 
radar unit rebuild 

TOTAL 2.5 

FY92 Competitions: 

Workload Pre-Award SOR Award Winner Award Value (S M1 

AAV-P7A1 Engine MC3 Barstow 
IROAN 

AAV-P7A1 Transmission MC3 Barstow 
IROAN 

tight Armored Vehicle MC3 Albany 
Assault (IROAN) 

MC3 Albany ' High Mobility 
Multi-purpose Wheeled 
Vehicle (HMMWV) 

TOTAL 

MC3 Barstow 0.06 

MC3 Barstow 0.07 

MC3 Albany 1 -30 

TEAD 3.20 

* The HMMWV workload was competitively assigned to TEAD; MC3 Albany did not 
submit a bid due to its high depot capacity utilization. 



Table 5-1 2 
Marine Corps FY91-FY94 Public-Prlvate Competitions (Cont.) 

FY94 Competitions: 

Workload Pre-Award SOR Award Winner Award Value (S M1 

5 Ton Trucks MC3 Albany Wheco Corp. 1.3 
(M923, M931, M938) 
CargoKractorMlrecker 

MI  98 Howitzer * Cancelled 
SB3865 Switchboard - Cancelled - 
TOTAL 1.3 

The Cargo~mctorMlrecker IROAN workload was originally scheduled for FY93 but 
was actually competed in FY94. It was originally competitively assigned to MC3 
Albany, but the final award was made to Wheco Corp. The competition was Small 
Business Set Aside, which cannot be awarded to organic depots. FY94 legislation 
applied because the contract was awarded.in FY94 although originally planned for 
w93. 

** The MI 98 above Core workload competition was cancelled by the Weapon System 
Program Manager because of a major product improvement upgrade. 

*C1 The SB3865 Switchboard above Core workload competition was cancelled as a 
result of the 4 May 94 DEPSECDEF policy memorandum that discontinued public- 
private competitions. 

The JSBP decision to compete ground C-E from both MC3s was initiated by the 
Marine Corps. The Marine Corps competed one Ground C-E program in FY91 and 
intended to compete one in W94. 

This section reports past and continuing interservicing actions. It provides the 
status of interserviang actions resulting frorn.the JSBP and the previous CBPs, thmugh 
June of 1994. The actions are presented from the perspective of the owning Service. 

Armv Bridse Loader Trans~orters. The Army transferred its Bridge Loader 
Transporter workload from TEAD to the Depot Maintenance Activity (DMA) at MC3 
Barstow. A major part of the decision to transfer this workload (consisting of an Interior 



Bay and a Ramp) was the availability of open air repair facilities at MC3 Barstow which 
can readily accommodate the repair process for this oversized equipment. Completion 
of the transfer occurred in the 3rd Qtr FY92. 

Armv Gas Turbine Enaina. The Any's Gas Turbine Engine (GTE) workload 

> 
was transferred from Tooele A n y  Depot (TEAD) to San Antonio Air Logistics Center 
(SA-ALC) to maximize depot capacity and utilization in support of GTE wo~loads in 
general. The Patriot GTE workload has been in production since January 1993. The 
customers' needs are being met in terms of quality and schedule. The Garret 
(GTCP85-127) GTE interservicing decision from the JSBP was cancelled. 

Actual and or estimated completion dates are: 

- Patriot GTE Completed 1 st Qtr W94 
- AGPU GTE Estimated completion 3rd Qtr W94 
- TT- 1 0-1 GTE Estimated completion 2nd Qtr FY95 

Armv Industrial Plant Eaui~ment. The repair and rebuild of the Army's 
Industrial Plant Equipment (IPE) workload was transferred from Seneca Army Depot to 
the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA), which historically has been known as the center of 
excellence for the repair of IPE. Defense Depot Mechanicsburg is the repair activity. The 
transfer was completed May 1993. 

Armv Ground Communications and Electronics. The JSBP decision to 
interservice the workload has been cancelled. 

Navv FllO-GE-400 and TF30-PW-414 Aircraft Enaine Workload. The Navy's 
F110KF30 engine/cornponents workloads designated for depot level repair were 
transitioned to the Air Force in the 3rd Qtr FY93. Oklahoma City Air Loclistics Center 
(OC-ALC) is the repair activity. The program has experienced isolatk production 
slippage attributed to parts shortages and normal production problems (i.e., equipment 
downtime, late receipt of materials, etc.), but these problems are receiving intense 
management attention with the goal of reducing the turnaround times of the equipment. 
Navy has been very pleased with the quality and performance of the products. 

Naw C-130 Aircraft Workload. The Navy's Standard Depot Level Maintenance 
(SDLM) for its GI30 Aircraft workload (except National Science Foundation LG130s) will 
be performed by the Air Force at Ogden Air Logistics Center (00-ALC). Specific work 
on the Navy's aircraft consists of airframe and components inspection, defect correction, 
preventive maintenance, associated modifications, and technical directive compliance. 
The physical transfer of this workload is complete and the formal Depot!Maintenance 
Interservice Support Agreement (DMISA) is anticipated to be signed by 30 November 1994. 



Naw 6130 Aircraft Lendina Gear. Wheels. and Brakes. The Navy's C-130 
Landing Gear repair consisting of the main and nose landing gear (wheels and brakes) 
and associated equipment was transferred to OO-ALC. The actions and decision to 
transfer the workload were based on projected savings to the government after evaluation 
of the prototype effort. The transfer was completed 4th Qtr FY93. 

Naw F-14 Aircraft Landinn Gear. Wheels. and Brakes. The Navy will transfer 
the repair of its F-14 main and nose landing gear (wheels and brakes) and assodated 
equipment from NADEP Norfolk to O Q M C  upon final acceptance of the prototype. 
Completion of the prototype is anticipated in the 1st Qtr FY96. 

NAVAIR Ground Communications and Electronics. The JSBP decision to 
intersewice these workloads from all NADEPS has been cancelled. 

UAVISR. The JSBP decision to interservice the workload is still ongoing. 

5.6.3 Air Force 

Air Force F-4 Aitcratt Airframe Workload. The Air Force F4 workload 
previously maintained at OO-ALC is being interserviced to NADEP Cheny Point. The 
decision to single-site this workload, which is common to both SefVi~es, is a cost Savings 
to all customers. The transfer was completed during the 1st Qtr FY94. 

Air Force 579 Aircraft Enoine Workload. The Air Force 579 Engine workload 
at OC-ALC was interserviced to NADEP Cheny Point in August 1992. The workload 
transition was a complete success, NADEP Cheny Point is in full production, and 
customer needs are being met in terms of quality and schedule. The transfer was 
completed during the 4th Qtr FY92. 

Ait Force Small Arms Workload. The Small Arms Workload for Air Force 
consisting of Rifles (5.56 M-16, GUU5P. .30 Cal MI), and Launchers Grenade (M203) 
transferred from OO-ALC to Anniston Army Depot (ANAD). Customer needs are being 
met in terms of quality and schedule. The transfer was completed during the 4th Qtr 
W92. 

LM2500m39 Enaines. The JSBP decision to intersewice the TF39 Engines 
workloads from SA-ALC to a NADEP has been proposed for cancellation. 

Air Force Ground GE. The JSBP decision to interservice Air Force Ground C-E 
from SM-MC was cancelled due to the SM-ALC participation in the Sawamento Anny 
Depot competition. 



5.6.4 Marine Corps 

The JSBP contained one interservicing decision regarding Marine Corps workload- . to interservice Ground C-E from both MCLBs. This decision was cancelled. 

. 5.7 OTHER CONTINUING INITIATIVES 

At its first meeting, the DDMC commissioned four generic studies with general 
application. The previous DDMC CBPs summarized objectives and results of these 
studies. Most of the study results and recommendations have been instituted, 
implemented, or addressed. There is, however, some residual work being accomplished 
as a result of the generic studies. The following paragraphs address continuing activity 
resulting from the generic studies. 

In addition, the generic study on the Maintenance Management Information 
Systems eventually was folded into the establishment of the Joint Logistics Systems 
Center. The activities relating to standardized maintenance management systems is a 
also described below. 

5.7.1 Joint Performance Measurement Group (JPMG) 

The Joint Performance Measurement Group was chartered by the JPCG-DM on 
14 May 1991 as a resutt of the Depot Maintenance Pelformance Measurement Study 
commissioned by the DDMC. That study had recommended use of several depot 
maintenance performance indicators consistent with Total Quality Management principals. 
The JPMG designed a Depot Maintenance Performance Measurement System (DMPMS) 
based on those indicators and produced several quarterly reports of depot indicator data. 
On 3 June 1992, the JPCG-DM directed a reorientation of the DMPMS toward the 
principals of the Theory of Constraints. The JPMG revamped the system and developed 
several new indicators. The first report from the new system, entitled the Depot 
Maintenance Operations Indicator System (DMOIS), was published in June 1994. It 
reflects depot data for the following indicators: throughput and operating expense; capital 
investment effectiveness; schedule; process days; net operating result; and labor hour 
cost. The JPMG is currently developing additional indicators for quality and inventory. 
Future DMOIS reports will be published on a semi-annual basis. 

5.7.2 Cost Comparability Committee 

In late 1990, the DDMC tasked the Air Force, as lead Service, to "develop a 
handbook that would facilitate cost comparability between and among the depot 
maintenance activities." The Sewices established the Cost Comparability Committee 
which developed and published the first DDMC Cost Com~arabi l i  Handbook (CCHB) in . 
January 1992. This handbook established a uniform methodology for unit costing. The 



methodology facilitates comparison in cost areas that are consistent with commercial cost 
accounting practices. This process is based on the use of standard indirect cost 
definitions approved by the &MC~S, and the application of cost comparability 
adjustments that account for differences between and among Service accounting 
systems, and between Service and commercial accounting systems. 

In June 1992, after the CCHB had been provided to the DDMC and approved for 
Service use, the Cost Comparability Committee was chartered under the JPCG-DM. The 
committee's primary responsibility is to maintain the CCHB, advise the depot maintenance 
community on cost related matters, perform cost comparability analysis, and provide cost 
comparability training. Since publication of the 1992 CCHB, the committee has held 
numerous cost comparability training sessions. The committee subsequently reviewed 
and changed the CCHB, publishing a revision in August 1993. The Cost Comparability 
Committee is currently working through the Navy and Office of Personnel Management 
(OPM) with a commerdal source to develop a computer-based cost comparability training 
package with release expected in the second quarter FY95. 

5.7.3 Depot Maintenance Standard System 

The Maintenance Management Information System (MMIS) generic study, which 
was part of the corporate information management (CIM) initiative, eventually was 
subsumed by the establishment of the Joint Logistics Systems Center (JLSC). The CIM 
initiative supports standardired depot maintenance information and systems. CIM goals 
have been set in accordance with guidance from the DUSD(L) and the Office of the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Command, Control, Communications, and Intelligence 
to: 

- Minimize duplication and enhance 000's information systems - Tie DO0 together through the use of common, shared data 
o Reinvent and reengineer DO0 operations - Implement systems which use worldwide computer and communications 

- infrastructure 
o Implement CIM to integrated Defense Enterprise-wide operations - Implement CIM policies and management structure. 

In support of these objectives, the Joint Logistics Systems Center, Directorate for 
Depot Maintenance (JLSCIDM), working with the Services, selected a suite of eight 
applications which constitute the Depot Maintenance Standard System (DMSS). Each 
of the applications of DMSS supports one or more of the functions of project 
management, reparables management, financial management, shop floor manufacturing, 
and specialized suppoR Collectively, these functions are called the Depot Maintenance 
Functional Baseline. The Functional Baseline is documented in a business process and 
data model known as the Improved Functional Baseline (IFB). The IF0 is used to 



validate the selection of the applications to support depots' overall functional concept of 
operations. 

- In addition, the DMSS operational concept includes shop floor manufacturing and 
industrial technology initiatives. Although no standard applications for shop floor 
manufacturing are delivered in the initial version of DMSS, it is intended that DMSS will 

p interface with existinglproposed industrial equipment and (re)manufacturing cells, as 
appropriate. The JLSC is also developing the required interfaces between the 
applications to address current functional needs of depot maintenance and ensure their 
integration to support the users. 

The applications that comprise the DMSS are noted below. 

- The Project Management functionality to support major end item repair will 
be accomplished with the Baseline Advanced Industrial Management 
(BAIM) application. One of BAIM's major modules, Programmed Depot 
Maintenance Scheduling System (PDMSS), provides network scheduling. 
PDMSS has already been implemented at several sites as a stand-alone 
capabi iity . 

- The Reparables Management functionality is comprised of the Depot 
Maintenance Management lnformation System (DMMIS) and the 
lntersenrice Material Accounting and Control System (IMACS) modules. 
DMMIS functions include production management; capacity planning and 
master scheduling; production control; material and production forecasting; 
asset and production status; labor standards maintenance; time and 
attendance accounting; job order control, costing and routing; and budget 
and general ledger accounting. IMACS tracks Depot Maintenance 
lntersenrice Support Agreements (DMISA) and provides visibility and control 
for interservice DMISA workloads. DMMIS is also intended to compatible 
with Material Resources Planning (MRPII) philosophy. 

- The Specialized Support functionality includes Depot Maintenance 
Hazardous Material management System (DM-HMMS), Tool Inventory 
Management Application (TIMA). Enterprise Information System (EIS), 
Laboratory Information Management System (LIMS), and the Facilities and 
Equipment Maintenance (FEM). 

DMSS is an interim step towards the overall standardization of DOD systems. tt 
includes the migration systems chosen to be DOD standard systems pending 
achievement of full functionality and integration of the CIM initiative. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CAPACITY AND CAPACITY UTILIZATION 

6.1 CAPACITY AND UTILIZATION MEASUREMENT IMPROVEMENT 
I ' 

In FY90 a study was initiated by the Joint Policy Coordinating Group on Depot 
Maintenance (JPCG-DM) to review DOD capacity measurement and utilization policies. 
The results of that study and its recommended revisions to the then DOD 4151.15-H, 
Depot Maintenance Production Shop Capacity Measurement Handbook, 22 July 1976, 
were submitted to the then Assistant Secnetary of Defense (Production and Logistics) 
(ASD(P&L)) on 5 December 1990. ASD(P&L) approved the study report on 
25 January 1991 and began a process of revising the capacity handbook, which when 
published, will be designated DOD 4151.18-H and entitled the Depot Maintenance 
Capacity and Utilization Measurement Handbook. 

Capacity utilization is a broad heading under which various types of actions are 
grouped. The unifying theme of these actions is that they promote a more cost effective 
use of DOD organic maintenance facilities. 

The primary means of increasing capacity utilization is consolidation, which 
decreases overhead costs by reducing the number of facilities necessary to complete 
depot workload requirements. Savings from military construction (MILCON) and capital 
equipment avoidance are also by-products of workload consolidations, since fewer new 
facilities, refurbishment and/or equipment are needed in performing depot maintenance. 

Another major facet of capacity utilization is process efficiencies. Through the 
application of Total Quality Management (TQM) procedures, depots are able to improve 
efficiency in accomplishing current workloads, thereby reducing customer costs. 

6.2 CAPACITY UTILIZATION SUMMARY 

This section provides tables which depict, by depot, the impact of all planned 
workload, capacity, and depot capacity utilization changes over the period FY94-FY99. 
These figures reflect planned closures, interservicing, consolidations, divestitures, and 
facility and equipment layaways. The tables are comprised of three categories: 

- Workload, which shows the amount of workload in direct labor hours that 
the depot anticipates in a given fiscal year; 

- Capacity Index, which shows the amount of workload in direct labor hours 
that the depot can effectively produce annually on a single shift, 40-hour 
week basis; 



- Utilization Index, which is a computation of dividing workload by capacity 
index; 

Capacity and utilization data were computed in accordance with the methodology outlined 
in the DDMC Capacity Measurement Study Improvement Report, 5 December 1990, for 
all depots activities except the NAVSEA shipyards. The shipyard capacity and utilization 
indexes were computed on a different basis, noted in section 6.3.3. Capacity data 
represents the total capacity at each depot, including reserve and excess capacity. 

When appropriate, tables are followed by notes describing particular strategies for 
those depots. These notes also provide explanations of any unusual fluctuations shown 
by the data in a given table. 

Table 61 
Anniston Army Depot (ANAD) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 

Table 6-2 
Corpus Christl Army Depot (CCAD) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 2,936 3,431 3,507 3,635 3,606 3,833 
Capactty Index 4,394 4,307 4,009 4,009 4,009 4,009 
Utilization Index 67% 80% 87% 91 % 90% 96% 

There is a projected capacity decrease in FY96 (298,000 DLH) which is a resutt 
of force modernization systems, equating to a workload mix change and a redesignlre 
layout of maintenance facilities. Airframes will be larger and work station size will 
increase, resulting in fewer work positions. 



Table 6-3 
Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 1,161 1,876 2,461 2,477 1,984 1,961 
Capacity Index 1,869 1,995 2,197 2,312 2,355 2,485 
Utilization Index 62% 94% 112Y0 107V0 84% 79% 

The gradual and steady increase in the LEAD Capacity lndex from M 9 4  to FY99 
reflects the incoming tactical missile workload. 

Table &4 
Red River Army Depot (RRAD) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 1,565 1,749 1,964 2,154 1,580 1,493 
Capacity Index 3,095 3,233 3,233 3,233 3,233 3,233 
Utilization Index 51 % 54% 61 % 67% 49% 46% 

There is a projected capacity increase in M 9 5  (138,000 DLH) which is due to 
several previously programmed minor MILCON projects. The overall decline in workload 
is due to DOD force structure reductions. 



Table 6-5 
Tobyhanna Army Depot (TOAD) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 3,292 3,209 3,597 3,766 3,722 3,732 
Capaclty Index 4,015 4,633 4,633 4,633 4,633 4,633 
Utilization Index 82% 69% 78% 81 % 80% 81 % 

There is a projected capacity increase in FY95 (61 8,000 DLH) which is due to the 
COMSEC facility. and a few minor FadaIii Engineering Projects. 

Table &6 
Tooele Army Depot (TEAD) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 1 89 0 0 0 0 0 
Capacity Index 2,573 0 0 0 0 0 
Util&zation Index 7% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

TEAD workloads will be absorbed by other Army depots beginning in FY95, with 
only a minuscule amount of depot level maintenance to be accomplished at TEAD 
through FY97. The depot maintenance function at TEA0 will be completely realigned by 
FY97. 

6.2.2 Naval Air Systems Command 

Table &7 
Naval Aviation Depot Alameda (NADEP Alameda) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 



Table 6-8 
Naval Aviation Depot Cherry Point (NADEP Cherry Point) 

(DLH 000) 

* 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization Index 

Table 6 9  
Naval Aviation Depot Jacbonville (NADEP Jacksonville) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 2,497 3,152 3,579 3,560 3,405 3,328 
Capacity Index 3,062 3,062 3,062 3,062 3,062 3,062 
Utilization Index 8270 103% 117% 116% 111% 109% 

Table 610 
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk (NADEP Norfolk) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 2,274 2,404 1,485 0 0 0 
Capacity Index 3,404 2,978 2,127 0 0 0 
Utilization Index 67% 81 % 70% 0% 0% 0% 



Table 6-1 1 
Naval Aviation Depot North Island (NADEP North Island) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 2,551 3,335 3,769 3,612 3,685 3,398 
Capacity Index 3,536 3,536 3,536 3,536 3,536 3,536 
Utilization Index 72% 94% 107% 102% 104% 96% 

Table 6-12 
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola (NADEP Pentycola) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 2,063 895 0 0 0 0 
Capacity Index 2,312 1,542 0 0 0 0 
Utilization Index 89% 58% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

6.2.3 Naval Sea Systems Command 

The current capacity and utilization index formulation for the Naval Shipyards was 
based on workload mix (complexity and interrelation of ship class and availability type), 
process constraints, and requirement to maintain cost control and schedule adherence. 
It can be seen that the capacity index for the Naval Shipyards has decreased in the past 
few years due to these boundary conditions. Previously, capacity was primarily based 
on drydock throughput and pier capacity, without consideration for the myriad of other 
factors. The Weapons Stations and Warfare Centers tend more toward a component 
production line operation, and their indexes were more closely in line with the 
methodology of the Depot Maintenance Capacity and Utilization Handbook The workload 
depicted is slightly different from that of the organic workload reported elsewhere in the 
DBP due to rounding variations by some activities. 



Table 6-13 
Naval Shipyard Portsmouth (NSY Portsmouth) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 4,928 4,766 3,931 3,647 3,402 3,834 
Capaclty Index 6,974 7,028 7,028 7,028 7,028 7,028 
Utilization Index 71 % 68% 56% 52% 48% 55% 

Table 6-14 
Naval Shipyard Philadelphia (NSY Philadelphia) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 6,056 4,227 1,024 0 0 0 
Capacity Index 11,144 11,144 11,144 0 0 0 
Utilization Index 54% 38% 9% 0% 0% 0% 

Table 615 
Naval Shipyard Norfolk (NSY Norfolk) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 9,757 9,329 10,416 9,019 9,543 10,360 
Capacity Index 1 1,928 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 
Utilization Index 82% 78% 87% 75% 80% 86% 

Table 6 1  6 
Naval Shipyard Charleston (NSY Charleston) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 



Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 

Table 617 
Naval Shipyard Puget Sound (NSY Puget Sound) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
UtIIizatIon lndex 

Table 6-1 8 
Naval Shipyard Mare Island (NSY Mare Island) 

(DLH 000) 

Table 6-1 9 
Naval Shipyard Long Beach (NSY Long Beach) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 3,303 3,275 3,488 3,204 3,744 3,770 
Capacity Index 4,626 4,618 4,618 4,618 4,618 4,618 
Utilization Index 71 % 71 % 76% 69% 81 % 82% 

Table 620 
Naval Shipyard Pearl Harbor (NSY Pearl Harbor) 

(DLH 000) 

workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 



Table 6-21 
Naval Weapons Station Charleston (NWS Charleston) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 19 2 1 2 1 21 21 l8 
26 Capacity Index 26 26 26 26 26 

Utilization Index 68% 72% 81 % 80% 80% 80% 

Table 6-22 
Naval Weapons Station Concord (NWS Concord) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 59 59 59 59 59 59 
Capacity Index 119 119 119 119 119 119 
Utilization Index 49% 49% 49% 49% 49% 49% 

Table 6-23 
Naval Weapons Station Earle (NWS Earle) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 29 29 33 3 1 3 1 3 1 
Capacity Index 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Utilization Index 86% 86% 99% 93% 93% 93% 

Table 624 
Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach (NWS Seal Beach) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 37 21 , 0 0 0 0 
Capacity Index 53 53 0 0 0 0 
Utilization Index 71 % 40% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

The Tactical Missile Depot Maintenance will be transferred to Letterkenny Army 
Depot. 



Table 6-25 
Naval Weapons Station Yorktown (NWS Yorktown) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 165 164 166 165 165 164 
Capacity Index 31 0 31 0 31 0 31 0 31 0 31 0 
Utilization Index 53% 53% 53% 53% 53% 53% 

Table b26 
Naval Surface Warfare Center Crane Division (NSWC Crane) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 61 2 700 720 71 7 739 760 
Capacity Index 673 749 852 887 930 976 
Utilization Index 91 % 93% 85% 80% 79% 77% 

Table 6-27 
Naval Surface Warfare Center, Crane Dlvlsion, Louisville Site (NSWC Louisville) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 1,939 2,005 1,995 1,962 1,941 1,902 
Capacity Index 2,333 2,351 2,348 2,353 2,314 2,259 
Utilization Index 83% 85% 85% 83% 84% 84% 

Table 6-28 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center Keyport (NUWC Keyport) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 



6.2.4 Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command 

Table 629 
Naval Command, Control and Ocean Surveillance Center (NCCOSC) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 189 184 186 187 1 88 190 
Capacity Index 220 220 220 224 224 224 
Utilization Index 83% 84% 84% 84% 84% 85% 

6.2.5 Air Force 

The Capacity lndex used in this report is from the draft DOD 4151.15-HI 30 
December 1991. (Capacity lndex = Work positions x 161 5 hours x 0.95 availability 
factor.) 

Table 6-30 
Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center (OGALC) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 7,667 7,530 7,355 7,442 7,474 7,325 
Capacity Index 9,003 9,149 9,189 9,173 9,173 9,173 
Utilization Index 85% 82% 80% 81 % 81 % 81 % 

OC-ALC is the source of repair (SOR) for the B-1 B, 8-2, B-52G/H, G I35  and E-3 
aircraft. Also repaired are the TF30, TF33, TF41,557, F103, F107, F108, F110, F112, 
AND F118 aircraft engines, OC-ALC is the Technology Repair Center (TRC) for 
hydraulics/pneudraulics (fluid driven transmission/constant speed drives (CSD), air driven 
accessories - except ram air turbines), oxygen components, and instruments (automatic 
flight control systems, engines). Growth in capacity is the result of projected Two-Level 
Maintenance (2LM) work positions in support of projected requirements. Downsizing 
efforts to identify and turn in excess equipment are an ongoing process. This effort will 
result in lower capacity indexes and increase capacity utilization. 



Table 6-31 
Ogden Air Logistics Center (WALC) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 5,779 5,232 5,150 4,950 4,896 4,796 
Capacity Index 8,826 8,384 7,963 7,567 7,188 6,829 
Utilization Index 65% 62% 65% 65% 68% 70% 

00-ALC is the SOR for the GI30 and F-16 aircraft, and large missiles 
(Minuteman, Peacekeeper). 00-ALC is the TRC for weapons, air munitions, missile 
components, ram air turbines, landing gears, photographic equipment, training and 
simulation equipment, and instruments (all navigation except inertial systems; 
electricaYmechanical; and pressure, temperature, and humidity measuring). The photo 
repair shop has been downsized by approximately 50 percent. Interservice workload 
transfer decisions are being accomplished to consolidate ail F-4 fighter workload to the 
Navy, and tactical missile repair (AIM-9, AGM-65) to LEAD during FY95 and FY96. 
00-ALC has successfully competed for the F/A-18 workload. 

Table 6-32 
San Antonio Air Logistics Center (SA-ALC) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 7,936 7,958 6,630 6,116 5,749 5,635 
Capacity Index 9,057 9,086 7,691 7,130 6,906 6,725 
Utilization Index 88% 88% 86% 86% 83% 84% 

SA-ALC is the SOR for the B-52G/H, GS, and C-17 aircraft, as well as 
GTEIAuxiliary Power Units (APU), T56, TF39, F100, F117, and F119 aircraft engines. 
SA-ALC is the TRC for electronic support equipment, electro/mechanical support 
equipment, nuclear components, and instruments (engine). SA-ALC recently added work 
positions for 2LM of F100, TF39, and T56 engine workloads. BRAC-93 resulted in more 
T56 workload from the Navy and the aircraft work positions decreased when the 8-52 
workload was moved to OC-ALC. In preparation for BRAC-95, work positions were 
reviewed and updated because of consolidations in electronics and pneudraulic 
workloads, and other space changes. SA-ALC will maintain appropriate capacity 
utilization and Core skill capability requirements based on the workload mix. 



Table 6-33 
Sacramento Air Logistics Center (SM-ALC) 

(DLH 000) 

. Workload 6,359 5,959 5,415 5,247 5,265 5,161 
Capacity Index 7,024 7,024 7,024 7,024 7,024 7,024 
Utilization Index 91 % 85% 77% 75% 75% 73% 

SM-ALC is the SOR for the A-10, F-15, F-22, EFIFIFB-111, KC-135, and T-37. 
SM-ALC is the TRC for electric components, ground-electronics, h ydraulics/pneudraulics 
(fluid driven accessories except transmissions/constant speed drives), instruments (flight 
control), and shelters. SM-ALC has downsized 7.9 percent from FY92. SM-ALC has 
acquired Army workload through competition. SM-ALC is actively seeking interservice, 
interagency, and cooperative research and development workload that will increase its 
capacity utilization. 

Table 6-34 
Warner Robins Air Logistics Center (WR-ALC) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 8,564 8,374 8,515 7,941 7,487 7,339 
Capacity Index 8,187 7,996 7,996 7,464 7,464 7,464 
Utilization Index 105% 105% 106% 106% 100% 98% 

WR-ALC is the SOR for the C-130, C-141, and F-15 aircraft. WR-ALC is the TRC 
for airborne electronics, life support equipment, propellers, and instruments (gyroscopes 
except displacement). WR-ALC is continuing to seek new workloads and more efficient 
ways of repair, and will redefine shop layouts and capacity based on current workloads. 

I ^ - - _  



Table 6-35 
Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 899 858 723 0 0 0 
Capacity Index 1,150 1,070 890 0 0 0 
Utilization Index 78% 80% 81 % 0% 0% 0% 

AGMC provides systems management of 140 Prw'sion Measurement Equipment 
Laboratories (PMEL) worldwide. AGMC tests and repairs inertial guidance and navigation 
systems and components for a variety of missile and aircraft weapon systems. AGMC 
is programmed to close on 30 September 1996, and is limited in its ability to increase 
capacity utilization, consolidate workloads, or divest unutilized or underutilized facilities. 

6.2.6 Marine Corps 

Marine Corps workload is based on the latest Depot-Level Maintenance Plan, 
which contains planned customer requirements. These requirements support the W95 
President's Budget and the current Program Objective Memorandum (POM) adjusted by 
NAVCOMP. The Marine Corps Capacity lndex reflects the addition of the Cleaning and 
Blasting Facility at Marine Corps Logistics Base Albany and the transition of the Hawk 
Missile from Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow to Letterkenny Army Depot. 

Table 6-36 
Marine Corps Multi-Commodity Maintenance Center Albany (MC3 Albany) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 1,352 1,299 1,260 1,351 1,378 1,507 
Capacity Index 1,211 1,215 1,215 1,215 1,215 1,215 
Utilization Index 112% 107% 104% 111% 113% 124% 



Table &37 
Marine Corps Multi-Commodity Maintenance Center Barstow (MC3 Barstow) 

(DLH 000) 

. 
Workload 1,216 1,159 1,113 1,186 1,250 1,308 
Capacity Index 1,178 1,045 1,045 1,037 1,037 1,037 
Utilization Index 103% 111% 106% 114% 121% 126% 

6.2.7 Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) 

Table 6-38 
DLA Mechanicsburg 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 123 158 162 162 162 162 
Capacity Index 1 44 158 160 160 160 160 
Utilization Index 85% 100% 101% 101% 101% 101% 

Mechanicsburg capacity was underutilized for the first half of W94. This was 
caused by several factors, including Service downsizing, uncertain budgets, and high 
costs. For the second half of FY94, DLA has been very successful in marketing, new 
business, reducing costs through productivity improvements, and working closely with 
customers to meet their needs. Mechanicsburg is expected to work at full capacity during 
the second half of FY94. For FY95, Program Budget Decision 413 (Defense IPE) 
mandated reductions of personnel to 129. FY95 capacity will be limited to 158 thousand 
hours as DLA realigns the workforce to the required numbers and skill mixes. Capacity 
will be limited to 160 thousand hours each year for FY96 through W99, unless workload 
dramatically increases. Capacity during the reporting period is constrained by personnel. 



Table 6-39 
DLA Stockton 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 33 0 0 0 0 0 
Capacity Index 52 0 0 0 0 0 
Utilization Index 60% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

The Stockton facility was transferred to Defense Distribution Region West (DDRW) 
on 3 July 1994, and is no longer performing Industrial Plant Equipment depot 
maintenance on a routine basis. The utilization index is below 100 percent for the same 
reasons cited for Mechanicsburg. 



CHAPTER 7 

CORE 

7.1 INTRODUCTION 

. This chapter provides the Services' FY94 Core methodologies and Core quantities 
of workloads. The Core quantities have been computed in accordance with the DOD 
Core Methodology as applied by each Service. Service applications of the methodology 
are described to account for slight variations in implementation of the DOD Core 
Methodology. 

Core workload is identified with an objective methodology driven by the 
requirements of JCS contingency scenarios. The steps of the methodology are as 
follows: 

Step A. Identify specific types and quantities of mission essential equipment to 
be used in JCS-approved contingency scenario(s). 

Step B. Determine an annual peacetime depot workload experience factor per 
unit based on historical data or experience with similar equipment. Make 
conversions (accelerating or decreasing the requirement for depot maintenance) 
based on anticipated failure factors due to op tempo adjustments and/or scenario- 
driven environmentaVcombat attrition factors. 

Step C. Compute scenario depot maintenance workload based on scenario 
readiness and sustainability requirements applied to the quantity of weapon 
systems assigned to the scenario (only). 

Step D. Determine the minimum quantity of depot-level skills required to support 
scenario requirements. Express this quantity in direct labor hours, labor days, or 
other appropriate measure. 

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

Step F. Calculate basic Core workload requirement. 

Step G. Apply an efficiencyleconomy factor to keep the required minimum Core 
support effort from being exorbitantly and prohibitively expensive. 

Step H. Determine peacetime Core capability requirement. 



In addition to the Core capability, the Core methodology computation also includes 
"last source" repair requirements, cost control, and rationally justified reserve capacity. 
Core is computed as a reasonable statement of workload needed to establish and 
maintain contingencydriven weapon system support capabilities. 

7.2 CORE QUANTIFICATION BY SERVICE 

7.2.1 Army Core Methodology and Cote Quantities 

The Army has implemented the Core methodology as prescribed by the DUSD(L) 
memorandum, 15 November 1993. The process involves a synthesis of mission essential 
equipment, depot capabilities, surge capacity, reliability data, and experience to determine 
the required Core capability to support two Major Regional Conflicts (MRC). 

The process identified mission essential equipment for the two JCS-approved 
scenarios and the corresponding densities deployed. The Army used existing models, 
operating tempo, reliability data and experience to determine depot maintenance 
requirements generated from each scenario. 

Maintenance manhour standards were applied line-by-line to the expected depot 
returns to determine the wartime Core requirement. When possible, maintenance 
standards for Repair, or Inspect and Repair Only as Necessary (IRON), were used in 
preference to overhaul standards, based on Desert Storm experiences. Critical depot 
skills are identified in this step. 

To determine the basic Core requirement, the wartime Core requirement was 
adjusted for surge capacity, minimum sustainment levels, and efficiency. The Army 
subtracted the mobilization capability of the National Guard's Aviation Depot Maintenance 
Roundout Units and backed out the surge capabilities of the Army depots. The Army 
included the minimum sustainment level of workload as the depots for low density, low 
failure rate, essential communication-electronics equipment. Efficiency curves were 
developed for each depot to preclude Core from becoming prohibitively expensive. 

To determine peacetime Core, the Army subtracted workload from the basic Core 
requirement that is contractor supported for life or supported by another Senrice, and then 
added other Service Core supported by theeArmy. 

The Army Core requirements are as follows: 

Wartime Core 
Basic Core 
Peacetime Core 

27.0 Million Direct Labor Hours 
16.2 Million Direct Labor Hours 
14.6 Million Direct Labor Hours* 



7.2.21 Naval Air Systems Command Core Methodology and Core Quantities 

NAVAIR used the DOD Core methodology, promulgated by DUSD(L) on 
15 November 1993, to calculate the amount of Core workload needed to sustain mission 

8 essential weapon systems. The basic premise of the DOD Core policy is to minimize 
operational risks and guarantee required readiness by ensuring the availability of certain 
facilities, equipment, and skilled personnel in organic depots. Briefly, the DOD Core 
policy methodology consists of the following steps: 

Step 1: JCS SCENARIO INPUT To calculate "scenario" Core Requirements, 
NAVAIR based its computations on two concurrent MRCs with 11 deployed aircraft 
carriers and five actively engaged at any one time. The numbers and types of platforms 
were provided by OPNAV (N881) using nominal carrier deck loads. These requirements 
were expressed in direct labor hours (DLH) and the quantity equaled 9,413,244 DLHs. 

Step 2: WORKLOAD ADJUSTMENTS The annual peacetime depot workload 
factor per unit was based on historical data and maintenance experience in support of 
type/model/series aircraft employed for JCS MRCs. Conversions were made based on 
anticipated failure factors substantiated by op tempo adjustments experienced in Desert 
Shield/Desert Storm modified by projected scenariodriven environmental and combat 
attrition factors. This resulted in a factor of .3, which was used to multiply the "scenario 
Corew DLHs. This quantity was 2,823,973 DLH. 

Step 3: ESTIMATED SCENARIO WORKLOAD This is the sum of quantities 
found in the first two steps. It computes scenario depot maintenance workload based on 
scenario readiness sustainability and technology requirements applied to the quantity of 
weapon systems to the scenario (only). This quantity equaled 12,237,217 DLH. 

Step 4: TRADE SKILL BREAKDOWN The minimum quantity of depot-level 
skills, including engineering required to support scenariodriven workload requirements 
were identified, linked with the major commodities and then expressed in DLHs. 

Step 5: RESOURCE ADJUSTMENTS Throughput was used to identify minimum 
capability levels, and redundant or overlapping skills were combined with partial man- 
years to achieve the lowest possible workload needed to support Core -capabilities. 
Adjustments for depot surge, using a factor of 1.6 as a divisor, resulted in a negative 
quantity (thereby reducing manpower requirements). This provides the latitude necessary 
to accommodate the differences between peacetime and surge (contingency) 
maintenance capacity.) The quantity equaled -4,588,946 DLH. 

Step 6: BASIC CORE Basic Core is the result of adding the "estimated scenario 
workload" and "resource adjustment" quantities and equaled 7,648,260 DLH. 



Step 7: ADJUST FOR ECONOMYIEFFICIENCY To ensure that valuable Core 
capabilities are fully and efficiently utilized rather than being left idle for long periods of 
time awaiting work, capability utilization was looked at and then efficiency factors were 
applied to maximize the throughput. The "efficiency adjustment" quantity equaled 
954,005 DLH. - 

Step 8: CORE CAPABILITY (Add Steps 6 and 7 above.) Quantity = 8,602,266 
DLH. . 

Step 9: LAST SOURCE REQUIREMENTS (Identify "last source" workload.) 
The quantity equaled 4,381,408 DLH. 

Last source requirements were developed looking at both small quantity workload 
and areas where cost control was a factor. This category contains three elements of 
work; Directed, Cost Control, and Last Source. These categories encompass Foreign 
Military Sales (FMS) in support of airframe, engine, and component maintenance and 
manufacturing; modifications concurrent with Standard Depot Level Maintenance (SDLM); 
low quanttty non-Core requirements; low quantity above-Core requirements; best value 
where repair costs less when accomplished at a Navy depot; engineering support; 
calibration; and where the Navy depot is the only known source of repair. 

Step 10: TOTAL ORGANIC REQUIREMENT (Add Steps 8 and 9 above.) 

The addition of Core capability (Step 8) to "last source" requirements (Step 9) 
results in the FY94 total organic capability requirement of 12,983,674 DLH. 

NAVAIR has made great progress in implementing the DOD Core methodology. 
The methodology was used in early 1994 to calculate the Core aviation depot 
maintenance requirements for the Naval Aviation Depots; quantify the Core aviation depot 
maintenance capabilities in terms of direct labor hours; as well as identify the directed 
workload. While using the methodology, NAVAIR noted several areas of concern. First, 
more definitive guidance is required for interserviced workloads (i.e., should interserviced 
workloads be considered part of the performing activities' Core; and what parameters 
should be used to determine efficiencies). Second, the impact of certain events upon a 
Service's annual Core requirement should be addressed in more detail (e.g., major 
changes in the scenario being planned for, modifications to aircraft mission(s), 
composition of aircraft inventory, and impact of inadequate funding for Core 
requirements). 

The progress made toward achieving Core is noteworthy. The effect of BRAC-93 
decisions, coupled with the objectives of the Naval Aviation Depot Industrial Strategy, 
places NAVAIR in the position to commence movement/consolidation of selected 
workloads and also, to offer all workload that exceeds the total organic capability 
requirement to private industry or other Setvices. 



Table 7-1 portrays NAVAIR's FY94 Core quantities by commodity. Components 
were identified as those in direct support of the mission essential aircraft in the categories 
of Safety of Flight, Electronic Countermeasures, or Weapons Delivery as substantiated 
by OPNAVINST 5442.4M, Aircraft and Trainina Devices Material Condition Definitions, 
Mission-Essential Subsvstems Matrices (MESMs), and Mission Descri~tions, 
17 October 1990. The category "Other" consists primarily of product support 
development (engineering), interAntraservicing, manufacturing, calibration, Voyage Repair 
Teams, support equipment, etc. 

Table 7-1 
NAVAIR FY94 Core Quantities by Commodity 

FY94 Minimum Peacetime Core Requirements 

Aircraft 
Engines 
Components 
Other 

1,961,177 DLH 
366,399 DLH 

3,072,142 DLH 
3.202.548 DLH 

SU B-TOTAL 8,602,266 DLH 

FY94 Organic Retention Requirements Additional to Core 

Aircraft 
Engines 
Components 
Other 

1,939,204 DLH 
250,914 DLH 
18,113 DLH 

2.173,in DLH 

SUB-TOTAL 4,381,408 DLH 

TOTAL 12,983,674 DLH 

NAVAlR justifies Organic Retention Requirements Additional to Core as a category 
synonymous with the category named "Last Source" in the DOD Core Methodology. It 
contains three elements of work as follows: 

- Directed Workload: This includes Foreign Military Sales (FMS) in support 
of airframe, engine, and component maintenance and manufacturing. 

FMS workload is clearly "directed" due to binding agreements made with foreign 
governments to accomplish certain work. 



- Cost Control Workload: This category includes modifications concurrent 
with SDLMs, low quantity non-Core requirements, best value (repair costs 
less in a Navy depot), and engineering support. 

Workload typed as "cost control" is channeled to the Navy depot because that site 
is clearly the most cost effective. For example, modifications accomplished concurrently 
with scheduled maintenance are certainly more cost effective and expedient than 
performing each process separately. Low quantities of both non-Core and above Core 
requirements are not attractive to the private sector and not worth the cost of a 
competition. Obviously, if repair costs less in a Navy depot, that workload must be 
retained. Engineering support for a wide variety of aircraft is less costly when retained 
in the Navy depot than contracted for. 

- Last Source Workload: This category includes workload where the Navy 
depot is the only known source and calibration. 

Workload typed as "Last Source" is routinely work attributed to out of production 
items with unique support equipment requirements for which there is no other known 
source. Also included in this element of work are precise, atypical Navy requirements for 
Type 1 calibration techniques not found in the private sector. 

Table 7-2 depicts Organic Retention Requirements Additional to Core by 
commodity and element of work. 

Table 7-2 
NAVAIR FY94 Organic Retention Requirements Additional to Core by 

Commodity and Element of Work in DLH 

Directed Cost Control Last Source Total 

Aircraft 51 6,381 1,384,477 38,346 1,939,204 
Engines 6,704 244,210 0 250,914 
Components 18,113 0 0 18,113 
Other 6.500 1.981.033 185.644 2.1 73.1 77 

TOTAL 547,698 3,609,720 223,990 4,381,408 

By FY99, NAVAIR's Core quantities are planned to shift somewhat due to the 
planned consolidation/movement of workload brought about by BRAC-93 decisions and 
goals set forth in the Naval Aviation Depot Strategy. 



7.2.2.2 Naval Sea Systems Command Shipyards Core Methodology and Core 
Quantities 

* Naval Sea Systems Command used the DOD Core methodology, promulgated by 
DUSD(L) memo of 15 November 1993, to calculate the organic workload necessary in 
the Naval Shipyards, Naval Weapons Stations and Naval Warfare Centers to sustain the 

# 

mission essential weapon systems required by the JCS MRC scenarios. The specific 
steps in the process were as follows: 

Step 1 : Each weapon system specified by the JCS MRC scenarios was 
evaluated by application of three risk factors: 

- The absence of an assured competitive private sector source of depot level 
maintenance. 

- Scenario numerical requirements in relation to total inventory. 

- Unique maintenance requirements (e.g. in the case of ships, this factor 
included large deck ship drydocking and maintenance and nuclear ship 
servicing). 

If there were no risk factors present, the weapon system was considered low risk 
and considered as non-Core. If one or two risk factors were present, the system was 
considered moderate risk. Maintenance assignment was made to the public and private 
sectors on the basis of assured capability, and in many cases split between the two. If 
all three risk factors were present, the system was placed in the high risk category. Most 
scenario required systems were assigned as Core to the organic depots. In a few unique 
cases, some percentage of the weapon system population was assigned to the private 
sector on the basis of assured capability. 

Step 2: For those weapon systems categorized as Core, an annual peacetime 
depot workload factor per unit based on historical data, or published notional 
requirements in the case of ships, was calculated. Unique system considerations 
associated with op tempo and conflict failure rate were integrated as appropriate. The 
individual unit factors were summed to provide the scenario weapon system workload. 

Step 3: The depot level skills and facilities necessary to support the scenario 
weapon system workload was established based on historical experience. 

I Step 4: Adjustments for depot surge capability were based on the type of 
weapon system. For example, missile requirements necessitate a surge in depot 
capability during the conflict, whereas ship maintenance surge is after the conflict in a 
restoration phase. This established Basic Core levels. 



Step 5: Factors to smooth workload variations and facilitate efficient operation 
were then applied. These factors were kept to the lowest practicable amount. The result 
was establishment of Peacetime Core workload. 

Step 6: Last source (maintenance requirements for which no capability exists 
in the private sector) was added to define the Total Organic Depot Requirement. 

The resultant Core-defined Total Organic Requirements for the Naval Sea Systems 
Command depots are as follows: 

Naval Shipyards 39.8M DLHNear 
(This original submission of 
21 March 1994 is being 
revised.) 

Naval Surface Warfare Centers 2.8M DLHlYear 

Naval Undersea Warfare Center 0.8M DLWear 

7.2.25 Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command Core Methodology and 
Core Quantities 

The SPAWAR process for applying the DOD Core methodology was consistent 
with the DOD direction and guidance. Based on the Defense Planning Guidance, 
SPAWAR developed a listing of communications/electronics systems and equipment 
contained aboard ships participating in the various phases of the scenario, considering 
the unique mission essential criteria applied to each system and equipment. The 
scenario workload was adjusted to accommodate the afloat/shore-based systems and 
equipment, and the additional in-theater battle damage. 

An important factor not recognized by the JCS scenario, as defined and translated 
by OPNAV, was the involvement of the Command, Control, Communications, Computers 
and Intelligence (e l )  shore-based community. A significant portion of SPAWAR systems 
and equipment are installed ashore around the world (e.g., communications stations, 
security groups, and Anti-Submarine Warfare Operations Center (ASWOC) sites, etc.). 
In the absence of direct guidance, SPAWAR identified the scenario workload for these 
installations. 

The applied Core methodology resulted in a workload of 554,420 DLHs for 
shipboard SPAWAR systems and equipment, and a total workload of 1 ,I 08,841 DLHs for 
afloatJshore-based systems and equipment involved in the scenario. Analyzing these 
hours relative to readiness and sustainability requirements, the organic portion of the 
workload totalled 240,312 DLHs. Considering organic skills required, and adjusting for 



depot surge capacity, SPAWAR calculated 150,195 DLHs required to support its Basic 
Core, Peacetime Core, and Total Organic Requirements. 

The FY94 SPAWAR Core quantification is shown in Table 7-3. 

Table 7-3 
SPAWAR Core Quantification 

JCS SCENARIO INPUT Identify Core based on risk assessment of 554,420 
number/type of platforms required to 
support JCS scenarios. 

WORKLOAD Adjust workload for experience and 1 ,I 08,841 
ADJUSTMENT scenario driven factors. 

ESTIMATE SCENARIO Estimate workload based on 240,312 
WORKLOAD readiness/sustainability requirements. 

TRADE SKILL Determine depot skills required. 
BREAKDOWN 

RESOURCE Adjust for depot surge capacity. 
ADJUSTMENT 

BASIC CORE Compute Core with above adjustments. 150,195 

ADJUST FOR Apply efficiency factor to preclude 
ECONOMYIEFFICIENCY Core from being too expensive. 

PEACETIME CORE Basic Core plus economylefficiency 150,195 

LAST SOURCE Identify "last source" workload. 0 
ADJUSTMENTS 

TOTAL ORGANIC Peacetime Core plus "last source" 150,195 
REQUIREMENT requirements. 

7.2.3 Air Force Core Methodology and Core Quantities 

The Air Force applies its Core methodology consistent with DOD guidance 
contained in DODD 41 51 .I 8. It quantifies depot maintenance capability required to 
support mission essential depot maintenance activities. The amount of Core capability 
is justified by the combination of three components of Core; sustai~bility, readiness, and 



technology; where technology is defined as the depot maintenance capability required to 
understand, master and provide essential depot support. 

The process employed by the Air Force first identifies the weapon systems 
forecasted for use in the two MRC scenario and a computation of the amount of wartime 
maintenance requirements that would generate by commodity. The depot capability 
required to support the wartime requirement by commodity at each Air Force depot is 
then computed. Within the Air Force methodology, specific capability was transferred 
between and among commodities to ensure supportability of all wartime generating 
requirements. 

The Air Force then accomplishes an economic assessment to determine if a small 
computed Core level would be sufficient to amortize the investment in depot capability. 
A risk assessment is also accomplished to determine which Core capabilities were low 
enough that the workload could be competed with little or nor risk to the Air Force. 

The results of the computations and the economic and risk assessments represent 
the amount of Core peacetime capability required to be retained within the organic 
infrastructure to support operational readiness and sustainabiltiy requirements expected 
for the two MRC scenario. 

The Air Force Core requirements are as follows: 

Airframe 
Engines 
Exchangeables 
Local Manufacture 
Software 
Missiles 
Other Major End Items 

Core Capability 
Last Source of Repair 

5.1 Million 
1.6 Million 

13.6 Million 
1.6 Million 
3.7 Million 
0.3 Million 
0.9 Million 

Direct Labor Hours 
Direct Labor Hours 
Direct Labor Hours 
Direct Labor Hours 
Direct Labor Hours 
Direct Labor Hours 
Direct Labor Hours 

26.8 Million Direct Labor Hours 
0.9 Million Direct Labor Hours 

Total Organic Requirement 27.7 Million Direct Labor Hours 

This total includes "two levels of maintenance" work equivalent to about 2.25 million 
hours. This workload is not traditional depot level maintenance work, but is being 
performed at Air Force depots under the Air Force two levels of maintenance program. 

7.2.4 Marine Corps Core Methodology and Core Quantities 

The Marine Corps application of the DOD Core Methodology is, based upon 
Operations Plans in support of Korea and Southwest Asia The process involves 



identifying mission essential equipment and associated densities for deploying forces, 
application of attrition factors, application of repair cycles and Maritime Prepositioning 
Ships (MPS) regeneration, application of historical unit equipment repair times and 
anticipated unit equipment repair time adjustments due to wartime usage, and conversion 
of wartime requirements to peacetime production capability. The following steps explain 
the Marine Corps process: 

- Identify Marine Corps Readiness Reportable Items requiring depot maintenance, 
that are mission essential. These item quantities are based on the two Major 
Regional Conflicts (MRCs) scenario to support the three Marine Corps 
Expeditionary Forces and Reserves. 

- Develop a weighted Mean Time Between Depot Maintenance factor for each item 
using Mean Time Between Overhauls and MPS regeneration. Apply operating 
tempo (OPTEMPO) adjustments and Combat Active Replacement factors to each 
item, and convert adjusted item quantities to annualized workload quantities. 

- Adjust Repairllnspect Repair Only As Necessary direct labor hours per unit for 
wartime impact, and convert annualized workload quantities to annualized scenario 
workload in terms of direct labor hours. 

- Adjust surge production capacity of sixty hours per week to peacetime production 
capacity of forty hours per week. This represents the Marine Corps peacetime 
Core requirement. 

The Marine Corps Core requirements are as follows: 

Core Capability 
Last Source of Repair 

1,943,782 Direct Labor Hours 
122,457 Direct Labor Hours 

Total Organic Requirement 2,066,239 Direct Labor Hours 
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CHAPTER 8 

8.1 INTRODUCTION 

. The Department of Defense depot maintenance policy emphasizes aggressive use 
of interservice maintenance support whenever increased economy to the Government will 
result and when such support is consistent with operational requirements. Under the 
current Depot Maintenance Interservice (DMI) Program concept, the Military Services 
individually and jointly are exercising use of interservice capabilities to comply with this 
policy. lnterservicing actions identified in the DOMC CBPs as a result of the DDMC 
commodity studies conducted in 1990 - 1991 are a major part of the effort. 

The overriding objective of increased interservicing is to perform workloads within 
the cost, quality, and schedule requirements of the Principal Service. lnterservicing 
benefits include savings from greater economies of scale through consolidations which 
reduce recurring costs to the gaining depot. The losing activity realizes less costs 
through overhead reductions associated with reduced workload and downsizing its 
facilities to eliminate underutilized capacity. 

8.2 CURRENT INTERSERVICING LEVELS 

8.2.1 Methodology to Measure Interservicing 

DODD 41 51 . I8  defines "Interservice Maintenance Support" as maintenance either 
recurring or non-recurring , performed by the organic capability of one Military Service or 
element thereof in support of another Military Service or element thereof." This traditional 
concept of interservicing is, however, only one portion of the total DM1 Program. DM1 
Program Workload performed at DOD installations and commercial contractors which is 
associated with interservice support (i.e., work performed under depot maintenance 
interservice support agreements, depot maintenance work managed under the 
nonconsumable item material support exchange program, and work performed under joint 
depot maintenance contracts). The definitions of the various DM1 Program Workload 
elements are as follows: 

Interservice: Maintenance, either recurring or nonrecurring, performed by the 
organic capability of one Military ServicelDefense Logistics Agency (DLA) or 
element thereof in support of another Military ServiceIDLA or element thereof. 

Other Interservice: Maintenance performed in support of other DO0 agencies 
other than Military ServicesJDLA (such as the Defense Security Assistance Agency 
and the Defense Intelligence Agency) by the organic capability of one Military 



ServiceIDLA or element thereof, or by a commercial firm pursuant to a contract 
negotiated by one of the Military ServicesIDLA . 

Joint Contracting: Maintenance performed by a contractor for more than one 
DOD Component under one contract that is administered by one Component. (In 
the calculation of DM1 Program Workload this category includes the Air Force joint 
Contractor Field Team (CFT) program, administered by the Defense Contract 
Management District Mid-Atlantic (DCMDM).) 

Nonconsumable Item Materiel Support Code (NIMSC) 5: Logistics support for 
recoverable items used by two or more Military Senrims whereby the Military 
Service which is the Primary lnventory Control Activity (PICA) is responsible for all 
logistics functions including depot maintenance. To obtain maintenance support 
for these items, Military Services that are Secondary Inventory Control Activities 
(SICA) submit funded requisitions for their supply requirements, and return 
unserviceable items to the PICA for credit. The PICA, in turn, obtains depot 
maintenance, either organically, or contractually, for the unserviceable items and 
returns them to stock for reissue. 

Two concepts are used in the computation of the interservicing level, non- 
susceptible workload and susceptible workload. The definitions of these concepts are: 

Non-susceptible Workload: Workload that, due to requirements for specialized 
resources, does not lend itself to interservicing . These specialized resources 
include drydocks, large hangars, nuclear facilities, and large missile handling 
capabilities. Such resources reside in only one Service, and associated workloads 
cannot be considered for intersewicing. This approach excludes workloads such 
as strategic bomber airframes (B-1, 8-2, 8-52), large transport airframes (C-5, 
C-135, C-141). Navy ships, and specific strategic missile workloads (Minuteman, 
Peacekeeper, Trident). 

Susceptible Workload: Workload that is other than non-susceptible 

For computation of the interservicing level, the susceptible workload level is determined 
by subtracting the non-susceptible workload from the total workload. The percentage of 
interservice workload is then determined by summing the DM1 Program Workload 
elements identified above, and dividing this tbtal by the total DOD workload base that is 
susceptible to interservicing. 

8.2.2 lntersewicing Data 

The FY92 DM1 Program Workload has been quantified under this approach and 
is shown on Chart 8-1. As seen in Chart 8-1, the FY92 DM1 Program Workload is 
approximately 7.6 percent of the FY92 DOD program that is susceptible to interservicing. 



This is up 0.6 percent from the 7.0 percent for FY91 reflected in the FY92-FY97 DDMC 
CBP. As shown on Chart 8-2, the FY93 DM1 Program Workload is 8.4 percent of the 
N93 DOD program that is susceptible to intersewicing, and reflects a percentage 
increase of 0.8 from W92. Charts 8-1 and 8-2 reflect data from the DOD 7220.9-M 
database. -93 is the most recent year for which completed workload data are available. 
Since 7220.9-M data reflects only financial completions reported during a particular fiscal . 
year, the total impact of DDMC CBP decisions will not be evident in the database for 
some time to come. 

Chart 8-1 
FY92 Completed Depot Maintenance Intersenrice Workloads 
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Source: DOD 7220.9-M database. 



Chart 8-2 
FY93 Completed Depot Maintenance Intersetvice Workloads 

It must be noted, however, that the totals in Charts 8-1 and 8-2 do not reflect the 
full impact of the many interse~cing decisions reflected in the DDMC CBPs, since some 
are still being implemented. Data for P194 should reflect substantial implementation of 
many of these workload transfers, which include: 

k 

SAAD G E  workload to SM-ALC 
USAF 579 engine workload to NADEP Cheny Point 
Navy TF30 engine workload to OC-ALC 
Navy GI30  workload to 00-ALC 
Marine Corps Hawk Missile workload to LEAD 
Navy H-6OIAH-1W workload to CCAD 
Navy and Air Force Sidewinder and Sparrow Missile workload to LEAD 
Marine Corps MI Tank to ANAD 
Air Force F-4 workload to NADEP Cheny Point 
Navy F110 engine workload to OC-ALC 
Army Power Gas Turbine Engine workload to SA-ALC 
Navy FIA-18 workload to 00-ALC 
Navy T56 engine workload to SA-ALC. 
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APPENDIX A 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE CAPITAL INVESTMENTS 

This appendix provides data reflecting Senrice levels of depot maintenance capital 
investment in the organic depots and shipyards. These data are a baseline of capital 
investment data which will continue to be presented in future reports. Data for this 
appendix was provided by the Services and covers FY94 and FY95. The following table 
summarizes the capital investment expenditures of the Services in six areas; major 
construction, minor construction, Automated Data Processing Equipment (ADPE), 
software, equipment, and environment. The funding for these capital investments comes 
from appropriated MILCON funds, Base Closure and Realignment funds, Capital 
Purchases Program, and Defense Business Operations Funds. 

Table A-1 
Joint Service Depot Maintenance Capital investments 

($ in Millions) 

Service FY94 - - FY95 

Army 
NAVAIR 
NAVSEA 
Air Force 
Marine Corps 

Total 51 8.4 290.9 

The following tables provide summaries of capital investment by categories of 
capital investment for six areas; major construction, minor construction, Automated Data 
Processing Equipment (ADPE), software, equipment, and environment. 

Table A-2 
Total Depot Maintenance Capital investments - Major Construction 

($ in Millions) 

Service - FY94 - FY95 

A n y  
NAVAIR 
NAVSEA 
Air Force 
Marine Corps 

Total 



Table A 4  
Total Depot Maintenance Capital investments - Minor Construction 

($ in Millions) 

Service 

Army 
NAVAlR 
NAVSEA 
Air Force 
Marine Corps 

Total 30.1 21.3 

Table A 4  
Total Depot Maintenance Capital investments - ADPE 

($ in Millions) 

Service - FY94 - FY95 

Amy 
NAVAlR 
NAVSEA 
Air Force 
Marine Corps 

Total 54.7 31 .@ 
Table A 4  

Total Depot Maintenance Capital Investments - Sottware 
($ in Millions) 

Service - FY94 - FY95 

Amy 0.0 0.0 
NAVAI R 0.0 0.0 
NAVSEA 0.0 0.0 
Air Force 41.2 6.2 
Marine Corps - 0.0 - 0.0 

Total 41.2 6r2 



Table A-6 
Total Depot Maintenance Capital Investments - Equipment 

($ in Millions) 

Service 

Amy 
NAVAIR 
NAVSEA 
Air Force 
Marine Corps 

Total 

Table A-7 
Total Depot Maintenance Capital Investments - Environmental 

($ in Millions) 

Service 

Army 
NAVAl R 
NAVSEA 
Air Force 
Marine Corps 

Total 
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APPENDIX B 
PRIOR YEAR DEPOT MAJNTENANCE WORKLOADS 

The W90-W93 Service-level organic and contract workload levels shown in this 
appendix are those that supported the Joint Service summary level data presented in the 
Defense Science Board Task Force on Depot Maintenance Management report of 
April 1994. 

Table B-1 
Joint Setvice Prior Year Organic Workload 

(DLH 000) 

WBS - - FY90 - FY91 - FY92 FY93 - 
FIXED-WING 

Fig hterIBomberlAttack 
Transpo Man ke rs 
All Other Fixed-Wing 

FIXED-WING TOTAL 43,155 40,766 38,549 35,488 

GROUND 
Helicopters 
Combat VehiclesIArtillery 
AutomotiveIConstruction 
OrdnanceMleaponslMunitions 
All Other Ground 

GROUND TOTAL 22,516 21,837 22,212 20,526 

ELECTRONICSMISSILES 
Strategic Missiles 
Tactical Missiles 
Communications-Electronics 
Avionics 

ELECTRONICS/MISSILES TOTAL 25,551 24,311 23,070 19,587 

SEA SYSTEMS 
Aircraft Carriers 
Submarines 
All Other Ships 
Componentdother 

SEASYSTEMSTOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 158,748 148,853 154,120 136,924 



WBS - 
FIXED-WING 

FighterIBomberlAttack 
Transpornan kers 
All Other Fixed-Wing 

FMEPWING TOTAL 

GROUND 

Table 6-2 
Army Prior Year Organic Workload 

(DLH 000) 

Helicopters 
Combat VehiclesIArtillery 
AutornotivelConstruction 
Ordnance~Weapons/Munitions 
All Other Ground 

GROUND TOTAL 

Strategic Missiles 
Tactical Missiles 
Communications-Electronics 
Avionics 

ELECTRON1 WMISSILES TOTAL 

SEA SYSTEMS 

Aircraft Carriers 
Submarines 
All Other Ships 
Componen WOther 

SEA SYSTEMS TOTAL 

GRANDTOTAL 



. FIXED-WING 

FighterIBomberlAttack 
Transportrran kers 
All Other Fixed-Wing 

FIXEDWING TOTAL 

GROUND 

Table 8-3 
Navy Prior Year Organic Workload 

(DLH 000) 

Helicopters 
Combat Vehicles/Artillery 
Automotive/Construction 
OrdnanceMleaponslMunitions 
All Other Ground 

GROUND TOTAL 

Strategic Missiles 
Tactical Missiles 
Communications-Electronics 
Avionics 

ELECTRONICS/MISSILES TOTAL 

SEA SYSTEMS 

Aircraft Caniers 
Submarines 
All Other Ships 
Componentdother 

SEA SYSTEMS TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 



Table 8-4 
Air Force Prior Year Organic Workload 

(DLH 000) 

WBS - - FY90 - FY91 

FIXED-WING 

FightedBomberlAttack 
Transportrran kers 
All Other Fixed-Wing 

FIXED-WING TOTAL 28,689 26,616 

GROUND 

Helicopters 
Combat Vehicles/Artillery 
AutomotiveIConstruction 
OrdnanceMleaponslMunitio~ 
All Other Ground 

GROUNDTOTAL 1,896 1,712 

Strategic Missiles 
Tactical Missiles 
Communications-Electronics 
Avionics 

# 

ELECTRONICSIMISSILES TOTAL 10,706 10,038 

SEA SYSTEMS 

Aircraft Carriers 
Submarines 
All Other Ships 
ComponentsKIther 

SEA SYSTEMS TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 



Table B-5 
Marine Corps Prior Year Organic Workload 

(DLH 000) 

WBS - - FY90 - FY91 - FY92 - FY93 
a 

FIXED-WING 

Fighter/Bomber/Attack 
TransportITan ke rs 
All Other Fixed-Wing 

FIXED-WING TOTAL 

GROUND 

Helicopters 

Combat Vehicles/Artillery 
Automotive/Construction 
OrdnanceMleapons/Munitions 
All Other Ground 

GROUND TOTAL 

Strategic Missiles 
Tactical Missiles 
Communications-Electronics 
Avionics 

ELECTRONICS/MISSILES TOTAL 

SEA SYSTEMS 

Aircraft Carriers 
Submarines 
All Other Ships 
Components/Other 

SEA SYSTEMS TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 



Table B-6 
Defense Logistics Agency Prior Year Organic Workload 

(DLH 000) 

WBS - FY90 - FY91 - FY92 - FY93 - 
FIXED-WING 

Fighter/Bomber/Attack 
Transportfran kers 
All Other Fixed-Wing 

MEPWING TOTAL 

GROUND 

Helicopters 
Combat Vehicles/Artillery 
Automotive/Construction 
OrdnanceMleaponslMunitions 
All Other Ground 

GROUND TOTAL 

Strategic Missiles 
Tactical Missiles 
Communications-Electronics 
Avionics 

ELECTRON1 WMISSILES TOTAL 

SEA SYSTEMS 

Aircraft Carriers 
Submarines 
All Other Ships 
ComponentsOher 

SEA SYSTEMS TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 



WBS - 
b FIXED-WING 

FighterIBomberlAttack 
TransportITan kers 
All Other Fixed-Wing 

FIXED-WING TOTAL 

GROUND 

Table 8-7 
Joint Service Organic Workload 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

Helicopters 
Combat VehicleslArtillery 
AutomotiveIConstruction 
OrdnanceMleaponslMunitions 
All Other Ground 

GROUNDTOTAL 

Strategic Missiles 
Tactical Missiles 
Communications-Electronics 
Avionics 

ELECTRONICS/MISSILES TOTAL 

SEA SYSTEMS 

Aircraft Carriers 
Submarines 
All Other Ships 
Components/Other 

SEA SYSTEMS TOTAL 

. 
GRAND TOTAL 



FighterIBomberlAttack 
TransportITan kers 
All Other Fixed-Wing 

FIXED-WING TOTAL 

GROUND 

Helicopters 
Combat VehicledArtillery 
Automotive/Constnrction 
OldnanceMleapondMunitions 
All Other Ground 

GROUNDTOTAL 

Strategic Missiles 
Tactical Missiles 
Communications-Electronics 
Avionics 

Table B-8 
Army Organic Workload 
(Dollars In Thousands) 

ELECTRONICS/MISSILES TOTAL 430,500 419,100 493,800 429,200 

SEA SYSTEMS 

Aircraft Carriers 
Submarines 
All Other Ships 
Componentslother 

SEA SYSTEMS TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 



Table 0-9 
Navy Organic Workload 
(Dollars In Thousands) 

WBS - - FY90 - FY91 - FY92 - FY93 
. 

FIXED-WING 

FighterIBomberlAttack 
TransportITan kers 
All Other Fiied-Wing 

FlXED-WlNG TOTAL 1,278,892 1,320,707 1,284,137 1,232,022 

GROUND 

Helicopters 
Combat Vehicles/Artillery 
AutomotiveIConstruction 
OrdnanceMleapons/Munitions 
All Other Ground 

GROUND TOTAL 370,788 41 9,415 494,288 547,615 

ELECTRONICSNISSILES 

Strategic Missiles 
Tactical Missiles 
Communications-Electronics 
Avionics 

ELECTRONICS/MISSILES TOTAL snaos 555,474 566894 570,086 

SEA SYSTEMS 

Aircraft Carriers 
Submarines 
All Other Ships 
ComponenWOther 

SEA SYSTEMS TOTAL 3,871,845 4,017,621 4,230,506 4,054,831 

. GRAND TOTAL 6,048,831 631 3,217 6,575,524 6,404,554 



Table 6-1 0 
Air Force Organic Workload 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

WBS - - FYW - FY91 - FY92 FY93 - 
FIXED-WING 

FightedBornberlAttack 1,023,424 1,065,975 1,055,847 1,027,879 
TranspoNTankers 514,830 523,589 61 8.1 66 704,005 
All Other Fixed-Wing 1 22,392 129,341 127,495 138,160 

FIXED-WING TOTAL 1,660,646 1,718,905 1,801,508 1,870,044 

GROUND 

Helicopters 1,752 1,084 1,675 2,464 
Combat Vehicles/Artillery 
AutomotivelConstruction 488 525 420 384 
OrdnanceMleapons/Munitions 18,602 19,543 19,738 18,639 
All Other Ground 99,387 98,968 96,838 93,298 

GROUNDTOTAL 120,229 120,120 118,671 114,785 

Strategic Missiles 
Tactical Missiles 
Communications-Electronics 
Avionics 

ELECTRONICS/MISSILES TOTAL 631,751 672,!578 646,200 658,199 

SEA SYSTEMS 

Aircraft Caniers 
Submarines 
All Other Ships 
CornponentsK)ther 

SEA SYSTEMS TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 



WBS - 

Fighter/Bomber/Attack 
Transport/Tan ke rs 
All Other Fixed-Wing 

FIXED-WING TOTAL 

GROUND 

Helicopters 
Combat Vehicles/Artillery 
Automotive/Construction 
OrdnanceMleaponslMunitions 
All Other Ground 

Table 8-1 1 
Marine Corps Organic Workload 

(Dollars In Thousands) 

GROUND TOTAL 

ELECTRONICSIMISSILES 

Strategic Missiles 
Tactical Missiles 
Communications-Electronics 
Avionics 

ELECTRONICSIMISSILES TOTAL 

SEA SYSTEMS 

Aircraft Carriers 
Submarines 
All Other Ships 
Components/Other 

SEA SYSTEMS TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 



Table E l 2  
Defense Logistics Agency Organic Workload 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

WBS - - FY90 FY91 - FY92 - FY93 - 

FIXED-WING 

FightertBornberlAttack 
Transpornan kers 
All Other Fixed-Wing 

FlXEPWlNG TOTAL 

GROUND 

Helicopters 
Combat Vehicles/Artillery 
AutomotiveIConstruction 
OrdnanceMleaponsIMunitions 
All Other Ground 

GROUNDTOTAL 

Strategic Missiles 
Tactical Missiles 
Communications-Electronics 
Avionics 

ELECTRONICS/MISSILES TOTAL 

SEA SYSTEMS 

Aircraft Carriers 
Submarines 
All Other Ships 
Componentslother 

SEA SYSTEMS TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 



Table 8-13 
Joint Service Prior Year Contract Workload 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

WBS - - FY90 - FY91 - FY92 - FY93 . 
FIXED-WING 

Fighter/Bomber/Attack 
Transportrran kers 
All Other Fixed-Wing 

FIXED-WING TOTAL 1,409,744 1357,447 1,665,467 1,499,887 

GROUND 

Helicopters 
Combat VehicleslArtillery 
AutomotiveIConstruction 
OrdnanceMleaponslMunitions 
All Other Ground 

GROUND TOTAL 672,679 825,564 624,475 52l ,I 80 

Strategic Missiles 132,030 135,962 140,140 124,941 
Tactical Missiles 149,157 171,375 145,114 94,95 1 
Communications-Electronics 1 88,038 1 53,273 166,395 223,406 
Avionics 484,321 441,884 444,513 320,937 
ArmyINAVSEA Contract Software Support 56,500 79,100 71,100 8 1,600 

ELECTRONICS/MISSILES TOTAL 1,010,046 981,594 967,262 845,835 

SEA SYSTEMS 

Aircraft Carriers 
Submarines 
All Other Ships 
Componen WOther 

SEA SYSTEMS TOTAL 
# 

GRAND TOTAL 

Note: Defense Logistics Agency reported no contract workload. 



Table 8-14 
Army Prior Year Contract Workload 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

FIXED-WING 

FightedBomberIAttack 
Transportrran kers 
All Other Fixed-Wing 

FIXED-WING TOTAL 

GROUND 

Helicopters 
Combat VehicleshUillery 
AutomoUveIConstruction 
OrdnanceMleaponslMunitions 
All Other Ground 

GROUNDTOTAL 

Strategic Missiles 
Tactical Missiles 
Communications-Electronics 
Avionics 
Army Contract Software Support 

ELECTRON1 WMISSILES TOTAL 

SEA SYSTEMS 

Aircraft Carriers 
Submarines 
All Other Ships 
ComponenWOther 

SEA SYSTEMS TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 



WBS - 
. FIXED-WING 

FighterIBomberlAttack 
TransportITan kers 
All Other Fixed-Wing 

FIXEDWING TOTAL 

GROUND 

Table B-15 
Navy Prior Year Contract Workload 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

Helicopters 
Combat VehicleslArtillery 
Automotive/Construction 
OrdnanceMleaponslMunitions 
All Other Ground 

GROUNDTOTAL 

Strategic Missiles 
Tactical Missiles 
Communications-Electronics 
Avionics 
NAVSEA Contract Software Support 

ELECTRONICSIMISSILES TOTAL 

SEA SYSTEMS 

Aircraft Carriers 
Submarines 
All Other Ships 
Components 

SEA SYSTEMS TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 



Table B-16 
Air Force Prior Year Contract Workload 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

WBS - - FY90 - FY91 - FY92 FY93 - 
FIXED-WING 

FighterlBomberlAttack 
Transpornan kers 
All Other Fixed-Wing 

FUCEPWING TOTAL 1 ,003,8!53 1 ,I 17,707 1,156,348 1,1 n,780 

GROUND 

Helicopters 
Combat VehicledArtillery 
AutomotivelConstruction 
OrdnanceMleapondMunitions 
All Other Ground 

GROUND TOTAL 57,351 58,445 62,950 79,623 

Strategic Missiles 
Tactical Missiles 
Communications-Electronics 
Avionics 

ELECTRONICS/MISSILES TOTAL 31 5,028 225,888 21 2,648 21 0,439 

SEA SYSTEMS 

Aircraft Carriers 
Submarines 
All Other Ships 
ComponentsK)ther 

SEA SYSTEMS TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 



WBS - . 
FIXED-WING 

Table 8-17 
Marine Corps Prior Year Contract Workload 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

Fighter/Bomber/Attack 
Transportrran kers 
All Other Fixed-Wing 

FIXEDWING TOTAL 

GROUND 

Helicopters 
Combat Vehicles/Artillery 
AutomotiveIConstruction 
OrdnanceMleaponslMunitions 
All Other Ground 

GROUND TOTAL 

Strategic Missiles 
Tactical Missiles 
Communications-Electronics 
Avionics 

ELECTRONICSIMISSILES TOTAL 

SEA SYSTEMS 

Aircraft Carriers 
Submarines 
All Other Ships 
ComponenWOther 

SEA SYSTEMS TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 
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APPENDIX C 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL LEVELS 

This appendix provides FY92-FY99 depot and Service level personnel levels. When 
reviewing these personnel data, it should be kept in mind that indirect personnel totals may 
include both production indirect personnel as well as administrative personnel. Also, the 
Senrices differ in their designation of personnel as direct or indirect. (Thus, computing the 
directlindirect ratio from the data is not advised). Further, as the organic industrial base 
acquires increasingly sophisticated technology to accomplish its mission, the direct labor 
requirement may decrease, while the indirect labor requirement may increase. Use of a 
directlindirect ratio therefore has marginal utility in identifying inefficiencies. 

Army Depot Maintenance Personnel Levels 

SERVICE: ARMY - mAL 

CIV. & TOTAL - 
F Y P  DIRECT 9.652 0 9.m 
F Y P  INDIRECT 5.937 40 5 . m  
-02 ARMY TOTAL 15,500 40 15,629 

FY03 DIRECT 8.083 0 8,083 
FY03 INDIRECT 4.945 34 4,@7@ 
F Y I  ARMY TOTAL 13.028 34 13.062 

FYW DIRECT 7,852 0 7.852 
FYM INDIRECT 3.365 80 3,425 
FYM ARMY TOTAL 11,217 60 11.277 

FY% DIRECT 8.083 0 8,083 
FYOS INDIRECT 3,455 54 3,509 
FYOS ARMY TOTAL 11.518 54 11,572 

FYI ARMY TOTAL 12.864 u 12.m~ 
(DIRECT 1 INDIRECT) 

FYW ARMY TUTAL 12,579 44 12,623 
(DIRECT h INDIRECT) 

ff OB ARMY TUTAL 11,094 U 11.138 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

WOO ARMY TOTAL 11.160 U 11204 
(DIRECT h INDIRECT) 

SERVICE: ARMY - DEWR ANAD 

FYQ DIRECT 1,724 0 1.724 
FYB2 INDIRECT 980 0 900 
NU MPOT TOTAL 2,693 0 Zeo3 

F Y S  DIRECT 1,- 0 1,894 
F Y S  INDIRECT 91 2 3 91 5 
FYW DEPOT TOTAL 2.608 3 2s00 

FYB, DIRECT 1,733 0 1.733 
FYM INDIRECT 742 6 748 
FYW DEPOT TOTAL 2,475 8 2,UH 

FYOS DIRECT 1,704 0 1.701 
FYOS INDIRECT 730 5 735 
FY% DEPOT TCrrAL 2.4s 5 2- 

FYOe DEPOT TOTAL 2490 6 2.405 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 1,987 5 1.992 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYBB DEPOT TOTAL 1.519 5 1,524 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYQO DEPOT TOTAL 1.475 5 1,480 
(DIRECT 6 IWIRECT) 



Army Depot Maintenance Personnel Levels (Cont.) 

SERVICE: ARMY - DEPQT: - 
NIL - 

0 
4 
4 

0 
7 
7 

0 
11 
11 

SERVICE: ARMY - DEPOT: - 
clv. NIL - - 

1 .- 0 
6M 15 
1,743 15 

m 0 
647 11 
1,378 11 

902 0 
400 16 

la= 16 

LEA0 

TOTAL - 
1.083 
w5 
1.758 

fZO 
668 

1.387 

932 
41 6 

1- 

MgZ DIRECT 
FYS2 PlOlRECT 
MQ2 DEPOT TOTAL 

FYQJ DIRECT 
FYOJ WIRECT 
FYm DEPOT TOTAL 

F Y M D I m  
FYM WDIRECT 
FYM EPUf TOTAL 

FYOe DIRECT 
FYQ INDIRECT 
FY02 OEPm TmAL 

F Y I  DIRECT 
w03 NDIRECT 
F Y I  DEPOTTOTAL 

FYOS DIRECT 2.351 0 2.351 
W% INDIRECT 1.007 11 1.018 
F Y I  DEPOT TQTAL wm 11 3m 

FYW DIRECT 1,18 0 1.12b 
w% W C T  483 17 sw 
F V Q S O E P O T T ~  1,611 17 1.620 

FYW DEPOTTOTAL 3,432 11 3,443 
( o ~ w c r  r ~Y)IAECT) 

FYB6 DEPOT T o w .  2.114 7 Z72l 
(MRECTaHMFIECT) 

FYQI DEPOT TOTAL 3.551 11 5.568 
(DIRECT A INDIRECT) 

F Y S 7 ~ T ~  2,128 7 2135 
(MRECT NDIRECT) 

MQ8DEPQTTQTAL 3.529 11 3,540 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYQQ MPOT TOTAL 3,734 11 3,745 
(DIRECT L INDIRECT) 

FYW DEPOT TQTM 1 ,m 7 1.601 
(MRECT I INDIRECT) 

SERVICE: ARMY - DEPOT: RRAD - SERVKT: ARMY - DEPOT: SAAD - 
CN. NIL TQIAL - - 

F Y I  DIRECT 1.389 0 1,W 
FYQ2 INDIRECT 748 8 754 
FYI DEPOT TOTAL 2.137 s 2,143 

F Y I  DIRECT W 0 a60 
FY92 INDIRECT too 3 7B3 
FY02 DEPOT TOTAL 1 ,= 3 1.758 

F Y I  DIRECT 1,193 0 1.193 
M03 PIDIRECT 671 4 675 
MI DEPOT TOTAL 1.w 4 1.m 

F Y I  WRECT 331) 0 331) 
F Y I  WDIRECT SU) 2 940 
FYQ3 DEPOT TOTAL 676 2 678 

WW DIRECT 1,175 0 1,175 
FV04 INDiRECT 503 2 505 
FYM DEPQT TOTAL 1 ,678 2 1.660 

FYW DIRECT 0 0 0 
FYW INDIRECT 0 2 2 
FYM DEPCTT TOTAL 0 2 2 

FYOS DIRECT 1,061 0 1,001 
FYOS PU)IRECT 455 1 4 s  
MOS DEPOTTOTAL 1,516 1 lb17 

FYOS DIRECT 0 0 0 
FYS IM)IAECT 0 0 0 
FYDS D E m  TmAL 0 0 0 

wm DEPOTTOTAL 1 .m 1 1.m 
(DIRECT I PYHREcr) 

FYW DEPOTTOTAL 0 0 0 
(M-&mRE%T) 

MQIOEPQTTQTAL 1 1 1,868 
(DIRECT A WRECT) 

FYQl DEPOT TQTM 0 0 0 
(DIRECT a NDIRECT) 

FYW DEPOT TOT& 1,366 1 1 . m  
(DIRECT 6 IWRECT) 

FYOD DEPOT TOTAL 0 0 0 
(DIRECT 6 WIRECT) 

M W  DEPOTmAL 1 la 
(DIRECT INUIRECT) 



Army Depot Maintenance Personnel Levels (Cont.) 

SERVICE: ARMY - TOAD SERVICE: ARMY - D E W  TEA0 - 
CIV. & - TOTAL - TOTAL - 

FY92 DIRECT 
FYS2 INDIRECT 
FYQ2 DEPOT TOTAL 

wB2 DIRECT 988 0 986 
FYW INDIRECT 672 7 67g 
FYOZ DEWT TOTAL 1.838 7 1.845 

FY93 DIRECT 
FY93 INDIRECT 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 

FYQ3 DIRECT (192 0 (192 
ff03 lNDlRECT 501 4 505 
IT93 D E W  TOTAL 1,193 4 1,107 

FYW DIRECT 
FY04 WDlRECT 
w04 DEPOT TOTAL 

FY04 DIRECT 510 0 510 
FYQ4 INDIRECT 270 9 262 
FYW =POT TQTAL 789 9 792 

FYQS DIRECT 
M I  INDIRECT 
FYOS DEPOT TOTAL 

FYOS DIRECT 0 0 0 
FYOS INDIRECT 0 0 0 
FYOS DEPOT TOTAL 0 0 0 

FVm DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FY% DEPOT TOTAL 0 0 0 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FY07 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYOT DEPOT TOTAL 0 0 0 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYW DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT h INDIRECT) 

F Y I  DEPOT TOTAL 0 0 0 
(DIRECT INDIRECT) 

FYW DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYOO DEPOT TOTAL 0 0 0 
(DIRECT h INDIRECT) 



NAVAlR Depot Maintenance Personnel Levels 

SERVICE: NAVAlR - TOTAL SERVICE: NAVAIR - D E m  A M  - 
& TOTAL CIV. MIL TOTAL - - -  

FYW DIRECT 11.175 5 i i , i m  
M92 INDIRECT 10.183 256 10,439 
FY92 MVAlR TOTAL 21 a 281 21619 

FY92 DIRECT 1,879 0 1.879 
FY92 INDIRECT 1,649 37 1,- 
FY02 DEPOT TOTAL 3,520 37 3585 

FY00 DIRECT 9.500 2 9sOZ 
FY@3 INDIRECT 8,962 241 9,203 
FYIMVAIRTOTAL 10.462 243 18;106 

FYS3 DIRECT 1 ,a 0 1.406 
FYm )(MRECT 1 38 1.S24 
F Y I  #POT TOTAL 2.m SI 2.930 

M W  DIRECT 9.963 
FYM INDIRECT 

0 9,363 
7.327 217 7544 

FYMMVAIRTOTAL 10,690 217 18,907 

FYW DIRECT 1,468 0 1,469 
MM NDIRECT 924 8 m 
FYW OEWT TOTAL ~ ~ 8 3  a 2411 

MOS DIRECT 7,989 0 7,Qm 
FYOS INDIRECT 5.928 108 6.032 
FYOS #POT T a m  13,914 106 14,020 

FYOS DIRECT 302 0 302 
MOS v a ~ f x r  in o 178 
MOS OEPQT TOTAL 480 0 UK) 

Mob NAVAIR TOTAL 1 1,967 138 12.106 
(DIRECT 6 NDIRECT) 

FYOI MVAlR TOTAL 11,887 1 12.023 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYQ7 DEPOT TOTAL 0 0 0 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYW NAVAlR TOTAL 11.776 1 11,912 
(DIRECT 1 INDIRECT) 

plm DEPOTTOTAL 0 0 0 
(DIRECT INDIRECT) 

WOO NAVAIR TOTAL 11.709 1 11645 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FYW DEPOT TQTAL 0 0 0 
(DIRECT L INDIRECT) 

SERVICE: NAVAIR - SER- NAVAlR D E m  - 
CIV. - MIL TmAL - -  CIV. MIL - - 

FY92 DIRECT 1,768 
FY92 INDIRECT 1.521 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 3 a Q  

FY92 DIRECT 1,612 0 
FY92 INDIRECT 1 224 32 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 2119s 32 

FYQ3 DIRECT 1,508 
F Y I  INDIRECT 1,381 
FY03 DEPOT TOTAL 2.889 

FYS3 DIRECT 1,589 0 
F Y I  INDIRECT 1,177 90 
IT03 DEPOT TOTAL 2.706 90 

FYW DIRECT 1.650 0 1,650 
FY94 INDIRECT 1,494 70 1,564 
FYQ4 DEPQT TOTAL 3,144 70 3214 

FYM DIRECT 1.536 0 1,530 
FYM INDIRECT r , t n  1 1.183 
FYM DEPOT TOTAL 2a83 1 2,719 

FYOS DIRECT 2.119 0 2.119 
FYOS INDIRECT 1 ,w 79 1,733 
FYOS DEPOT TOTAL 3 , m  79 3.852 

FY95 DIRECT 2437 0 2.437 
FYOS INDIRECT 1,552 11 1,563 
Mob OEPQT TOTAL 3.- 11 4.000 

mm DEPOT TOTM 3,710 TO ~ . m  
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

M96 DEPOT TOTAL LOP 20 &me 
(DIRECT 6 MRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 3 . W  TO 3.764 
(DIRECT 1 PDIRECT) 

FYO DEPQTTQTAL 3.650 TO 3.729 
(DIRECT 1 NDlRECT) 

FYOO DEPOT TOTAL 3,829 TO 3.700 
(DIRECT 6 IWRECT) 

FYW DEPOT TOTAL 3.- a 3.1164 
(DIRECT 6 W)IRECT) 





NAVSEA Shipyard Depot Maintenance Personnel Levels 

SERVICE: NAVSEA (SHIPYARDS) - TQTIL SERVICE: M V S U  - DEPOT: CHNSY - 
av. NIL TOTAL - - -  CIV. a - 

FY02 DIRECT 211,583 (158 29241 
FYOZ INDIRECT 20.561 218 20.770 
FY02 SHIP TOTAL 40.144 876 50,020 

FY02 DIRECT 2.m 56 2m 
FYQ INDIRECT 2.153 0 2153 
-02 DEPOT TOTAL s,m1 1 5.069 

M W  DIRECT 25.665 521 26.lM 
We3 INDIRECT 111.712 216 16.029 
P103 SHIP TOT& 443TI 737 45,114 

FYW DIRECT 2.M 56 Z n 0  
FY03 INDIRECT 0 1.591 
FY03 D E W  TOTAL 4.319 lJSn tie 4 m  

FYM DIRECT 22,463 479 22.942 
FYOI EIMRECT 15.671 2 0  15.8Bl 
MO, SHlP TOTAL 38.134 8 9  3 8 W  

FYW DIRECT 2471 62 25x3 
FYM INDIRECT 1 ,w 0 1m 
MM DEPOT TOTAL 4.019 62 1,071 

FYOS DIRECT 20.145 371 20,518 
F Y I  NDIRECT 13 ,m 207 1 3 W  
fV%DEPOTTOTAL 53917 !i7a 54,495 

FYK DIRECT 2143 25 m 
FYM IUDIRECT 0 2  0 0 2  
WOb DEPOT TarAL 2.045 25 2m 

FYOd SHIP TOTAL 30.223 490 So.= 
(DIRECT I INDIRECT) 

FYW DEWTOTAL 0 25 25 
(DIRECT 6 NDIRECT) 

FYQl SHIP TOTAL 28,469 419 26.868 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYff OEPm TOTAL 0 0 0 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

W W  SHIP TOTAL 28.635 417 29.052 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FYW DEPOT TOTAL 0 0 0 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

-00 SHIP TOTAL 26.826 417 27.043 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

M W  OEPm TOTAL 0 0 0 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

SERVICE: NAVSEA - - DEPQT: LBNSY SERVICE: M Y S E A  - DEPOt: MWSY 

CIV. a TOTAL - 
FYW DIRECT 1,855 34 1,889 
FYOZ INDIRECT 1.500 0 1.500 
-02 DEPOTTOW. 3,355 34 3,389 

w 0 2  O~RECT 3.173 i WR 
FYOZ PlDlRECT 2213 70 2.283 
FY02 DEPOT TOTAL 5.388 1 5559 

FYW DIRECT 1.971 33 2.004 
FY03 INDIRECT 1.466 0 1,466 
FY03 DEPOT TOTAL 3.437 33 3.470 

M W  DIRECT 2924 99 2- 
FY03 INDIRECT 1 ,m 70 2- 
FYS3 O E M  TOTAL 4,910 109 5.019 

FYM DIRECT 1.595 28 1,m 
FYW INDIRECT 1,369 0 1.369 
W04 DEPOT TOTAL 2.964 28 2992 

FYOI DIRECT 2- 66 2.762 
MM NDIRECT 1.558 68 1,628 
MM DEPOT TOTM 4,254 134 4.388 

MOS DIRECT 1,543 20 1,583 
FYOS INDIRECT 0 1.294 
M05 DEPOT TOTAL 2837 20 2.857 

PIQ5 DIRECT ' 2.191 95 2.=6 
P(OS INDIRECT 1,404 67 1,471 
FYOS D E m  TOTAL 3.595 102 3.1141 

fYW OEPQTTQTAL 3.740 16 3.700 
@IRECTIW)IAECT) 

F Y l  DEPaT TOTAL 0 36 95 
(DIRECT 6 WDIRECT) 

W f f  DEPQTTQTAL 2.74d 20 2.m 
(DIRECT I PDIRECT) 

M I  DEPaT TOTAL 0 0 0 
(DIRECT I INDIRECT) 

F Y I  DEWT TOTAL 2 7 4  20 2.706 
(DIRECT I WRECT) 

FYm DEPOTTOTAL 0 0 0 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYOODEPQTTQTAL 2.746 20 2.m 
MRECT I INDIRECT) 



NAVSEA Shipyard Depot Maintenance Personnel Levels (Cont) 

SERVICE: NAVSEA - DEPOT: NNSY - SERVICE: MVSEA - D E m  PHNSY - 
CIV. MIL TOTAL - - -  

FY92 DIRECT 5,643 103 5.746 
FY92 INDIRECT 3.730 36 3,766 
FYOZ DEPOT TOTAL 0.373 130 9.512 

FYOZ DIRECT 2130 u zia 
NO2 INDIRECT 1 .OQ2 0 1.m 
FY02 DEPOT TOTAL 4.122 62 4.174 

M03 DIRECT 5,043 85 5,128 
MP3 INDIRECT 3,381 34 3,401 
FY03 DEPOT TOTAL 8,410 110 6,529 

FYS3 DIRECT 1.982 51 2.013 
FY83 INDIRECT 1.9911 0 1,006 
FY03 DEPOT TOTAL 3.W 1 4.000 

F W  DIRECT s,ss6 74 3,739 
FYW INDIRECT 2.456 34 2,- 
MO4 E P O T  TOTAL 6,120 108 6,228 

FYW DIRECT 1 , S l  W 1,561 
FY04 NDIRECT 1.729 0 1,729 
FYW DEPOT TOTAL 3.260 W 3,310 

FY05 DIRECT 3.020 71 3,001 
FY% INDIRECT 2.172 34 2.206 
FY% D E M  TOTAL 5.192 105 5,297 

FY% DIRECT 1,315 50 1,365 
FYS INDIRECT 1,033 0 1.633 
Me5 DEPQTTQTAL 2.w 60 ZOOB 

M W  DEPOT TOTAL 7.931 105 8,036 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYOSDEPQTTQTAL 9.126 60 3.178 
(DIRECT 6 PIDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTM 6.779 105 6,8114 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FY07 DEPOT TOTAL 3 . m  W 3.130 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

PI90 DEPOT TOTAL 7,718 105 7,823 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

MS8 DEPOT TOTAL 3.080 1 3,130 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

PlOs DEPOT TOTAL 8.481 105 8.588 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYW D E W  TOTAL 2.953 50 3,013 
(DIRECT a WIRECT) 

SERVICE: NAVSEA DEPOT: - PNSY SERVICE: NAVSEA - D m  - 
CIV. - TOTAL - UV. MIL - - TOTAL - 

M92 DIRECT 3,- 
FY02 INDIRECT 2,037 
FY92 D E W  TOTAL 5.885 

FY92 DIRECT 2,662 104 
FYO2 INDIRECT 2 . m  0 
FY02 DEPOT TOTAL 5.630 113 

FYa3 DIRECT 2.895 
M93 INDIRECT 2.038 
FYQ3 DEPOT TOTAL 4,933 

F Y I  DIRECT 2.358 83 
FYO3 INDIRECT 2.560 0 
FYW MPOT TOTAL 4,018 02 

FYM DIRECT 2.552 60 2,612 
M W  INDIRECT 1 ma 0 1 . a  
FY04 DEPQT TOTAL 4.180 60 4,240 

FY04 DIRECT 220e 58 2286 
FYW INDIRECT 1 .a 0 1.832 
MO4 DEPOT TOTAL 4.031 67 4,098 

M% DIRECT 1,683 34 1.717 
F Y I  INDIRECT 1,4= 0 1,483 
MOS DEPOT TOTAL 3.178 34 3210 

FYOS DIRECT 2242 57 2.299 
MOS INDIRECT 1,657 0 1.866 
FY% DEPOT TOTAL 3.889 (18 3.965 

FYOB DEPOT TOTAL 0 22 P 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

MOB D E W  TOTAL 4.145 66 42 l l  
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

NO7 DEPOT TOTAL 0 2 2 MQI DEPOTTOTAL 2.640 68 27oe 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) (DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYOB DEPOT TOTAL 0 0 0 
(DIRECT 1 INDIRECT) 

MOB OEPQTTaTAL 2640 66 27Q6 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

a M W  O E W  TOTAL 0 0 0 
(DIRECT (, LNDIRECT) 

M W  DEPOT TOTAL 2 . W  66 2.708 
(DIRECT a INDIRECT) 



NAVSEA Shipyard Depot Maintenance hrsonnel Levels (Cont) 

SERVICE: NAVSEA - MPm PSNSY - 
QV. TOTAL - 

FYOQ DIRECT 6.214 133 6,347 
FYOQ INDIRECT 4,150 103 4 s  
MOZ DEPOT TOTAL 10.373 lOdOD 

FY03 DIRECT 5,700 110 5.800 
FYQ3 WDIRECT 3.702 103 3.- 
W03 DEPOTTOTAL 0.402 213 9.705 

FYQS DIRECT 6,Qw 79 5.W 
FYOS NDlRECT 3.517 91 3,614 
FYOS DEPQTTaTAL 9.42s 1 9,01 

FVmDEWTTQTAL 11,281 1 11,467 
(MRECT A W)IRECT) 

FYB7 O E M  TOTAL 11- 176 11,300 
(DIRECT 1 INDIRECT) 

MOB DEPOT TOTAL 12,451 176 12.627 
(DIRECT A INDIRECT) 

W00 DEPQT TmAL 9.798 176 9.072 
(DIRECT A INDIRECT) 



NAVSEA Naval Ordnance Center Depot Maintenance Personnel Levels 

SERVICE: NAVSEA (NAVAL ORD CENTER) TOTAL - 
CIV. $LlL 

SERVICE: NAVSEA DEPOT: NWSCH - 
CIV. NIL TOTAL - - 

MQ2 DIRECT 
MQ2 INDIRECT 
FYQ2 ORD. TOTAL 

FYQ2 DIRECT 
F Y P  INDIRECT 
FYP DEPOT TOTAL 

MS3 DIRECT 
FYo3 INDIRECT 
FY93 ORD. TOTAL 

FY93 DlRECT 
PIP3 PlOlRECT 
FYQ3 DEPOT Tom. 

FY04 DIRECT 
FY04 INDIRECT 
FYW OFID. TOTAL 

FY 04 DIRECT 
W W  INDIRECT 
FYW D E m  TOTAL 

FY% DlRECT 
FYOS INDIRECT 
FY% DEPOT TOTAL 

FY95 DIRECT 
FYOS INDIRECT 
WS5 DEPQT TOTAL 

FYQ6 ORD. TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYOg DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

M 9 7  ORD. TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYQ7 D E W  TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FY98 ORD. TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

MOB DEPOTTOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

WW ORD. TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYQQ DEW TOTAL 
(DIRECT INDIRECT) 

SERVm. NAVSEA - DEPOT: 
7 

SERVICE NAVSEA - DEPOT: - NWSEL 

TOTAL - CIV. NIL - - TOTAL - 
FYQ2 DlRECT 
W92 INDIRECT 
FYQ2 DEPOT TOTAL 

MQ2 DIRECT 
FY02 INDIRECT 
FY92 MPUT TOTAL 

F Y S  DIRECT 
M03 INDIRECT 
F Y S  DEPm TOTAL 

F Y I  DIRECT 
FY93 NDIRECT 
F Y I  DEPOT TOTAL 

FY04 DIRECT 
FYW INDIRECT 
FYW DEPOT TOTAL 

FY94 DIRECT 
FYW INDIRECT 
FYM DEPOT TQTAL 

FYOS DIRECT 
FY% INDIRECT 
WOS DEPOT TOTAL 

FYOS DIRECT 
FYS INDIRECT 
FYOS DEPOT TOTAL 

MOa DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 PIMRECT) 

FYOs DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INOlREcr) 

WQ7 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT I INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT I INDIRECT) 

FYO DEPOT TOTM 
(DIRECT 6 WDIRECT) 

I 

FYW O E M  TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

MQQ DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYQQ DEPOT TOfAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 



NAVSEA Naval Ordnance Center Depot Maintenance Personnel Levels (Cont.) 

SERVICE: NAVSEA - - DEPOT: NWSSB 

CIV. & - 
-92 DIRECT 150 0 150 
FY02 INDIRECT 18 0 18 
MW DEPOT TOTAL in o in 

F Y I  DIRECT 178 0 178 
M I  INDIRECT 24 0 24 
MS3 DEPOT TOTAL 202 0 202 

FYM DIRECT 156 0 156 
FYM INDIRECT 11 0 11 
MM DtwoT TmAL 167 0 167 

FYOS DIRECT 155 0 155 
FYQb INDIRECT 7 . o  7 
FYOSDEPOlTQTAL 162 0 162 

MO(I DEPOT TUTM 146 0 146 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

W97 DEPOT TOTAL 146 0 146 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

MOB DEPOT TOTAL 146 0 146 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

ROO DEPOT TOTAL 146 0 148 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

SERVICE: NAVSEA - OEm: N W m K  - 
CIV. NIL tQTIL - - 

FYQZ DIRECT 23 0 23 
MQZ NOIRECT 2 0 2 
FYQZ DEPOT TOTAL 25 0 25 

F Y I  DIRECT 14 0 14 
FY03 NOIRECT 1 0 1 . 
FYW O E M  TOTAL 15 0 15 

FYM DIRECT 6 0 6 
FY04 INDIRECT 1 0 1 
WO4 DEPOT TOTAL 7 0 7 

n"96 DIRECT 6 0 6 
FYOS INDIRECT 1 0 1 
FYOS DEPOTTOTAL 7 0 7 

FYm DEPOT TOTAL 7 0 7 
(DIRECT 6 PIDIRECT) 

FYQI DEPOT TOTAL 7 0 7 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FYm #POT TOTAL 7 0 7 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

PIDO DEPOT TOTAL 7 0 7 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 



NAVSEA Naval Surface Warfare Center Depot Maintenance Personnel Levels 

SERVICE: NAVSEA (NAVAL SURFACE - 
WAREFARE CENTER) 

TOTAL SERVICE: NAVSEA 

a v .  & - CIV. MIL TUTAL - - -  
FY B2 DIRECT 1846 3 
FYB2 INDIRECT 230 0 
FY@2 ORD. TOTAL 21378 3 

FYQ3 DIRECT 1639 1 
FY03 INDIRECT 206 0 
F Y I  ORD. TOTAL 1845 1 

MQ2 DIRECT 
FYQ2 INDIRECT 
FY02DEPOTToTAL 

FY03 DIRECT 
FY03 INDIRECT 
M 0 3  DEPOT TQTAL 

FY04 DIRECT 
WW INDIRECT 
FY04DEPOTTQTAL 

MOs DIRECT 
FY05 INDIRECT 
FYOS DEPOT TQTAL 

FYOs DEPOT TOTM 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYQIDEPOTTOTM 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

WOB DEPOTTOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 WDIRECT) 

woe DEPOTTurAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYQ4 DIRECT 1672 0 
FYW INDIRECT 193 0 
FYW ORD. TOT&. 1785 0 

FYOS DIRECT 1616 0 
WOS INDIRECT 1 oa 0 
NOS DEPOTTOTAL 1806 0 

PlOs ORD. TOTAL 1804 0 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYO7 ORD. TUTAL 1784 0 
(DIRECT 6 PIDIRECT) 

FYW ORD. TOTAL 1789 0 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYOS ORD. TOTAL in8 0 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

SERVICE: NAVSEA DEPOT: - 
TOTAL 

FY Q2 DIRECT 
FYQ2 INDIRECT 
FY82 DEPOT TOTAL 

FY83 DIRECT 
FY83 INDIRECT 
FYQ3 DEPOT TOTAL 

FYW DIRECT 
MB4 INDIRECT 
-84 DEPOT TOTAL 

F Y I  DIRECT 
MOS INDIRECT 
ROS OEPOT TOTAL 

FYOg DEPOT TQTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

-07 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

I ROB DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FY9Q DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 



NAVSEA Naval Undersea Warfare Center Depot Maintenance Personnel Levels 

SERVICE: NAVSEA (NAVAL DEPOT: NUWCK - 
UNDERSEA WAREFATE m~) 

W. & TOTAL - 
FYQ2 DIRECT 802 0 0 2  
FYQ2 INDIRECT 324 0 324 
FY02 DEPOT TOTAL 926 0 926 

FY03 DIRECT 602 0 582 
FY03 INDIRECT 900 0 900 
N03 DEPOT TOTAL 082 0 8W 

FYM DIRECT 639 0 539 
Me4 U'JDIRECT 231 0 231 
FYM DEPQT TOTAL n o  o n o  

N% DIRECT 503 0 503 
FYQ5 INDIRECT 196 0 198 
FYO5 DEPOT TOTAL 0 6W 

FYQ6 MWT TUTAL s75 0 s75 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 588 0 5B8 
(DIRECT I INDIRECT) 

FYOB DEPOT TOTAL 608 0 dQB 
(DIRECT a INDIRECT) 

FYW DEPOT TOTAL 61 9 0 618 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 



SERVICE: SPAWAR 

NW DIRECT 
FYQ INDIRECT 
FYQ2 SPAWAR TOTAL 

FYS3 DIRECT 
FYW INDIRECT 
M W  SPAWAR TOTAL 

M94 DIRECT 
-04 EtDlRECT 
F Y U  SPAWAR TOTAL 

NI SPAWAR TQTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYD7 SPAWAR TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FY98 SPAWAR TOTAL 
(DIRECT I INDIRECT) 

FYOs SPAWAR TQTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

SPAWAR Depot Maintenance Personnel Levels 

TOTAL 

CIV. MIL TOTAL -- 



Air Force Depot Maintenance Personnel Levels 

SERVICE. USAF - SERVICE. AIR FORCE (USAF) - 
FYQ DIRECT 4,647 40 4.687 
F Y I  WIRECT 1,334 42 1,376 
FYQ DEW TOTAL 5,901 a2 0.- 

Me2 DIRECT 23.377 263 23.40 
FYP INDIRECT 8.148 164 0,310 
F ~ 9 2  UMF TOTAL 31,523 427 31.950 

FYI DIRECT 23514 263 23.m 
MA? INDIRECT 8,345 164 CSOO 
FYA? USAF TOTAL 31 859 427 92.m 

ww D~RECT 4.~72 40 4,712 
F Y I  WRECT 1 ,= 42 1,432 
MQQ DEPm fQTAL 0,- 82 6.144 

FYW DIRECT 21 .W 262 22225 
FYM WDlRECT 8.295 157 8.452 
FYWUSAFTOfAL 30258 419 90m 

FYO, DIRECT 4,552 40 4594 
FYW M)IAECT 42 1,558 
FvQ4 OEWf TQTAL le7 ,2 LISl  6'- 

WQ5 DIRECT a 2  21- 
FYS INOIRECT 7.m 167 7,- 
FY% DEPOT TOTAL 29,342 419 2D.761 

FYOs D E W  TQTAL 6.- 0 6472 
(OlRECTI WAECT) 

FYD7 USAf TOTAL 27,255 411 27,666 
( m w m  I INDIRECT) 

WQ7 DEPOT TOTAL 0.169 82 6.251 
(DIRECT I PIMRECI) 

WOB USAF TOTAL 26,514 411 1,925 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYW DEPOT TOTAL 0.007 62 0,089 
(DIRECT I PMIREcT) 

WOO USAF TOTAL 25,764 411 26,175 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

M00 DEFW TOTAL 5.009 02 6,971 
(DIRECT 6 PIDIRECT) 

SERVICE: USAF - SERVICE: USAF - 
av.  ~ I L  TQT*L - 

FYOZ DIRECT 4,M7 41 4 . m  
F Y I  INDIRECT 1 .m 28 1.635 
FYOZ DEPaTTQTAL 0,754 W 6623 

FYQ Dl- 3.954 113 4.067 
F Y I  INDIRECT 1.788 19 1,785 
NOZ DEPOT TOTAL 5,720 132 5.852 

FYW DIRECT 4,172 113 4.285 
MA? INDIRECT 1 .a 19 1.681 
FYB DEPOT TOTAL 5.734 132 5,860 

FYA? DIRECT 5,013 41 6,064 
FYm INDIRECT 2.w 211 2472 
FYm DEPQT TOTAL 7 ,067 60 7.12LI 

FYW DIRECT 3.487 115 3.802 
MQ4 INDIRECT 1,561 19 1.586 
FYW DEPOT TOTAL 5.054 134 5,180 

FYW DIRECT 4.991 42 5,033 
FYW INDIRECT 2.- a 2- 
FYO, D E W  TOTAL 7,029 70 7,089 

FY% DIRECT 4.246 42 4 a  
MOS POlRECT 1,734 28 1,762 
WOS DEPOT TOTAL 6.- 70 0 , m  

FYDS DIRECT 3,m 115 3201 
FYOS INDIRECT 1.3117 19 1,406 
FY% Em f a  4.4n 134 4,607 

FYm DEPQTfarAL 4,335 134 4,- 
(DIRECT I WIRECT) 

W90 DEPQT TOTAL 6.502 70 5.m 
@IRECT I mRECT) 

-07 DEPOT TOTAL 4.373 134 4 . m  FYOl Em TOTAL 5,453 m 4521 
(DIRECT I INDJRECT) (DIRECT l bNMREcT) 

F Y I  DEPOT TOTAL 4- 134 4.424 
(DIRECT I m m  

WQO OEPmTOTM &= m 5 ~ 3 0  
(DIRECT I INDIRECT) 

WW DEPOT TOTAL 4.115 134 4249 
(DIRECT I INDIRECT) 

FYOODEfmTQTAL 4 , m  70 4.- 
(DIRECT I INDIRECT) 



Air Force Depot Majntenanm Personnel Levels (Cont.) 

SERVICE: USAF DEPOT: S&ALC SERVICE: USAF 

CIV d 

F Y I  DIRECT 
FYw INDIRECT 
FYQDEPOf TQTAL 

FYQ DIRECT 
FY92 INDIRECT 
FYQ DEPOT TOTAL 

FY(D DIRECT 
-03 INDIRECT 
FYmDEPOT TOrAL 

N o 3  DIRECT 
FY03 WOIRECT 
FYm DEPOT TOTAL 

FYQI DIRECT 
FYQI INDIRECT 

&POT TOTAL 
FYQI DIRECT 
FYQI PlOlRECT 
FYW D E m  Tot& 

NOS DIRECT 
INDIRECT 

FYOS DEPOTTOTAL 

FYK DIRECT 
FYOS m1RECT 
FYOS DEPOTTOTAL 

m 6  O E m  TOTM 
(DIRECT 6 PJDIRECT) FYW DEPOT TOTAL 

(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 
FYm DEPOT TOTAL 4,799 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

51 4.850 

DEPOT TOTAL 5,161 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

51 5,212 

FYm DEPOT TOTAL 5.289 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

51 5,340 

SERVICE: US# DEPOT: AGMC 

FY97 DWOT TOTAL 5.220 74 5 a  
(DIRECT 6 MDIRECT) 

DEPOTTOrAL 5,207 74 5.281 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYOg DEPOT TOTAL 5.030 74 5,104 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

SERVICE: USAF 

CIV. - MIL TOTAL - -  
FY02 DIRECT 
FY92 INDIRECT 
FYQ2 DEPOT TOTAL 

F Y I  DIRECT 
F Y I  INDIRECT 

DEPOT TOTAL 

FYQ3 DIRECT 
F Y I  INDIRECT 

DEPOT TOTAL 

FYQI DIRECT 
FYQI INDIRECT 
FYQI D E m  TOTAL 

FYOS DIRECT 
INDIRECT 
&m TOTAL 

DEPOT TOTM 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYQI DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

DEPOT TOTM 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYW DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYB3 DIRECT 
-03 INDIRECT 

DEPOT TOTAL 

FYW DIRECT 
WQI INDIRECT 
WQI DEPOT TOTAL 

FYsJ DIRECT 
FY% INDIRECT 
-6s DEPOT TOTAL 

FYQ6 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYI37 D E W  TOTAL 667 0 667 
(DrRErn 6 PUIIRECT) 

moll DEPOT TOTAL 54 0 54 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

m 'DEPOT TOT& 51 0 51 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 



Marine Corps Depot Maintenance Personnel Levels 

SERVICE: MARINE CORPS (USMC) - TOTAL 

m. & TOTAL - QV. NIL TOTAL - -- 
FYP DIRECT 725 62 767 
FYP INDIRECT 270 68 338 
M a  O E m  TQTM OQ5 130 1.125 

M92 DIRECT 1,417 138 1.555 
W E  @lD~RECT 604 110 714 
M92 USMC TOTAL 2.021 248 2m 

-03 DlRECf 1.477 0 1,477 
M W  INDIRECT 895 16 711 

USMC TOTK 2172 1s z i r  

MW DIRECT ni o XI 
FYQO WMRECT 329 8 337 
M W  D E W  TOTAL 1 ,- I 1.008 

MM DIRECT 1,326 0 1 . m  
FYM PlMRECT 684 20 704 
MM USMC T O f K  2.010 20 2,090 

FYM DlREcT 670 0 870 
NQ4 MlRECT 375 10 3as 
FYM O E M  TOTAL 1.015 10 1.- 

FYOS DIRECT mo 0 a00 
FYa5 mRECT 354 10 564 
NOS D E m  TOTAL 1.014 10 1,024 

M ~ ~ ~ S M C ~ A L  1 .m 20 i ,no 
(DIRECT I INDIRECT) 

W m  DEPOT TOTAL 'lsl 10 RI 
[DIRECT I INDIRECT) 

M97 USMCTQTAL 1,744 20 1,784 
(MRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYOI OEWT TOTAL m9 10 81 D 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FYP USMC TOTM 1.7U 20 1.164 
(DIRECT I INDIAECT) 

MQ8 DEWT TOTAL a09 10 81 9 
(DIRECT I INDIRECT) 

FYgO USMC TOTAL 1,744 20 1.764 
(DIRECT A INDIRECT) 

SERVICE: US& - 
FYQ2 DIRECT 802 
M92 INDIRECT 334 
FYQ OEPOTTaTAL 1,- 

M03 DIRECT 726 
M W  WDlRECT 388 
M W  DEPQT TOTAL 1,092 

FYM DIRECT 651) 0 651) 
MQ4 WRECT 309 10 810 
M04 DEPOT TOTAL 965 10 975 

FYOd DIRECT 714 0 714 
FYOb INDIRECT 322 10 332 
FYOS O E m  TOTAL 1 .a to l , W  

Woe DEW TWAL 91 2 10 022 
(DIRECT I INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEWT TOTAL 935 10 945 
(DIRECT I WRECT) 

FY08 DEPOT TOTAL 035 10 W 
(DIRECT I INDIRECT) 



DLA Depot Maintenance Personnel Levels 

SERVICE: DEFENSE AGENCY TOTAL SERVICE: DLA DEPOT: 
CIV d 

FY92 DIRECT 
-92 INDIRECT 
m92 DLA TOTAL 

m03 DIRECT 
m09 INDIRECT 
-93 D U  TOTAL 

W04 DIRECT 
m04 INDIRECT 
-94 DLA TOTAL 

-95 DIRECT 
FYK INDIRECT 
mQ5 DU TOTAL 

-0s DU TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 MIRECT) 

FYw DLA TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

-98 D U  TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

D U  TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

CIV. - 
0 9 2  DIRECT 

INDIRECT 
m92 DEPOT TOTAL 

FY03 DIRECT 
-a3 INDIRECT 
-03 DEPOT TOTAL 

-04 DIRECT 
-04 INDIRECT 
Fyw  DEPOTTorAL 

FY% DIRECT 
INDIRECT 

Fym DEPOT TOTAL 

-0s DEPOT TOTAL 
@IREcT 8 M)IRECT) 

N" DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

-oa DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

-90 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

CIV. - 
55 
30 
85 

55 
30 
85 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

SERVICE: D E W :  MEMPHIS 

ma DIRECT 
-92 INDIRECT 

DEPOT TOTAL 

m03 DIRECT 
m03 INDIRECT 

DEPOT TOTAL 

ma4 DIRECT 
-94 INDIRECT 
ma DEPOT TOTAL 

me DIRECT 
"as INDIRECT 
-0s DEPOT TOTAL 

-08 D E W  TOTAL 
(DIRECT i INDIRECT) 

mQ'~POTTorAL 
(DIRECT 6 WIRECT) 

DEPOT TOT& 
(DIRECT i MIRECT) 

RQe DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT i INDIRECT) 

-02 DIRECT 
RQZ INDIRECT 
FY= DEPOT TOTAL 

-03 DIRECT 
me3 INDIRECT 

DEPOT TOTAL 

FYW DIRECT 
INDIRECT 

mm TOTAL 

FYK DIRECT 
m% INDIRECT 

DEPOT TOTAL 

mm OEParTorrU 
(DIRECT 6 WDIRECT) 

~Q'DEPOTTQTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 

FY@ DEPOTTQTAL 
(DIRECT 6 HIDIRECT) 

-0Q DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT 6 INDIRECT) 
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CODE 

ANAD 
CC AD 
LBAD 
LEAD 
PUDA 
RRAD 
SAAD 
TOAD 
TEAD 

ALMD 
CHY PT 
JAX 
NORVA 
NORlS 
PNCLA 

APPENDIX D 
SERVICE DEPOT MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES AND CODES ' 

ARMY 

Anniston Army Depot 2 

Corpus Christi Amy Depot 1 I .,) 
Lexington-Bluegrass Army Depot -C- 

3 Letterkenny Army Depot JY h~ 15' 

Pueblo Depot Activity stl p Y 
bdo 

Y Red River Army Depot fld wfd 
Sacramento Army Depot +* JPQ* 

rTobyhanna Army Depot ~ J F J  

Tooele Army Depot n;r 6~ pcu 
V J  @"' 5 

On 1988 Base Closure List 
On 1991 Base Closure List 
On 1993 Base Closure List for realignment 

Naval Aviation Depot Alameda * 
r Naval Aviation Depot Cherry Point 
a Naval Aviation Depot Jacksonville 
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301 -8000 

February 10, 1993 
PRODUCTION AND 

LOGISTICS 

MEMORANDUM FOR DISTRIBUTION 

SUBJECT: Defense Depot Maintenance Council Corporate Business Plan 
Fiscal Years 1992-1997 

This Defense Depot Maintenance Council Corporate Business Plan 
is approved for distribution and use. It is a compilation of 
initiatives and actions being pursued by the Military Departments to 
strengthen, streamline and restructure depot maintenance to save 
$6.3 billion from Fiscal Year 1991 through Fiscal Year 1997. 

This plan updates and revises the Fiscal Years 1991-1995 
Corporate Business Plan and contains the best available estimates of 
savings from depot maintenance initiatives. There are unresolved 
legislative issues and court challenges to implementing portions of 
this plan. Also' the base realignment and closure recommendations 
for 1993 may substantially alter the Department's future depot 
maintenance infrastructure. We will update the Plan to keep pace 
with these changing requirements. 

Please direct questions, comments and suggestions for improving 
the Plan to our Maintenance Policy Directorate, telephone 
(703) 614-0862/0948. 

David J. Berteau 
Principal Deputy 

Attachment 





Office of the Secretary 
of the Navy 
1051 Navy Pentagon 
Washington DC 20350-1051 

Office of the Secretary 
of the Army 
202 Army Pentagon 
Washington DC 20310-0202 

Office of the Secretary of the Air Force 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330-1670 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (PRODUCTION 
AND LOGISTICS) 

SUBJECT: Fiscal Year 1992-1997 Defense Depot-Maintenance Council 
DDMC Corporate Business Plan (CBP) - INFORMATION 
MEMORANDUM 

The attached plan updates the joint Service strategy 
established in the Fiscal Year 1992-1995 Defense Depot Maintenance 
Corporate Business Plan, December 1991, for managing the depot 
maintenance industrial base. The primary focus remains the 
implementation of Defense Management Report Decision (DMRD) 908. 
Although changing conditions have necessitated changes in the 
details of the strategy, the Services are continuing in the 
fundamental direction of increasing efficiency and productivity 
while preserving the capability necessary to insure equipment and 
weapon system readiness and while streamlining, restructuring, and 
consolidating functions. In accordance with DMRD 908C, 12 January 
1991, the scope of this document has been extended through fiscal 
year 1997. Currently projected fiscal year 1991-1997 joint Service 
DMRD 908 savings total over 6.3 billion. 

Notable progress has been made over the past year. All 
Services have now demonstrated their ability to conduct and have 
participated in depot maintenance competitions. Implementation of 
the various interservicing and consolidation decisions specified in 
the first edition of this document is proceeding. Future editions 
of this plan will continue to reflect progress toward achieving the 
targeted savings and any further changes in strategy. 

We look forward to your continued support in 
depot maintenance system. 

January 1 9 9 3  

Under Secretary 
of the Navy of the Army 

13 JAN f393 
Under Secretary 
of the Air Force 





FOREWORD 

As we transition to "Depot Maintenance 1995 and Beyond", we envision depots 
operating in a business-like, cost effective manner while maintaining a balance between 
military and economic objectives. The depots will be smaller, with more robust and 
specialized operations. They will be sized to the operating forces' technology and 
workload requirements, unnecessary redundant capabilities will be eliminated, and 
capacity utilization will be optimized. The Services' technical excellence will be 
competitive with the best that private industry has to offer, and the depots will compete 
against each other and private industry whenever it makes sense to do so. Under the 
guidance, direction, and sponsorship of the Defense Depot Maintenance Council 
implemented through the Joint Policy Coordinating Group on Depot Maintenance, the 
Services will achieve a mutually supportive, cost effective, and superior infrastructure 
which meets the needs of individual and unique Service missions and provides best value 
to the nation. This and future editions of the Defense Depot Maintenance Council 
Corporate Business Plan will lead us along this well defined path towards our goal. 

The FY92-FY97 Defense Depot Maintenance Council Corporate Business Plan 
updates the joint Service strategy established in the Defense Depot Maintenance 
Corporate Business Plan FY91-FY95, December 1991, for management of the 
Department of Defense (DOD) depot maintenance industrial base. In building upon the 
first edition of the plan, this edition illustrates the continued resolve of the joint depot 
maintenance community to increase efficiency and productivity while preserving the 
capability to ensure the weapon system and equipment readiness of our fighting forces, 
and while streamlining, restructuring, and consolidating functions. 

This document reviews progress made toward achieving this vital objective during 
FY91 and provides the current strategy for continuing the effort. The basic plan laid out 
the Services' strategy for decreasing the depot maintenance budget by a cumulative total 
of $3.96 during the period FY91 -FY95. In accordance with Defense Management Report 
Decision 908C Consolidating Depot Maintenance, 12 January 1991, this edition describes 
how this effort will be extended through FY97 in order to achieve a cumulative total 
savings of approximately $6.3B during the period FY91-FY97. It reviews individual 
Service strategies, notes changes in strategy from the basic plan, addresses progress of 
implementation, and specifies savings achieved through 30 September 1991. Future 
annual editions will provide similar information. 

The evolution of the organic depot maintenance infrastructure into a more 
streamlined, efficient, and competitive industrial base for the next century has begun. 
This effort has been marked by a joint Service determination to address complex issues, 
make hard choices, and take prompt action to implement decisions. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This edition of the Defense Depot Maintenance Council Corporate Business Plan 
(DDMC CBP) describes the joint Service strategy for managing the organic depot 
maintenance industrial base during the remainder of the 1990's and beyond. The main 
focus is on achieving the $6.3 billion savings over the period N91-FY97 called for in 
Defense Management Report Decision (DMRD) 908, "Consolidating Depot Maintenance," 
17 November 1990, and DMRD 908C, 12 January 1991. The strategy for achieving this 
goal was first delineated in the FY91 -FY95 DDMC CBP, December 1991. This document 
reviews the progress to date in implementing that plan and notes the changes in strategy 
necessitated by changing conditions. As in the basic plan, savings are attributable to 
both near-term and long-range actions. Long-range actions are increased intersewicing, 
depot maintenance competition, and improved capacity utilization. The total DMRD 908 
projected savings are shown below: 

Projected Savings 
($ in Millions) 

FY91* Fy92 - - FY94 FY93 - - FY95 - FY96 - FY97 TOTAL 

Army 6.2 21.1 60.0 206.9 228.4 262.8 280.5 1,065.8 
NAVAIR 175.0 202.5 260.8 282.4 293.7 123.6 1 10.8 1,448.8 
NAVSEA 99 .O 190.0 253.0 332.0 462.0 420.0 352.0 2,108.0 
Air Force 58.4 149.3 235.5 299.8 367.4 292.7 305.2 1,708.3 

0.7 Marine Corps 0.4 - 2.4 4.6 - 6.6 - 6.7 6.7 28.1 - - 
TOTAL 339.0 563.6 811.7 1,125.7 1,358.1 1,105.8 1,055.2 6,359.0 

* N91 column reflects savings achieved. 

Near-term savings identified by the Services address a broad range of actions 
including downsizing of both the direct and indirect work force at depot installations, 
closure of facilities, cancellation of facility projects, and internal Service workload 
consolidations. Projected near-term savings are $3,207.6M plus $27M in cost avoidance 
for the Marine Corps. 

Through increased interservicing, an estimated savings of $1 33.9M will be achieved 
during FY91 -N97.  The objective of increased intersewicing is to perform workloads at 
a lower cost, yet maintain the quality and schedule requirements of the Principal Service. 
Interservicing savings will be accrued from greater economies of scale through 
consolidations, which will reduce recurring cost to the gaining depot. The losing activity 
will realize savings through overhead reductions associated with reduced workload and 
downsizing its facilities to eliminate underutilized capacity. Progress has been made on 
several of the interservicing decisions specified in the first edition of the DDMC CBP. For 
example, a joint Tactical Missile Implementation Working Group has developed and is 
implementing a plan to consolidate tactical missile depot level maintenance for guidance 



and control sections and Army ground support equipment at Letterkenny Army Depot 
(LEAD). Interservicing of the Army's Interior BayIRamp of Ribbon Bridge workload to 
Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow has been completed, as has the transfer of the Air 
Force J79 engine workload to Naval Aviation Depot Cherry Point. The advent of public- 
public and public-private competition will help to increase interservicing, as evidenced by 
the FY91 award of Marine Corps 5-Ton Truck workload to Tooele Army Depot (TEAD) 
and subsequent transfer of additional FY92 5-Ton Truck workload by the Marine Corps 
to TEAD. 

Competition will provide over 27 percent ($1,733.8M) of the total DMRD 908 
savings. These savings will be realized through competition involving both public and 
private facilities. The competition demonstration program carried out under legislative 
authority during FY91 provided valuable experience to the Army, Air Force and Marine 
Corps in conducting and participating in public-private competition. These 14 
competitions, eight of which were awarded to public depots, are currently projected to 
provide an FY91-FY97 savings of $22.8M. The Navy was not included in the 
demonstration program since Navy shipyards and aviation depots have not been 
constrained by legislation from engaging in competition, and they have established 
competition programs in place. Continuing legislation, similar to current legislation 
allowing the Services to compete in FY92 and FY93, is needed to allow the Services to 
compete in FY94 and beyond. 

Savings attributed to improved capacity utilization total $1,283.7M. Most of the 
actions identified by the Services to achieve savings will impact depot capacity utilization. 
Capacity utilization savings will be achieved through redistribution of workloads within 
(consolidation) and among (interservicing) the Military Departments. These savings will 
be based on divestiture of unneeded resources and assumption of manufacturing and 
fabrication workloads when cost effective and efficient to do so. Capacity will be reduced 
by converting some depot maintenance facilities to other than depot maintenance 
functions, (e.g., warehouse, office space, etc.), sale of equipment and property, base 
closure, and laying away capacity not required in peacetime but necessary for surge or 
mobilization. 

As is the case with this plan, future additions will reflect the progress made by the 
Services in implementing the various decisions and changes in strategies to achieve 
them. 

In addition to describing the strategy for achieving DMRD 908 savings, this 
document also provides the joint Service Depot Maintenance Vision of the Future for 
FY95 and beyond. The vision statement addresses the direction the depot maintenance 
community must take to achieve the level of performance required to support mission 
needs and to ensure the viability of DOD depot maintenance capability. The vision 
foresees depots operating in a business-like, cost effective manner while maintaining a 
balance between military and economic objectives. The complete vision statement is 
contained in Appendix A. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

The FY92-FY97 Defense Depot Maintenance Council Corporate Business Plan 
(DDMC CBP) updates the strategy laid out in the FY91-FY95 DDMC CBP. That 
document provided a road map of how the Services will jointly manage the depot 
maintenance structure of the future. It contained the following objectives: 

- Project savings resulting from increased efficiencies in depot maintenance 

- Summarize individual Service strategies for achieving savings 

- Portray essential elements of the Program Objectives Summary 

Since the completion of the initial CBP, these objectives have remained unaltered. 
The FY92-FY97 DDMC CBP adds the additional objective of reflecting both progress 
toward achieving savings specified in Defense Management Report Decisions (DMRD) 
908 and 908C as well as revisions to the initial strategies identified by the Services. This 
update continues to emphasize depot maintenance competition, interservicing, and 
consolidation to achieve savings. 

The FY92-FY97 DDMC CBP addresses the joint Service strategy for managing the 
organic depot maintenance industrial base during FY92-FY97. It includes the projection 
of savings under DMRD 908. The primary data used in formulating depot maintenance 
strategy is projected depot maintenance workload and its corresponding funding. The 
basis for depot planning has been in, and will remain in, a state of flux. Although force 
structure reductions are a certainty, their range and depth are not always known well in 
advance of their implementation. The ability to accurately project workload for individual 
organic depots is even more difficult due to factors such as findings of the biennial Base 
Closure and Realignment Commissions and results of competition of organic workloads. 
These ambiguities in workload projection affect, in turn, the accuracy of savings 
projections. For example, the original DMRD 908 savings targets are based on the N90 
column of the N91 President's Budget. That baseline assumed a certain force structure 
and corresponding depot maintenance requirement that has been, and will continue to 
be, substantially revised. Decreases in workload have made the achievement of savings 
a more difficult task. Although it represents a formidable challenge, the savings projected 
in this document are still attainable given the current workload. Further workload 
reductions, however, will significantly impede accomplishment of the current savings 
projections. 



The impact of this state of uncertainty is that the strategies and projections set forth 
in the FY92-FY97 DDMC CBP for FY94 and beyond may well be altered significantly as 
time progresses. It must be recognized that given these circumstances, each Service 
and systems command made the most accurate projections possible based upon certain 
assumptions. Assumptions for the FY92-FY97 DDMC CBP are: 

- Data included in the DDMC CBP will originate in: 

-- The Congressionally approved FY91 budget 
-- The Congressionally approved FY92 budget 
-- The FY93 budget submitted to Congress in January 1992 
-- The Service's approved FY93-FY97 Program Objective Memorandum 

(POW -- The current Future Year Defense Program (FYDP) 

- All realignments will be executed as scheduled 

- Competition of workloads will be allowed 

- There will be no additional workload/drawdown initiatives 

- Less than 100 percent funding will be provided for customer requirements 

1.2 DEFENSE DEPOT MAINTENANCE COUNCIL 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense established the Defense Depot Maintenance 
Council (DDMC) in his 30 June 1990 memorandum, Strengthening Depot Maintenance 
Activities. The mission, organization, responsibilities, and functions of the DDMC were 
subsequently documented in DODD 51 28.32, Defense Depot Maintenance Council, 
7 November 1990. Its mission is to advise the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Production and Logistics) (ASD(P&L)) on initiatives for reducing costs and improving the 
efficiency and effectiveness of depot maintenance management and operations in DOD. 
The DDMC serves as a mechanism for coordinated review of DOD depot maintenance 
policies, systems, programs, and activities. It is the mechanism for jointly planning, 
monitoring, and evaluating the implementation of management improvement initiatives. 
The DDMC serves as a forum for exchange of information among the ASD(P&L) and 
Service officials responsible for the conduct of depot maintenance operations in the DOD. 
It also performs any other advisory duties relating to depot maintenance as required by 
the ASD(P&L). 

The DDMC is chaired by the ASD(P&L). Its members are: the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Logistics); the Commander, US Army Materiel Command; the 
Commander, Air Force Materiel Command; the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations 



(Logistics); the Deputy Chief of Staff for lnstallations and Logistics, Headquarters, US 
Marine Corps; and the Director, Defense Logistics Agency. 

1.2.1 Service DDMC Support Structure 

The Joint Logistics Commanders (JLC) community has provided most of the hands- 
on effort needed to implement DDMC actions. The fact that all the Service 
representatives on the DDMC are also members of the JLC has facilitated implementation 
of DDMC initiatives through JLC channels. As the depot maintenance policy agent for 
the JLC, the Joint Policy Coordinating Group on Depot Maintenance (JPCG-DM) and its 
Executive Group have played the pivotal role in implementing the decisions of the DDMC. 
Through JPCG-DM and Executive Group leadership, necessary oversight was provided 
to complete numerous initiatives, plans, and studies. 

1.3 DEPOT MAINTENANCE VISION OF THE FUTURE 

While the Services have been focusing on implementing the basic DDMC Corporate 
Business Plan actions for the period FY91-FY95, they also have been planning for the 
long term as well. The following goals have been established for achievement by W95: 

1. Maintain Service management of depot maintenance. 
2. Provide "best value" for every DOD dollar spent on depot maintenance. 

Achieve this through: 

- Reduced cycle time in maintenance 
- Improved flexibility in the industrial and management process, 

physical resources, and workforce to adjust to uncertain and 
changing workloads - Increased quality and effectiveness in maintenance performance 

- Increased efficiency 

3. Maintain capability to support both peacetime and contingency requirements 
4. Identify and satisfy 100 percent of customer requirements 
5. Increase ability to operate in a business-like fashion without rules 

constraining this capability 
6 .  lncrease our ability to compete "two ways" and on a level playing field 

- Compete within the DOD depot maintenance community - Compete for the workload that goes to contract (repair) 
- Compete for workload that goes to industry (manufacturing) 

7. Have environmentally compliant depots 



These goals were incorporated into The Depot Maintenance Vision Statement for 
1995 and Beyond (see Appendix A), which addresses the direction the depot 
maintenance community must take to achieve the level of performance required to 
support mission needs and to ensure the viability of DOD maintenance capability. The 
vision statement begins with the following preamble: 

The Army, Navy, Air Force and Marine Corps depot maintenance 
facilities are the cornerstones of defense readiness. The combined 
strengths of the depots, shipyards, ordnance stations and specialized 
depot maintenance activities, in partnership with the inventory and 
supply activitjes of the Services and Defense Logistics Agency, form 
an efficient and responsive industrial base that is essential to the 
sustained application of land, sea and air power in peacetime and in 
war. They provide cost effective and technically superior maintenance, 
logistics and engineering support to our operating forces worldwide. 
The world class quality of their products is both recognized and 
expected by their customers. 

The vision foresees depots operating in a business-like, cost effective manner while 
maintaining a balance between military and economic objectives. The depots will evolve 
into smaller, more specialized activities making optimal use of state-of-the-art 
maintenance equipment and information management systems. Capacity utilization will 
be optimized. Environmental and safety laws and regulations will be complied with. The 
work force will be comprised of multi-skilled personnel who can adjust to changing 
production priorities and respond to competitive opportunities. Management and labor 
will operate as a team with the full support of unions and other employee groups. New 
investment in organic facilities will be based on strategies developed by the DDMC and 
will be kept at a minimum level that sustains a modern, efficient, and technologically 
responsive industrial base. In sum, the Services will achieve a mutually supportive, cost 
effective, and technically superior infrastructure which meets the needs of individual and 
unique Service missions while providing best value to the DOD. 

This vision was determined through a strategic planning process. The first step in 
the process was to assess the depot maintenance operating environment to determine 
the factors and trends which will influence depot maintenance. In light of this 
assessment, goals and objectives for depot maintenance were developed and then 
incorporated into the vision statement. The final step in the process was to develop 
strategies for the implementation of the vision. These strategies identify actions which 
need to be taken in the next one to three years to implement the vision. The strategies 
are grouped into the following broad areas: 



- Depot structure 
- Management 
- Operational 
- Personnel and resources 
- Environmentallsafety 
- Business 
- Information technology 

1.4 OVERVIEW OF DEPOT MAINTENANCE 

The Services share the primary mission of manning, equipping, and training the 
military forces to provide for national security. Critical to this mission is the obligation to 
provide for the readiness and sustainability of the large inventory of equipment and 
weapon systems required to prosecute military actions. To support readiness and 
sustainability requirements, the DOD relies on a highly developed organic depot 
maintenance industrial base, which is augmented by commercial industry. The organic 
depot maintenance industrial base is essential for the initial responsiveness and 
sustainability for military contingencies until production can be supplemented by 
commercial industry. 

With the easing of geopolitical tensions and the corresponding force structure 
reductions, the depot maintenance industrial base is being streamlined. The following 
discussion and tables show the current and projected magnitude of depot maintenance 
given those reductions that are currently known. Due to rounding, the figures in the 
tables in this chapter may not add exactly. 

1.4.1 Estimated Depot Maintenance Budget 

Maintaining the large DOD inventory of equipment and weapon systems requires 
considerable expenditure of funds. The estimated budget to accomplish the depot 
maintenance mission is depicted in Table 1-1. The budget data portrayed in this table 
is from the Principal's perspective--the military Service responsible for depot maintenance 
support to its own assigned equipment and who receives depot level maintenance support 
from Agent activities. It reflects the force structure reductions to the extent that they can 
be factored into the budget, the requisite savings from efficiencies associated with 
DMRD 908, and savings from other DMRDs related to depot maintenance. The current 
estimate of the budget is based on the FY93 President's Budget data, which addresses 
only FY93-FY94. For FY95-FY97, each Service provided the most accurate, current 
estimate of its budget possible consistent with POM data. The current estimate includes 
depot maintenance funds from the following sources: Operations and Maintenance 
(O&M); Procurement; Research, Development, Test and Evaluation (RDT&E); and other 
Defense Business Operations Fund (DBOF) activity groups (e.g., stock fund). The total 
budget rises from $13.3 billion in FY91 to $13.8 billion in FY92, drops to a low of $12.4 
billion in FY94, and rises to a level of $13.0 billion for FY95 through FY97. The Marine 



Corps increase from FY91 to FY92 reflects a supplemental increase for Operation Desert 
Storm requirements. The Air Force increase in FY93 is due to the inclusion in the budget 
of depot level repairables. The NAVSEA FY92 budget increase is attributable to 
Operation Desert Storm requirements as well as ship inactivations. Details of the 
NAVSEA workload are in Chapter 6.  

Table 1-1 
Current Estimate of Depot Maintenance Budget 

(Then Year $ in Millions) 

Army 2,247.0 2,168.8 1,849.8 1,670.7 1,725.7 1,619.8 1,5012 
NAVAiR 1,552.9 1,108.7 1,362.4 1,385.2 1,422.3 1,457.0 1,493.1 
NAVSEA 4,217.2 5,164.7 4,429.2 4,175.8 4,716.2 4,733.3 4,685.5 
NAVSUP 1,343.9 1,272.6 1,262.0 1,304.9 1,349.2 1,395.0 1,442.4 
SPAWAR 33.4 37.5 38.3 38.7 39.8 43.9 46 3 
Air Force 3,855.1 3,826.9 3,925.4 3,819.1 3,729.6 3,702.9 3,737.9 
Marine Corps 139.2 237.9 63.0 100.2 105.3 121.4 171.7 

TOTAL 13,388.7 13,817.1 12,930.0 12,494.6 13,088.1 13,073.2 13,078.1 

Note: Army data includes only major items funded by P7M and depot-level reparable secondary items funded 
by DBOF (Supply Management Army). 

Table 1-2 shows the current estimate of the depot maintenance budget broken out 
by contract and organic sources of repair. Since it is based on the same data shown in 
Table 1-1, it is also from the Principal's perspective and includes the same funding 
sources as Table 1-1. The joint Service organic budget rises from its lowest mark of $8.6 
billion in FY91 to $9.1 billion in FY92, falls to $8.7 billion in FY93, and shows an overall 
rise to $9.2 billion in FY97. The contract budget reflects an overall decrease, falling from 
$4.7 billion in FY91 to a low of $3.7 billion in FY94, and increasing slightly thereafter. 
The organic contract split is consistently near the 70 to 30 percent mark, ranging from 
64/36 percent in FY91 and 71/29 percent in FY95 through FY97. 



Table 1-2 
Current Estimate of Depot Maintenance Organic and Contract Budgets 

(Then Year $ in Millions) 

Army 
Organic 1,301.0 1,316.1 1,111.6 1,053.2 1,014.6 1,028.3 954.4 
Contract 946.0 852.7 738.2 61 7.5 711.1 591.5 546.8 

NAVAIR 
Organic 1,131.6 880.8 1,059.9 1,084.7 1,160.8 1,165.2 1,1913 
Contract 421.3 227.9 302.5 300.5 261.5 291.8 301 8 

NAVSEA 
Organic 2,648.1 3,160.7 2,935.7 2,955.3 3,333.4 3,345.1 3,311.6 
Contract 1,569.1 2,004.0 1,493.5 1,220.5 1,382.8 1,388.2 1,373.9 

NAVSUP 
Organic 805.0 763.2 757.2 782.0 809.0 837.0 865.0 
Contract 538.9 509.4 504.8 522.9 540.2 558.0 577.4 

SPAWAR 
Organic 
Contract 

Air Force 
Organic 2,568.7 2,682.4 2,791.3 2,801.4 2,820.5 2,732.4 2,751.6 
Contract 1,286.4 1,144.5 1,134.1 1,017.7 909.1 970.5 9863 

Marine Corps 
Organic 135.0 232.8 56.2 94.5 99.9 116.0 1663 
Contract 4.2 5.1 6.8 5.7 5.4 5.4 5.4 

Total Organlc 8,620.3 9,070.9 8,747.5 8,807.0 9,275.1 9,264.8 9,2833 

Total Contract 4,768.4 4,746.3 4,182.5 3,687.6 3,813.0 3,808.5 3,7948 

TOTAL 13,388.7 13,817.1 12,930.0 12,494.6 13,088.1 13,073.2 13,078.1 

Note: Army data includes only major items funded by P7M and depot-level reparable secondary items funded 
by DBOF (Supply Management Army). 



1.4.2 Depot Maintenance Personnel Levels 

Table 1-3 provides an overall view of the peacetime assigned depot personnel 
levels by Service for FY91 -FY97. The assigned depot maintenance personnel includes 
permanent military and civilian personnel, both direct and indirect. Appendix D provides 
personnel data by depot broken out by direct and indirect (for FY91-FY93), and military 
and civilian. The civilian personnel data presented in Table 1-3 and Appendix D are 
consistent with the most recent submission of the annual Five-Year Civilian Employment 
Plan required by Section 322(b) of the FY91 Defense Authorization Act. (Temporary and 
part-time personnel are not included in the data presented in Table 1-3 or the 322 
Report.) When reviewing these personnel data, it should be kept in mind that indirect 
personnel totals may include both production indirect personnel as well as administrative 
personnel. Also, the Services differ in their designation of personnel as direct or indirect. 
Thus, computing the direct/indirect ratio from the data shown in Appendix D is not 
advised. Further, as the organic industrial base acquires increasingly sophisticated 
technology to accomplish its mission, the direct labor requirement may decrease, while 
the indirect labor requirement may increase. Use of a direcuindirect ratio therefore has 
marginal utility in identifying inefficiencies. 

The personnel data in Table 1-3 in most cases reflects decreases throughout the 
period FY91-FY97. Army decreases reflect planned reductions in force (RIF) at 
Sacramento Army Depot (SAAD) due to base closure, and workload reductions at various 
depots. The Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR) decrease from FY91 -FY92 reflects 
a RIF carried out during FY91 to streamline operations, reduce duplicative indirect layers 
caused by the creation of two hub Business Operating Centers, and prepare for public- 
private and public-public competitions. Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) 
reductions reflect RlFs of personnel planned at various naval shipyards due to workload 
fluctuations and reductions, and a RIF at Philadelphia Naval Shipyard during FY95 as a 
result of base closure, Air Force manpower figures portrayed in Table 1-3 are those 
reflected in the Section 322 Report submitted to Congress as required prior to 
implementing adverse action in an Industrial Fund activity. Air Force decreases reflect 
the impact of two factors: an early out coupled with a RIF implemented during FY91 to 
align to anticipated workload fluctuations in the N91-FY95 timeframe, and attrition during 
the FY92-FY97 timeframe. Only limited hiring will be authorized during FY92-FY96 to 
replace attrition. Authority for hiring to replace attrition will become available during FY97. 
The Air Force will adjust manpower levels as funding and workload dictate. Marine Corps 
decreases are due to implementation of Program Budget Decision (PBD) 402, Marine 
Corps Industrial Fund Military Personnel, which requires a reduction of Marines in the 
Depot Maintenance Activities (DMA), increased reliance on part-time workers in lieu of 
permanent personnel, and continued streamlining of operations. 



Table 1-3 
Total Peacetime Assigned Depot Maintenance Personnel 

Army 16,301 15,991 15,013 13,061 12,060 12,532 12,532 
NAVAIR 22,161 19,607 18,868 19,067 17,413 16,246 15,203 
NAVSEA 60,571 55,384 50,751 45,684 40,126 42,525 47,316 
SPAWAR 61 6 547 559 582 596 632 669 
Air Force 31,670 31,059 30,457 29,865 29,287 28,721 28,721 
Marine Corps 1,948 1,836 1,640 1,585 1,532 1,481 1.374 

Total 133,267 124,424 1 1 7,288 109,844 101,014 102,137 105,815 

NOTE: Does not include data from the Naval Surface and Undersea Warfare Centers 

1.4.3 Organic Peacetime Workload 

During peacetime, the mission of the organic industrial base is to accomplish 
workloads to support the readiness of the operational forces. Chart 1-1 shows the 
organic peacetime workload trend for FY91-FY97 in direct labor hours (DLH) from the 
Aaent Service's persrsective--the organizational activity which furnishes the depot level 
maintenance support to another agency, Service, or systems command. The data 
reflects workload from all funding sources (i.e., Agent Service O&M, Procurement, and 
RDT&E appropriations, Agent Service stock fund, and reimbursables such as other 
Services and Foreign Military Sales customers). 

The overall workload trend in Chart 1-1 is a decrease in workload. Data presented 
in Chart 1-1 reflect force structure changes (to the extent that they are known) and the 
planned workload shifts. The FY91 workload data depicted in Chart 1-1 was provided by 
the Services to support the DDMC CBP. It equates to the data presented in the Defense 
Business Operations Fund Amended FYI 992/FY1993 biennial budget. An alternative 
data source, DOD 7220.9-M DOD Accounting Manual, Chapter 76, was considered for 
use, however, workload depicted in that system reflects only financially completed 
workload, but not work in process nor work that has been physically completed. 
Workload based on financial completion does not convey an accurate picture of work that 
was actually executed during a particular fiscal year. 



Chart 1-1 
Joint Service CONUS 

Organic Peacetime Workload DLH(000) 

Iizzzm Navy 
Air Force 
Army 
Marines 

FY 91 FY 92 FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY97 

FISCAL YEARS 

Service FY 91 FY 92 FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 - FY 96 

Army 19,773 20,202 18,395 17,863 1 6,472 17,076 
Navy 86,272 86,768 80,393 75,989 71,001 69,785 

NA VA lR 19,776 16,364 16,480 14,415 14,803 14,34 1 
NA VSEA 65,453 69,295 62,771 60,400 54,983 54,204 
SPA WAR 1,043 1,109 1,142 1, 175 1,215 1,240 

Air Force 39,881 37,645 36,790 35,564 34,464 32,852 
Marine Corps 2,067 3,083 3,392 2,712 2,367 2,222 

Joint Service 147,993 147,698 138,970 132,128 124,304 121,935 

NOTE: NAVAIR, NAVSEA and SPAWAR totals are subsets of the Navy total. 



Table 1-4 provides the same organic peacetime workload data shown in Table 1-2 
from the joint Service perspective sorted by major commodity. 

Table 1-4 
Joint Service Organic CONUS Peacetime Workload by Major Commodity 

(DLH 000) 

Aircraft 
Missiles 
Ships 
Combat Vehicles 
Automotive 
Construction 
G E  
Ordnance 
General Purpose 
Other 

TOTAL 147,993 147,698 138,970 132,128 124,304 121,935 126,010 

1.4.3.1 Organic Software Support 

A significant and increasing portion of the organic depot mission is to accomplish 
software support. Table 1-5 provides a portrayal of the software support that Aclent 
Services provide to their customers. Table 1-6 shows the FY91-FY97 actual and 
projected funds needed to accomplish the software support workload. 

Table 1-5 
Joint Service Organic Depot Maintenance Software Support Workload 

(DLH 000) 

Army * 267 35 1 554 343 343 343 343 
NAVAIR 180 192 22 1 21 0 21 2 232 196 
NAVSEA 12 7 5 9 28 28 28 
SPAWAR 18 16 15 15 15 15 15 
Air Force 2,447 2,948 3,379 3,719 3,397 3,386 4,017 
Marine Corps - 67 - 67 - 73 - 84 - - 87 111 99 - 
TOTAL 2,991 3,581 4,247 4,380 4,082 4,103 4,710 

* Army Life Cycle Software Engineering (LCSE) Centers are collocated with Integrated Materiel 
Management Centers. 



Table 1-6 
Joint Service Organic Depot Maintenance Software Support 

($ in Millions) 

Army 23 .O 30.0 48.5 30.0 30.0 30.0 30 .O 
NAVAIR 9.1 10.5 11.7 11.2 11.6 12.5 11 5 
NAVSEA 0.7 0.8 1 .O 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 
SPAWAR 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 
Air Force 113.1 146.2 186.4 186.9 194.2 21 7.2 224.4 
Marine Corps - 2.8 2.3 3.5 3.9 4.1 - 4.7 - 52 - 
TOTAL 149.5 190.6 251.8 233.8 241.8 266.4 2732 

1.4.4 Contract Peacetime Workload 

Table 1-7 presents the contract peacetime workload shown in Table 1-2 from the 
joint Service perspective sorted by major commodity. 

Table 1-7 
Joint Service Contract Peacetime Workload by Major Commodity 

($ in Millions) 

Aircraft 1,972.0 
Missiles 292.2 
Ships 1,408.5 
Combat Vehicles 142.9 
GE 130.6 
Ordnance 42.0 
General Purpose 71.8 
Other 169.4 
NAVSUP 538.9 

TOTAL 4,768.4 4,746.2 4,182.5 3,687.6 3,813.0 3,808.5 3,794.8 

NOTE: NAVSUP data not available by major commodity. 



1.4.5 Base Closure and Realignment Status 

Under Public Law 100-526, the 1988 Base Closure Commission identified two 
depot maintenance activities for closure: Pueblo Army Depot Activity and Lexington- 
Bluegrass Army Depot. The depot maintenance mission of these activities is currently 
being realigned and transferred. 

In the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Report to the 
President, 1 July 1991, two additional depot closures were recommended under Public 
Law 1 01 -51 0 and subsequently approved by Congress: 

- Philadelphia Naval Shipyard was recommended for closure and 
preservation. The propeller facility (shops and foundry), Naval Inactive 
Ships Maintenance Facility, and the Naval Ship Engineering Station will 
remain in active status. 

- Sacramento Army Depot was recommended for closure. Its workload will 
be realigned by competition to ensure the most cost effective distribution of 
work. The public-public competition will determine how best to distribute 
the current SAAD workload among Tobyhanna Army Depot, Anniston Army 
Depot, Red River Army Depot, Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD), Corpus 
Christi Army Depot, and Sacramento Air Logistics Center. 

The following realignments are also being carried out under Public Law 101 -510: 

- Consolidation of joint Service tactical missile guidance and control 
maintenance workload at LEAD. This action's inclusion under Base Closure 
and Realignment procedures was confirmed by the DOD General Counsel 
in a memorandum of 28 April 1992. 

- Transfer of LEAD automotive workload to Tooele Army Depot 

- Transfer of LEAD artillery workload to RRAD. 

1.5 SAVINGS 

FY91 -FY95 savings targets totaling $3.98 were formally recorded in DMRD 908, 
17 November 1990. The savings include both the near-term and long-range targets 
established by the Deputy Secretary of Defense in his 30 June 1990 memorandum, 
Strengthening Depot Maintenance Activities. DMRD 908 savings targets were extended 
through FY97 by DMRD 908C, 12 January 1991, which increased the total savings 
amount to $6.38. On 16 December 1991, DMRD 908 was further adjusted to 
accommodate revised targets for NAVSEA. Current DMRD 908 savings targets are 



portrayed in Table 1-8. (Table 1-8 delineates Navy savings targets between NAVAlR and 
NAVSEA.) 

Table 1-8 
DMRD 908 Savings Targets 

($ in Millions) 
FY 91 -FY95 

FY9l - - FY92 - FY93 - FY94 - FY95 SUBTOTAL 

Army -21.3 6.2 101.3 171.5 255.6 51 3.3 
NAVAIR 175.0 202.5 260.8 282.4 293.7 1,214.4 
NAVSEA 99 .O 190.0 253 .O 332.0 462.0 1,336.0 
Air Force 5.9 149.3 235.5 309.1 41 0.6 1,110.4 
Marine Corps - 0.2 0.5' 4.7 6.7 14.7 - 2.6 - 
Total 258.8 548.5 853.2 1,099.7 1,428.6 4,188.8 

* Does not include $27M Marine Corps M I  Tank facilitization cost avoidance. 

FY91-95 
SUBTOTAL FY96 - - FY97 TOTAL 

Army 
NAVAlR 
NAVSEA 
Air Force 
Marlne Corps 

Total 4,188.8 1,102.2 1,029.9 6,320.9 

1.5.1 Service Projected Savings 

The N92-FY97 DDMC CBP provides the most recent Service projections for 
savings to meet the DMRD 908 savings targets. Service projections are based upon 
actions identified within the respective near-term savings plans submitted to the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense in August 1990, the savings actions identified in the N 9 1  -FY95 
DDMC CBP, current Service Business Plans, and any other changes identified since the 
issuance of the N91-FY95 DDMC CBP. Table 1-9 provides a summary of the current 
Service savings projections, the DMRD 908 savings targets, and the variance between 
the target and projections. The FY91 column of Table 1-9 reflects savings achieved. 
These savings will be reviewed at the time of financial closure and adjusted if appropriate. 
More detailed savings projections for the individual Services are provided in later 
chapters. 



Table 1-9 
Summary of Joint Service Savings Projections 

($ in Millions) 
FY91 -FY95 

FY91 - FY92 - FY93 - FY94 - - FY95 SUBTOTAL 

Army 6.2 21.1 60.0 206.9 228.4 522.6 
NAVAIR 175.0 202.5 260.8 282.4 293.7 1,214.4 
NAVSEA 99 .O 190.0 253 .O 332.0 462.0 1,336.0 
Alr Force 58.4 149.3 235.5 299.8 367.4 1,110.4 
Marine Corps - 0.4 - 0.7** - 2.4 - 4.6 - 6.6 14.7 - 
Total 339.0 563.6 81 1.7 1,125.7 1,358.1 4,197.9 

Target 258.8 548.5 853.2 1,099.7 1,428.6 4,188.8 

Variance +80.1 +15.1 -41.5 +26.0 -70.5 +9.1 

* FY91 column reflects savings achieved. 

** Does not include $27M Marine Corps MI Tank facilitization cost avoidance. 

FY91-95 
SUBTOTAL - FY96 - FY97 TOTAL 

Army 522.6 262.8 280.4 1,065.8 
NAVAIR 1,214.4 123.6 110.8 1,448.8 
NAVSEA 1,336.0 420.0 352.0 2,108.0 
Air Force 1,110.4 292.7 305.2 1,708.3 
Marine Corps 14.7 - 6.7 6.7 28.1 

Total 4,197.9 1,105.8 1,055.2 6,359.0 

Target 4,188.8 1,102.2 1,029.9 6,320.9 

Variance +9.1 +3.6 +25.3 +38.1 

1.5.2 Service Savings by Category 

The FY91-FY95 DDMC CBP provided for an orderly grouping of savings across 
the Services. These include the Service near-term and long-range savings categories 
established in the Deputy Secretary of Defense memorandum 30 June 1990, 
Strengthening Depot Maintenance Activities. The long-range savings were further 
subdivided by type of action; including interservicing, competition, and capacity utilization 
improvement. The FY91 -FY97 joint Service savings projections by category are provided 
in Table 1-10. The FY91 column of Table 1-10 represents savings achieved. 



Table 1-10 
Summary of Joint Service Savings Projections By Category 

($ in Millions) 
FY91 -FY95 

FY91' - FY92 - FY93 - FY94 - - FY95 SUBTOTAL 

Near-Term 148.5 340.1 426.3 554.3 660.8 2,129.9 
lnterserviclng 0.1 2.0 23.4 24.4 26.9 76.9 
Competition 77.0 134.2 242.1 341.2 421.7 1,216.3 
Capacity Utilization 113.3 87.3** 1 1  9.9 205.8 248.7 774.9 

Total 339.0 563.6 81 1.7 1,125.7 1,358.1 4,197.9 

* FY9 1 column reflects savings achieved. 

** Does not include $27M Marine Corps MI Tank facilitization cost avoidance. 

FY91-95 
SUBTOTAL - FY96 FY97 - TOTAL 

Near-Term 2,129.9 581 .O 496.7 3,207.6 
Interservicing 76.9 27.8 29.2 133.9 
Cornpetition 1,216.3 241.5 276.0 1,733.8 
Capacity Utilization 774.9 255.5 253.3 1,283.7 

Total 4,197.9 1,105.8 1,055.2 6,359.0 

1.5.3 Secretariat Implementation Tracklng System (SITS) 

Managing the process of strengthening depot maintenance requires maintaining 
information on Service actions and strategies to achieve savings and efficiencies. To 
provide visibility, the DDMC Secretariat has required that savings actions be recorded in 
an automated system. Accordingly, the SlTS was developed to provide continuous 
visibility of Service actions and changes to those actions. Both projected and actual SlTS 
savings data will be updated annually to support development of the DDMC CBP. Actual 
savings data will also be updated after the end of the fiscal year when data becomes 
available. 

1.5.4 Defense Business Operations Fund (DBOF) 

The Defense Business Operations Fund is the means by which DOD is 
implementing DMRD 971, DOD Financial Systems. The goal of DMRD 971 is to 
influence DOD managers and employees to provide the best support at the lowest cost 
through improving DOD financial systems. DMRD 971 institutionalizes a process and 



structure that will support business (customer/provider) relationships. Establishing the 
DBOF is a way for DOD to achieve this goal. Major benefits of DBOF and DMRD 971 
include: 

- Better financial information that will support efforts to improve management 
and productivity 

- Increased focus on cost and performance in support of the customer 

- Full financial responsibility by the customer originator of the requirement 

DBOF is a way for DOD to realign costs related to an output. Expanding the use 
of cost accounting principles, and performance and activity based budgeting in the DBOF 
should provide basic building blocks to achieve the objectives of DMRD 971. The long 
range goal is to move all of the support establishment into the DBOF. As more support 
establishment costs (i.e., capital budget, financial services, military personnel, etc.) are 
identified to a DBOF business area (e.g., depot maintenance, research and development), 
the initial impact will be an increased cost per output to procure services from the 
business area. Savings at the DOD level should be realized through consolidations with 
the benefit of increased visibility to the total cost associated with equipping or operating 
its military forces. By having visibility to the total costs related to an output, this 
information should influence DOD managers and employees to provide the best support 
at the lowest cost. It should be noted, however, that since depot maintenance facilities 
are industrially funded activities, they have been operating for many years on many of the 
principals upon which DBOF is based. In some cases, therefore, benefits anticipated 
from DBOF have already been realized in depot maintenance activities. 

1.5.5 Impact of Stock Funding 

DMRD 904, Stock Funding of Reparables, 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 the depot, fewer customer demands, reduced 
throw away rates, and reduced inventory levels. Conversely, at least one Service, the 
Marine Corps, projects a 5 percent increase in overall repair costs. To date, this initiative 
has had no known impact on the achievement of DMRD 908 savings. 

The Navy has been using this technique since 1984. Along with the advent of 
Reliability Centered Maintenance and increased use of organizational and intermediate 
support, stock funding has contributed to a significant reduction in Navy organic depot 
maintenance component repair workload. In the naval aviation community, this reduction 
was approximately 25 percent. 





CHAPTER 2 

DEFENSE DEPOT MAINTENANCE COUNCIL SUPPORT ACTIVITIES 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

Numerous joint efforts have been undertaken to implement various Defense Depot 
Maintenance Council (DDMC) initiatives. This section recaps the progress of these 
efforts. 

2.2 IMPLEMENTING DDMC CORPORATE BUSINESS PLAN (CBP) WORKLOAD 
DECISIONS 

Three groups have been established to address specific aspects of DDMC 
workload decision implementation. This section identifies these groups and describes 
their activities. 

2.2.1 Implementation Working Group (IWG) 

The IWG, chaired by the Army, was chartered on 26 March 1991 by the Joint 
Policy Coordinating Group on Depot Maintenance (JPCG-DM) Executive Group. Its 
mission is to coordinate the implementation of interservice and consolidation decisions 
specified in both the Joint Service Business Plan and FY91-FY95 DDMC CBP. 

To ensure consistency, the IWG developed a set of guidelines to be used in 
implementing the various actions. This guidance package describes responsibilities for 
offices of primary and secondary responsibility, establishes milestones for submitting 
implementation plans, and provides a common format for those plans. The format 
includes: identification of the action, workload requirements, implementation strategies, 
plan of action & milestones (POA&M), implementation structure (i.e., points of contact and 
responsibilities), a summary, and approval signatures. 

The IWG reports the progress of the consolidation and interservicing actions to the 
JPCG-DM on a quarterly basis. To meet this requirement, the working group developed 
standard milestones for the Services to use in developing POA&Ms. 

2.2.2 Joint Service Competition Working Group (JSCWG) 

The JSCWG was chartered on 26 March 1991 by the JPCG-DM Executive Group 
with members from each Service and the Joint Depot Maintenance Analysis Group 
(JDMAG). The JSCWG, which is chaired by Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR), 
was established to advise the JPCG-DM Executive Group on depot maintenance 
workload competition issues. The group is tasked to develop procedures and guidance 



for conducting public-private and public-public competitions of depot maintenance 
workloads. Additionally, the JSCWG is tasked to provide continuing advice and 
assistance to the Services conducting such competitions. Efforts are underway to 
establish procedures and guidance relevant to public involvement in competitions with 
final documents expected in FY92. 

2.2.3 Tactical Missile Implementation Working Group (TMIWG) 

On 12 December 1991, the DDMC directed the Army to prepare a single plan for 
the consolidation tactical missile maintenance at Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD), and 
to submit this plan to the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Production and Logistics 
(ASD(P&L)). To develop and implement this plan, the TMIWG was established as a 
formal joint Service working group (with the Army as lead Service) on 7 January 1992. 
The Tactical Missile Maintenance Consolidation Plan for Letterkenny Army Depot was 
subsequently developed and presented to the DDMC on 13 March 1992. The TMIWG 
is now coordinating the implementation of the plan and will continue to meet on a 
recurring basis until the completion of the consolidation. 

2.3 IMPLEMENTATION STATUS OF GENERIC STUDIES 

At its first meeting, the DDMC commissioned four generic studies with general 
application. The basic DDMC CBP summarized objectives and results of these studies. 
The following paragraphs recap measures taken to implement study recommendations. 

2.3.1 CapacityIUtilization Study 

The study report submitted by the Joint Logistics Commanders (JLC) to the 
ASD(P&L) on 3 December 1990 included recommended formulas for computing capacity 
and utilization index data. The ASD(P&L) response of 25 January 1991 approved the 
study recommendation for basing capacity on work positions and also approved the 
study's recommended standard factors for facility availability and annual productive hours 
for use in DDMC commodity studies and consolidation considerations. Subsequently, 
Service capacity and utilization data used in the commodity studies, as well as data 
presented in the basic DDMC CBP, were based on these recommendations. The 
ASD(P&L) also stated that DOD 41 51 .I 5-H, DOD Maintenance Production Shop Capacity 
Measurement Handbook, would be revised based on the study recommendations. A draft 
revision was provided for Service coordination on 12 November 1991. Service comments 
on the draft were then submitted, but publication of the revised handbook is pending until 
approval of DODD 41 51 .I 8, Maintenance of Military Materiel. That directive will provide 
authority for the handbook. Once the directive is approved, publication of the DOD 
Capacity and Utilization Measurement Handbook, which will now be designated DOD 
41 51 .I 8-H, will proceed. 



2.3.2 Depot Maintenance Performance Measurement System (DMPMS) Study 

The Depot Maintenance Performance Measurement System Study Report was 
submitted to ASD(P&L) on 9 January 1991. The report recommended establishment of 
a DMPMS consistent with Total Quality Management principles comprised of various 
performance indicators within the following key areas: effectiveness, efficiency, quality, 
productivity, innovation, capacity utilization, and cost performance. Phase I1 of the study 
was then initiated to address development of Service implementation plans and collecting 
prototype data from selected depots to demonstrate the viability of the system. Service 
implementation plans and prototype data were included in the Phase II report dated 
3 December 1991. 

In order to ensure continued enhancement of the DMPMS, the JPCG-DM, on 
14 May 1991, chartered the Joint Performance Measurement Group (JPMG). The JPMG 
was tasked to coordinate the development of the DMPMS, to work toward achieving 
comparability, consistency, accuracy of DMPMS data, to act as the focal point for 
inquiries pertaining to DMPMS data, and to serve as a forum for the exchange of 
performance measurement information and ideas throughout the depot maintenance 
community. The JPMG will also coordinate development of the quarterly DMPMS data 
reports, the first of which was submitted to ASD(P&L) on 11 March 1992. 

The JPCG-DM directed on 3 June 1992 that the JPMG develop and incorporate 
depot maintenance performance indicators based on the Theory of Constraints (TOC) into 
the DMPMS. 

2.3.3 Cost Comparability Study 

The 23 January 1992 version of the Cost Comparability Handbook was approved 
by the ASD(P&L) for distribution and use. The handbook will be used to develop and 
evaluate all cost data submitted by public activities as part of competitive proposals to 
provide depot support. The Cost Comparability Committee has been established as a 
standing committee of the JPCG-DM and will be responsible for handbook updates 
needed to accommodate changes in cost accounting policies and practices. Also, the 
committee has developed training on cost comparability concepts and application of the 
handbook and is providing the training to a diverse functional audience. 

2.3.4 Maintenance Management Information Systems (MMIS) Study 

The primary recommendation of the MMlS study was the establishment of a full 
time Executive Agent for MMlS reporting directly to the DDMC and charged with 
executing approved depot level MMlS plans. Based upon a DDMC determination, the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense designated the Secretary of the Air Force as the 
Executive Agent on 17 May 1991. This resulted in the establishment of the DOD 
Executive Agent for Depot Maintenance Systems at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, OH. 



Subsequently, the Executive Agent became the Directorate for Depot Maintenance 
Systems of the Joint Logistics Systems Center (JLSC). 

2.4 JOINT LOGISTICS SYSTEMS CENTER 

The JLSC was created by ASD(P&L) on 3 March 1992 to consolidate the executive 
agents for depot maintenance and material management functions into a single 
organization. The JLSC is a joint center with the Air Force as the Executive Service. The 
JLSC derives its command authority from the Air Force Chief of Staff through the Air 
Force Materiel Command (AFMC). Functional policy direction and oversight are provided 
by ASD(P&L) as are JLSC authority, scope and funding approval. Corporate Information 
Management (CIM) initiative and technical policy direction and oversight are provided by 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Command, Control, Communication, and Intelligence) 
(ASD(C31)). The mission of the JLSC is to achieve corporate information management 
goals for the DOD logistics business area by managing the design, development, 
implementation and maintenance of an integrated DOD corporate logistics process 
system and facilitating development and implementation of improved business practices. 
Its major operating directorates are the Directorate for Depot Maintenance, the Directorate 
for Materiel Management, the Directorate for Corporate Integration, and the Directorate 
for Technical Integration. 

2.4.1 Directorate for Depot Maintenance 

The Directorate of Depot Maintenance is comprised of four divisions. The 
Maintenance Business Processes Division is the largest, dealing with corporate depot 
maintenance systems. This division analyzes the management information systems of 
depot maintenance, including depot planning, financial management, production/workload 
planning, production engineering, production control, materiel management, quality 
assurance, performance measurement, production facilities, administration, and 
equipment management. 

The Maintenance Industrial Processes Division deals with support systems and 
technologies involving areas like technical data and hazardous waste. The following are 
some of the process areas within which this division is involved: 

- Shop floor support, including technical data, documentation, engineering 
data, design drawings 

- Depot maintenance overhaul and repair, including flexible computer 
integrated manufacturing (FCIM), electronic data interchange (EDI), 
bar-coding, and microcircuit technology in logistics applications (MITLA) 

- Systems approaches to minimizing hazardous waste 



The Maintenance lmplementation Division deals with the process of implementing 
systems at the component depots. This division is actively involved in the following 
areas: 

- Site assessments 

- lmplementation of near-term initiatives designated as having a high payback 
potential 

- Planning for the future migration of corporate systems into the component 
maintenance depots 

- lmplementation of future corporate systems 

The Business Operations Division evaluates systems from a technical perspective. 
Together with the other functional divisions, this division analyzes how systems can 
properly interface across DOD. This division is also responsible for building and 
maintaining a corporate depot maintenance data encyclopedia which serves as a 
repository for business process models and provides a means for further information 
engineering. In support of the Directorate, this division is additionally responsible for the 
management of all directorate resources, including manpower, equipment, and money. 





CHAPTER 3 

UPDATE OF SERVICE BUSINESS STRATEGIES 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

Since the issuance of the FY91-FY95 Defense Depot Maintenance Council 
Corporate Business Plan (DDMC CBP), the Services have begun the task of 
implementing prescribed savings and efficiency initiatives. During the course of 
implementation, the Service strategies to achieve savings have required adjustment. 
While the majority of the initiatives delineated in the FY91-FY95 DDMC CBP remain 
viable, others have been discontinued for various reasons. Further, the scope of. the 
savings period was expanded through FY97. This chapter focuses on the current Service 
strategies to achieve both near-term and long-range savings and increase efficiencies. 
Table 3-1 provides the current joint Service projected savings based on current Service 
strategies. Due to rounding, figures in tables in this chapter may not add exactly. 

Table 3-1 
Summary of Joint Service Projected Savings 

($ in Millions) 
FY91 -FY95 

FY91' - FY92 - FY93 - FY94 - - FY95 SUBTOTAL 

Near-Term 148.5 340.1 426.3 554.3 660.8 2,129.9 
lnterservlcing 0.1 2.0 23.4 24.4 26.9 76.9 
Competition 77.0 136.1 243.8 343.2 41 9.8 1,220.8 
Capacity Utilization 113.3 - 87.3** 119.9 205.8 248.7 774.9 

Total 339.0 563.6 81 1.7 1,125.7 1,358.1 4,197.9 

Target 258.8 548.5 853.2 1,099.7 1,428.6 4,188.8 

Variance +80.1 +15.1 -41.5 +26.0 -70.5 +9.l 

FY91 column reflects savings achieved. ** Does not include $27M Marine Corps M I  Tank facilitization cost avoidance. 

FY91-95 
SUBTOTAL FY96 - FY97 - TOTAL 

Near-Term 2,129.9 581 .O 496.7 3,207.6 
interservicing 76.9 27.8 29.2 133.9 
Competition 1,216.3 241.5 276.0 1,733.8 
Capacity Utilization 774.9 255.5 253.3 1,283.7 

Total 4,197.9 1,105.8 1,055.2 6,359.0 

Target 4,188.8 1,102.2 1,029.9 6,320.9 

Variance +9.1 +3.6 +25.3 +38.1 



3.2 ARMY 

The Army strategy for achieving Defense Management Report Decision (DMRD) 
908 savings is detailed in the Army Corporate Business Plan (ACBP). The ACBP allows 
for the preservation of necessary depot maintenance capability to support mission 
requirements, both in peacetime and wartime. The ACBP addresses near-term and long- 
range savings, includes Congressionally directed realignments from the Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process, and provides for the downsizing of the Army 
organic industrial base in consonance with force structure reductions. It considers the 
Continental United States (CONUS) and Outside the Continental United States 
(OCONUS) depot maintenance operations. 

Savings projected for the Army are based on several source documents including 
the FY91-FY95 DDMC CBP, the current ACBP, and any other changes since the 
issuance of the FY91-FY95 DDMC CBP. The Army savings strategy also centers on 
continuing with its concept of Centers of Technical Excellence (CTX) and supports the 
final evolution of the concept within the Army organic structure. Table 3-2 provides a 
summary of total projected savings for the Army for the period FY91-N97. It also shows 
the established savings targets and variances between targets and savings. 

3.2.1 Army Near-Term Strategy 

The Army's near-term strategy, which is currently projected to achieve a savings 
of $339.2M1 is based on two actions. The first is the closure of Sacramento Army Depot 
(SAAD). The original plan to distribute the SAAD workload to other Army depots was 
modified by the 1991 BRAC process. It was directed that the SAAD workload be 
competed between selected Army depots and Sacramento Air Logistics Center (SM-ALC). 
Accordingly, the Communications-Electronics Command (CECOM) was assigned to lead 
development of statements of work and competition packages for the SAAD workloads. 
Nine logical grouping have been identified to cover the complete SAAD workload. 
Current schedules call for the award process to be completed by the end of FY93. 
Projected FY91 -FY97 savings to the Army from the SAAD closure are $1 57.1 M. Further 
savings from this action will generate $148.5M as a result of lower rates charged to 
customers. The second element of the Army near-term strategy is the consolidation of 
the tactical vehicle workload from Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD) to Tooele Army Depot 
(TEAD), with a projected FY91-FY97 savings of $33.7M. The decrease in total Army 
near-term savings from the basic DDMC CBP will be offset by increases in long-range 
consolidation savings. 



Table 3-2 
Summary of Army Projected Savings 

($ in Millions) 

FY91-FY95 
FY91' - FY92 - FY93 

7 
FY94 - FY95 SUBTOTAL - 

Near-Term 0.0 4.2 17.2 62.4 74.6 158.3 
Interservicing 0.0 0.0 0.5 1.4 1.9 3.8 
Competition -1.5 7.2 15.0 23.0 31 .O 74.7 
Capacity Utilization - 7.7 - 9.7 - 27.3 120.1 120.9 285.7 

Total 6.2 21.1 60.0 206.9 228.4 522.5 

Target -21.3 6.2 101.3 171.5 255.6 51 3.3 

Variance +27.5 +14.9 -41.3 +35.4 -27.2 +9.2 

* FY91 column reflects savings achieved. 

FY91-95 
SUBTOTAL - FY96 - FY97 - TOTAL 

Near-Term 158.3 93.4 87.5 339.2 
Interservicing 3.8 2.5 2.6 8.9 
Competition 74.7 28.0 36.0 138.7 
Capacity Utlllzation 285.7 138.9 154.4 579.0 

Total 522.5 262.8 280.5 1,065.8 

Target 51 3.3 259.2 255.2 1,027.7 

Variance +9.2 +3.6 +25.3 +38.1 

3.2.2 Army Long-Range Strategy 

The Army long-range strategy of increased interservicing, increased competition, 
and achieving optimum utilization of its organic depots continues with some adjustments 
since the initial DDMC CBP. The significant changes include lower projected savings 
from interservicing and competition, but increased savings through consolidations and 
resultant increased capacity utilization. 

In the previous DDMC CBP, the Army projected interservicing savings were $6.2M 
for FY91 -FY95. Revised interservicing savings projections for the FY91 -FY95 period 
have been reduced to $3.8M, with an additional savings in FY96-FY97 of $5.1 M, for a 



total FY91-FY97 projection of $8.9M. The FY91-FY95 reduction is primarily a result of 
fewer projected savings for the ground communications and electronics (GCE) 
interservicing action, which is attributable to slippage of the start year from FY92 to FY93. 
Savings have begun to accrue for the Army Interior Bay/Ramp of Ribbon Bridge 
interservicing action with the transfer of that workload to Marine Corps Logistics Base 
(MCLB) Barstow in October 1991. The FY91 -FY97 Army ground support Gas Turbine 
Engines (GTE) interservicing action is progressing towards implementation as projected 
in FY93. San Antonio Air Logistics Center (SA-ALC) will accomplish the work. 

Projected savings from competition of Army workloads for the period FY91 -FY95 
have also been revised. Current FY91 -FY95 competition savings projections are $74.7M, 
an increase of approximately $14.6M from the original Corporate Business Plan 
projection. The increase is based primarily on competing more workload than originally 
planned in the outyears. Workloads added to the Army FY92 competition program 
include the M60 TI42 Track and the MI  13A2 Engine. The following workloads have 
been deleted from the Army FY92 competition program: AH-1 Main Rotor Hub, AH-1 
Gear Box 42d, AH-1 Gear Box god, OH-58 Swashplate, UH-1 Swashplate, UH-1 Quill 
Assembly (overhaul), UH-1 Tail Boom, UH-1 Main Rotor Hub, UH-1 Quill Assembly 
(repair), 5 Ton Engine, and the 5 Ton Transfer. These workloads were deleted because 
workload levels for the competition year were not sufficient to warrant competition. 
Proposed FY93 competitions are identified in Chapter 5. 

Capacity utilization continues as the keystone of the Army savings strategy. This 
is evident by the increase in both projected savings and the proportion of savings 
anticipated from this category of savings. The Army's intent is to maximize the depot 
maintenance utilization commensurate with its changing workloads. This will be primarily 
achieved through consolidation actions including the closure of maintenance operations 
at SAAD, and Mainz Army Depot (MZAD). Additional consolidations of tactical missile 
work at LEAD, mobile rail shops at TEAD, artillery at Red River Army Depot (RRAD), 
rotary wing component contract work to Corpus Christi Army Depot (CCAD), and tactical 
vehicles at TEAD will improve the Army depot capacity utilization. Even with these 
actions, excess capacity will remain, primarily as a result of the 25 percent force structure 
reduction occurring through FY95. Accordingly, the Army is pursuing a policy of laying 
away excess capacity to achieve an Army target of 90 percent capacity utilization. By 
reducing and consolidating work positions, all or part of some buildings could be placed 
in layaway. As a result, the cost of ownership will be reduced without irreversibly 
affecting the capacity of the Army depots. Because facilities and equipment in these laid 
away areas will remain, they could quickly be reactivated if needed for mobilization or 
peacetime workload increases. 

There are significant enhancements to the Army capacity utilization initiatives. The 
MZAD Combat/Artillery/Tactical Vehicle (CAT) consolidation savings have been increased 
by $85.5M to project $183.5M in savings for the FY91-FY95 period, with an additional 
savings of $176.7M for FY96-FY97. The objective of this action is to close MZAD 



maintenance operations and realign the workloads to CONUS. Specific workload 
transitions include MIA1 Tanks and heavy combat vehicles to Anniston Army Depot 
(ANAD), Bradley Fighting Vehicles to RRAD, tactical vehicles to TEAD, and artillery to 
LEAD until such time as the workload is moved to RRAD. The M i  13 family of vehicles 
from MZAD will be competed. This action is timely in that the Army forces in Europe are 
being significantly reduced. Details of the plan to close down MZAD and realign the 
workload are contained in the MZAD Closure Plan, 3 January 1992. 

The initiative to consolidate rotary wing workloads at CCAD also has slightly 
increased projected savings for the FY91-FY95 period. This initiative applies organic 
depot maintenance capability to components of four aircraft systems, the AH-64, UH-60, 
CH-47D, and the OH-58D It will move contract work to a lower cost organic capability. 
The completion schedule for these transitions is as follows: UH-60 in FY93, AH-64 in 
FY94, CH-47D in FY94, and OH-58D in FY96. Details of this action are contained in the 
Implementation Plan to Transition Rotary Wing Components from National Contract 
Maintenance to CCAD. 

The savings to the Army for the tactical missile consolidation, which will 
consolidate depot maintenance workloads for DOD at LEAD, have been revised. 
Expected savings for FY91-FY95 have been reduced from $62.4M to $4.2M due to 
workload decreases, increases in transition costs, and learning curve costs. Total Army 
FY91-FY97 savings for this action are $59.OM. A related initiative that has also 
undergone revision is the Missile Military Construction (MILCON) Program (MCP) savings. 
The Army has cancelled the Army Tactical Missile System (ATACMS) maintenance facility 
at ANAD (project P-31515), with a savings of $5.5M for FY92. Cancellation of the 
Inertial Guidance Facility, also at ANAD (project P-32320), has been rescinded and 
associated savings have been dropped. That facility will be built to support maintenance 
requirements for Army combat vehicle inertial guidance systems. 

Other significant Army consolidation initiatives include capacity layaway, artillery 
consolidations, Industrial Plant Equipment (IPE), the TEAD tactical vehicle component 
consolidated maintenance facility, and the mobile rail repair shop consolidation. TEAD 
will be the recipient of a modern facility which will be used for tactical vehicle component 
maintenance and generator (general purpose equipment) maintenance. FY91-FY97 
savings associated with this initiative total $41.5M. The artillery consolidation initiative 
projects an FY91-FY97 savings of $37M. This initiative calls for the movement of the 
depot level artillery maintenance mission from LEAD to RRAD. The IPE initiative will 
move the Army's IPE maintenance mission from Seneca Army Depot (SEAD) to the 
Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) Mechanicsburg facility and will consolidate Army IPE 
workload with the current DLA IPE maintenance mission. Associated FY91 -FY97 savings 
are projected at $1 0.3M for the SEAD workload and an additional amount for other Army 
IPE workload. 



3.3 NAVAL AIR SYSTEMS COMMAND 

The Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR) is committed to providing affordable, 
high quality depot industrial support to its customers. To achieve and maintain this 
objective, DMRD 908 initiatives in the first iteration of the DDMC CBP were formulated 
within the framework of the existing Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP) infrastructure and 
business base. These initiatives were defined in the Naval Aviation Depot Business Plan, 
18 December 1990, and are part of a total NAVAIR strategy for reducing depot support 
costs relative to the FY90 column of the FY91 President's budget. The NAVAIR initiatives 
described in the FY91-FY95 DDMC CBP are still valid; however, the NAVAIR strategy 
has evolved over the past year to incorporate additional cost savings initiatives as a result 
of DDMC CBP actions, and has been planned to synchronize with joint Service efforts. 
Future global, political, and economic factors may force reevaluation of both initiatives and 
strategy. 

Table 3-3 summarizes the NAVAIR FY91 savings achieved, current savings 
projections, targets, and variances. DMRD 908 savings targets have been redistributed 
and extended through FY97 in accordance with Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) 
guidance. NAVAIR's redistributed savings projections are the result of a process that 
assesses progress to date, new strategies, and changes in budget based workload 
expectations. Allocation of savings objectives will be balanced among initiatives, based 
on opportunities, as the DDMC CBP evolves from year to year. The NAVAIR focus is to 
achieve a total savings of $1.46 by the end of FY97 without compromising support to the 
operating forces. NAVAIR will continue to update and adjust its planning to reflect past 
accomplishments, lessons learned, and new budget data. 

3.3.1 NAVAIR Near-Term Strategy 

The initiatives to achieve the projected NAVAIR near-term savings of $448.8M 
include streamlining; aircraft Standard Depot Level Maintenance (SDLM) and engine 
rework, single siting; and consolidation of component repair, calibration and support 
equipment rework. $6.4M of savings has been documented, leaving a balance of 
$442.4M to be achieved by the end of FY97. Near-term projected savings have been 
updated to depict new developments in the areas of streamlining and single siting. The 
streamlining projections were increased to reflect recurring savings that will be achieved 
from a personnel reduction in force in October 1991. 



Table 3-3 
Summary of NAVAIR Projected Savings 

($ in Millions) 

FY91-FY95 
FY91' - FY92 - FY93 - FY94 - FY95 SUBTOTAL - 

Near-Term 6.4 92.5 76.4 89.9 93.5 358.7 
Interservicing 0.0 0 .O 10.9 9.4 10.8 31.1 
Competition 64.2 57.8 111.0 134.5 135.6 503.1 
Capacity Utilization 104.4 - 52.2 - 62.5 48.6 - 53.8 321.5 

Total 175.0 202.5 260.8 282.4 293.7 1,214.4 

Variance 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

* FY91 column reflects savings achieved. 

** Current NAVAIR DMRD 908 target adjusted for A-6 Rewing (-$45.5M), Force Structure Reductions 
(-$2.1 M), Miscellaneous Changes (-$4.6M), change in Competition target as a result of decreased force 
levels (-$41.7M), FY96 and FY97 additions ($234.4M), and a total savings target increase ($80.OM). 

FY91-95 
SUBTOTAL - FY96 - FY97 TOTAL 

Near-Term 
lnterservicing 
competition 
Capacity Utilization 

Total 

Target 

Variance 

3.3.1 .I Streamlining 

NAVAIR is replacing its infrastructure of six self-contained depot activities with an 
interdependent naval aviation depot corporate organization. This organization is 
comprised of six streamlined and downsized engineering and support facilities, each 
serving a specific and unique fleet support niche within the overall DOD depot 



infrastructure. Streamlining savings will result from the establishment of depot hubs at 
NADEP Norfolk and NADEP North Island. The hub structure effectively consolidates 
management, administrative, and oversight functions that were performed redundantly at 
two or more NADEPs. When fully implemented the hub structure will incorporate more 
efficient organizational structures reflecting program manager orientation and 
accountability, product specialization, and streamlined processes at each depot. The 
depot hubs are major industrial support centers co-located with the aviation Type 
Commanders, carrier berthing, naval air stations, supply center operations, and major 
Aircraft Intermediate Maintenance Departments. Each depot hub consists of a Business 
Operating Center (BOC) and accomplishes consolidated non-headquarters corporate 
business overhead functions. Each hub also has a Depot Production Center (DPC) 
providing technology and commodity focused repair and manufacturing services in 
support of assigned weapon systems. The Norfolk hub is administratively linked to 
specialized DPCs at NADEP Cherry Point and NADEP Jacksonville. The North Island 
hub is administratively linked to NADEP Pensacola and NADEP Alameda. 

Table 3-4 provides a summary of savings associated with the hub structure and 
streamlining. It is important to note that the majority of these savings result from civilian 
losses between October 1990 and October 1991. The savings reflect reduced indirect 
personnel overhead expenses from both hub structure and streamlining initiatives 
associated with single siting of engines and aircraft. 

Table 3-4 
Summary of NAVAIR Streamlining Cost Savings 

($ in Millions) 

FY91 FY92 FY93 FY94 TOTAL - - - 

3.3.1.2 Aircraft Single Site Realignment 

As depicted in the FY91-FY95 DDMC CBP, NAVAIR will have single sited all 
aircraft SDLM programs (Modification, Corrosion, and Paint Program (MCAPP) in the 
case of the FIA-18) by the end of FY92 (except A-6 major modification rewing effort which 
requires two depots) to reduce the number of product lines managed at a given depot. 
Single siting provides the opportunity to significantly reduce depot maintenance support 
costs without impacting Fleet support. Aircraft SDLM consolidation will result in greater 
efficiency and a reduction in the cost of variable indirect manhours required to manage 
programs at more than one NADEP. Ad hoc maintenance programs such as crash/battle 
damage repair, drive-in modifications, and one of a kind manufacturing efforts are not 
included in the single siting umbrella. These projects will be accomplished by the activity 



with the capacity and resources which best match the customer's schedule and financial 
requirements (for example, it is generally not efficient to ferry a helicopter from the west 
coast to the east coast SDLM facility in order to install a minor airframe change kit; the 
work in this example would be done at a west coast NADEP or by a field team). Aircraft 
SDLM/MCAPP single siting will produce cost savings of $47.1 M for FY91 - N 9 7  as shown 
in Table 3-5. 

Table 3-5 
Summary of NAVAIR Aircraft Single Siting Cost Savings 

($ in Millions) 

All aircraft SDLM/MCAPP single siting initiatives are currently on or ahead of 
schedule. Table 3-6 is the NAVAIR single siting plan adjusted to reflect actions from the 
Joint Service Business Plan (JSBP), 28 February 1991. 

Table 3-6 
NAVAIR Aircraft Single Siting 

AIRCRAFT BEFORE SINGLE SITING AFTER SINGLE SITING COMPLETION DATE 

Alarneda/Norfol k 
Alameda/Jacksonville 
Alarneda 
North lsland 
NorfolWNorth lsland 
Jacksonville/North lsland 
Cherry PoinuNorth lsland 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Pensacola/Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 

AlamedaJNorfolk 
Jacksonville 
Alameda 
North lsland 
Norfolk 
North lsland 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 

TBD 
FY91 

* Will be single sited upon completion of rewing. 

3.3.1.3 Engine Single Site Realignments 

Single siting of NAVAIR engine overhaul responsibilities will reduce the number of 
engine depots from five to three. This will result in increased interservicing opportunities 
and, in the longer term, recurring cost savings. Although engine rework consolidations 
do not generate near-term savings within the Future Year Defense Program (FYDP). 
because of implementation costs, the gaining DPC will be able to accomplish work at a 
price equal to or less than that presently planned at the losing DPC. Once non-recurring 



costs are recouped, savings will begin to accrue. Non-recurring costs to reduce engine 
facilities is $1 1.5M. This expense is offset by the aircraft single site savings. In addition, 
the equivalent square footage of the excess engine facilities will be closed to eliminate 
unused capacity, or converted to other uses to reduce future MILCON requirements. 
NAVAlR engine single siting will result in depot support assignments as portrayed in 
Table 3-7. 

Table 3-7 
NAVAIR Engine Single Siting 

ENGINE BEFORE SINGLE SITING AFTER SINGLE SITING COMPLETION DATE 

Alameda/Jacksonville 
Norfolk/Alarneda 
Alarneda 
Alameda 
Jacksonville/North lsland 
North Island/Cherry Point 
North Island 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
North Island 

Jacksonville 
Alarneda 
Alameda 
Alarneda 
Jacksonville 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
TBD 

* A single public-private competition will be conducted to determine both the organic core depot and the 
organic or commercial depot that will provide above core depot maintenance. 

3.3.1.4 Other Workload Consolidations 

NAVAIR9s strategy for near-term savings also includes consolidation of component, 
support equipment, and calibration workloads. Aircraft components are being 
consolidated at the depot offering the most efficient processes and the best value to the 
customer. Savings attributed to component consolidation will be credited to DMRD 919, 
Navy DMR Proposals, and the Aviation Supply Office (ASO). NAVAIR is also 
consolidating its depot level support equipment repair and calibration programs. A total 
savings of $17.6M is expected from these workload consolidations. 

Table 3-8 
Summary of NAVAIR Consolidation Cost Savings 

($ in Millions) 

FY91 FY92 FY94 FY96 FY97 TOTAL - 



The calibration laboratories consolidations are proceeding on schedule with 
workload transitions having begun in December 1991 and expected to conclude in 
November 1992. Managers are beginning to see lower overhead costs, reduced 
inventory levels, and fewer requirements for spare parts. 

3.3.1.5 Integrated Program Support Offices (IPSO) 

Another NAVAIR initiative will be the establishment of lPSOs at the NADEPs. 
IPSOs are self-contained cells that will have responsibility for engineering and logistics 
for groupings of similar equipment or technologies. NAVAIR's depot product line focus 
concentrates engineering and management talent in support of Headquarter's Program 
Managers - Air (PMA), and gives PMAs "cradle to grave" life cycle management 
responsibilities for assigned weapon systems. The IPS0 is still in the conceptual phase 
and will be formally promulgated by NAVAl R instruction. 

3.3.2 NAVAIR Long-Range Strategy 

The NAVAIR long-range strategy savings projection is $1 .OB, which includes 
$395.9M cut from the DMRD 908 baseline and $104.4M in FY91 savings. The initiatives 
being executed to achieve the long-range savings include increased interservicing, 
increased public-private competition, and increased capacity utilization. Individual long- 
range plans are detailed below. 

3.3.2.1 NAVAIR Interservicing Implementation Plan 

Through interservicing, NAVAIR projects an FY91-FY97 savings of $52.6M. These 
savings are expected through greater economies of scale via interservice workload 
consolidations to the gaining activity. Additionally, savings will be accrued by the NAVAIR 
losing activity through overhead reductions associated with facility downsizing and the 
elimination of underutilized depot capacity. NAVAIR projects a 20 percent price reduction 
for interserviced workload after non-recurring costs have been paid. 

The initiatives identified in the FY91-FY95 DDMC CBP remain intact, though 
projected savings have been adjusted. The most significant FY91 -FY95 adjustment to 
the NAVAIR projections was the decrease from $1 2.1 M to $9.1 M in the interservicing of 
its tactical missiles to LEAD, due to declining workloads and slippage of planned transition 
dates. However, greater savings from this initiative, and all other initiatives, will accrue 
through FY97. 

lmplementation plans have been prepared to transition the F110 engine to 
Oklahoma Air Logistics Center (OC-ALC), the TF30 engine to OC-ALC, the J79 engine 
to NADEP Cherry Point, the C-130 aircraft to Ogden Air Logistics Center (00-ALC), and 
the F-4 aircraft from 00-ALC to NADEP Cherry Point. 



3.3.2.2 NAVAIR Competition Implementation Plan 

NAVAIR1s projected competition savings is $555.9M, distributed through 
FY91 -FY97. The NAVAIR competition strategy assumes that public-private competition 
applies to all eligible programs above core supported within the depot industrial base. 
The projected net competition savings are based on 20 percent of the baseline budgeted 
cost for first-time competed work, and 8 percent for recompetitions. NAVAIR is also 
pursuing other "non-traditional" workload competition opportunities such as modifications 
and component repair. AS0 is also pursuing public-private competition for component 
repair, and projects savings of $25.6M in FY92 and a total savings of $158.5M through 
FY97. These savings are applicable to DMRD 91 9 and are not included in the NAVAIR 
competition savings. 

Of the initial aircraft program competitions identified in the basic DDMC CBP, all 
but the A-4, T-2, S-3, and the H-3 remain viable. These aircraft programs dropped from 
the schedule due to a decrease in program funding in the outyears. These programs 
represented $32.4M in projected savings from FY91-FY95 in the original plan. In 
addition, the P-3 and E-2C aircraft competition programs are being reviewed to determine 
if budgeted repair quantities are sufficient to support competition. The T56 engine 
competition has also been adjusted to include the T56 Gearbox and will occur in FY93 
with a projected savings of $18.3M. Several other competition candidates have been 
identified and include the QF-4N Conversion ($&OM savings) and the T700 engine 
($7.OM savings). (The timing of the NAVAIR QF-4N Drone Conversion competition 
program has been adjusted. Identified in the FY91-FY95 DDMC CBP as a joint NavyIAir 
Force competition to occur no earlier than FY98, NAVAlR has decided to compete its 
portion of the program in FY94. Any joint competition of the QF-4 Drone Conversion will 
be accomplished at a later date.) $64.2M of savings in FY91 resulted from previous 
public-private competition actions. 

The A-6 rewing competition was completed prior to DMRD 908. Accordingly, 
additional guidance from the Navy Comptroller (NAVCOMP) since the issuance of the 
FY91 -FY95 DDMC CBP resulted in deletion of the identified FY91 -FY95 savings ($45.5M) 
for the project and an offsetting reduction ($45.5M) of the NAVAIR DMRD 908 
FY91 -FY95 target. 

3.3.2.3 NAVAIR Implementation Plan to Improve Capacity Utilization 

NAVAIR capacity utilization savings will accrue from process improvements and 
the resultant economies of scale, reduction of overhead, and return of unutilized depot 
space to the host activity. NAVAIR recognizes that continuous improvement of all 
processes is the means by which true long-term savings will be achieved. Since the 
1980s, NADEPs have focused their efforts toward improving key processes, thereby 
improving upon capacity utilization. Concepts such as the Program Management Team 
Office (eliminating barriers between NADEPs using elements of Juran and Deming), 



statistical process control (SPC), process improvement teams (PIT), Manufacturing 
Resource Planning (MRP II), Just In Time (JIT), and Total Quality Management (TQM), 
are integral parts of the process improvement program. Process improvements have 
resulted in reduction of MILCON projects and capital investments. In addition, NAVAIR 
expects process improvements to produce greater return on investments. Capacity 
utilization will be increased by divesting unneeded or inefficiently used resources, 
redistributing existing workloads within NAVAIR and among the Services, bringing 
contract workload to organic depots based on competition and lower costs, obtaining 
opportunity workloads in the manufacturing and fabrication areas, and improving 
processes for existing workloads. Increased economies of scale, reduction of overhead, 
closure of facilities, and reduction in MILCON and capital investments are projected to 
result in FY91-FY97 savings of $391.5M. 

3.4 NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COMMAND 

The Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) strategy for achieving savings and 
increasing the efficiency of its depot activities and shipyards is embodied in the Navy 
near-term plan, 2 August 1990, the JSBP, and the Naval Shipyard Corporate Operations 
Strategy and Plan (COSP). The latter document was issued 30 May 1990 and revised 
and reissued as COSP, Revision 2, 31 October 1991. The COSP is designed to meet 
the savings goals of DMRDs 908, Ship Depot Maintenance; 9191, Naval Shipyard 
Productivity Efficiencies; and 939, Computer Aided Logistics Support (CALS). The COSP 
has been structured to reflect the current and projected business operating environment 
of the shipyards. The COSP contains three key issues and accompanying plans of action 
and milestones for achieving savings and improving operations and performance. The 
three key issues for NAVSEA are: 

- Cost and Schedule Performance 
- Technical Excellence and Human Resource Strategy 
- Environmental Excellence and Occupational SafetyIHealth Enhancement 

These issues have been identified as the key areas that need improvement to 
meet the NAVSEA strategic goals. Specific standards to address these target areas are 
delineated in the COSP and encompass required changes, target goals, and performance 
measures for assessing planned progress and improvements. NAVSEA is focusing on 
maintaining a high standard of quality by stressing continuous improvement as the 
catalyst to achieve activity ownership of long-term and lasting change. To assist in the 
central effort, NAVSEA is aggressively pursuing new tools and methods to enable the 
Navy to meet its current and emerging requirements. The means to accomplish this is 
the application of Total Quality Leadership (TQL) methodology, to change the way 
NAVSEA conducts business, e.g., new ways to improve the systems NAVSEA uses, and 
to manage work and people. 



The NAVSEA strategy for managing the changing environment in the 1990's is to 
achieve depot maintenance savings goals while maintaining a responsive depot 
maintenance capability to support the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) strategic 
objectives and mission requirements. NAVSEA's strategy is best characterized as a 
phased approach. It is designed to stabilize depot operations as force structure 
reductions occur and, in parallel, implement initiatives to improve the ship maintenance 
processes that influence cost and schedule duration. Table 3-9 summarizes the NAVSEA 
FY91 savings achieved, current savings projections, targets, and variances. 

3.4.1 NAVSEA Near-Term Strategy 

The NAVSEA near-term savings strategy is the reduction of the support burden 
related to force structure and workload reductions. NAVSEA has been pursuing a phased 
approach to restructure its shore activities by downsizing the direct and indirect workforce. 
The workforce reductions have been accomplished through Reductions in Force (RIF), 
attrition, and hiring of temporary and on-call employees, which ensures adequate flexibility 
is maintained to adjust for work mix fluctuations. To accommodate employees during this 
tumultuous effort, transition pools and job fairs were and will continue to be used. 
Downsizing of the naval shipyards began in earnest in FY91. The NAVSEA corporate 
approach will accomplish the downsizing in a standard manner, making allowances for 
unique characteristics of the individual shipyards. The downsizing to match reductions 
in the depot maintenance program will yield an estimated net savings of over $1.1 6 for 
the period FY91-FY95. Savings have been reflected in the customer accounts in the 
FY92-FY97 Navy Program Objective Memorandum (POM). 

Naval shipyards also have recently reorganized to streamline the shipyards' 
support to reflect workload requirements and to concentrate on managing by project 
rather than product line. This action has led to the reduction of the indirect support 
structure of the shipyards and has resulted in balancing the workforce, i.e., the ratio of 
direct to indirect labor. Realignments will make the shipyards more responsive to 
customers and improve the management of and consumption of resources. Employment 
reductions will continue throughout FY92 to meet the reductions identified in the depot 
maintenance program. 



Table 3-9 
Summary of NAVSEA Projected Savings 

($ in Millions) 

FY91 -FY95 
FY91 - FY92 - FY93 - FY94 - FY95 SUBTOTAL - 

Near-Term 97.9 175.4 227.7 293.0 383.7 1,177.7 
Interservicing ** 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.5 
Competition 0.0 0.0 3.6 3.1 7.4 14.1 
Capacity Utilization - 1 .O 14.5 - 21.6 35.8 70.8 143.7 

Total 99.0 190.0 253.0 332.0 462.0 1,336.0 

Target 99.0 190.0 253.0 332.0 462.0 1,336.0 

Variance 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

FY91 column reflects savings achieved. 
** Includes SPAWAR ground communication and electronics. 

Near-Term 
lnterservicing 
Competition 
Capacity Utilization 

Total 

Target 

Variance 

FY91-95 
SUBTOTAL TOTAL 

3.4.2 NAVSEA Long-Range Strategy 

The NAVSEA long-range strategy is to increase interservicing and capacity 
utilization, and to heighten competition in executing ship depot level maintenance. The 
savings from this combination of long-range actions, will result in savings of approximately 
$352.8M for FY91 -FY97. 

NAVSEA is formulating a transition plan to address the downsizing of existing depot 
capacity. This plan will target increasing the utilization of capacity by eliminating capacity 
no longer needed, e.g., excess facilities, obsolete machinery in use, drydocks no longer 



usable due to size constraints. Increased interservicing is expected to contribute to 
savings by reducing redundant, repetitive tasks among the Services through consolidation 
of effort. Competition savings will be increased by offering work not normally competed 
between the private and public sectors. 

In addition to the savings accruing through increased intersewicing, competition, 
and capacity utilization, a combination of NAVSEA initiatives to achieve process 
improvements, consolidations, and efficiency gains over the long term are being pursued 
through the COSP. One of the ongoing developments that will result in signficant 
savings, which will apply to DMRDs 91 9 and 939, is the development and implementation 
of the Advanced Industrial Management (AIM) Program. AIM will improve naval 
shipyards' performance through: 

- Improved Work Planning, Estimating, and Scheduling Process 
- Application of Group and Zone Technology 
- Automation Improvement through Data Integration and Control 
- Organizational Changes to take Advantage of the Improved Processes 

As much as AIM is an engineered process improvement for industrial operation, 
and a major COSP initiative, it will also integrate current approved initiatives applicable 
to DMRD 939 such as Engineering Drawing Management Information Control System 
(EDMICS), Super-visor's Desk (SUPDESK), Computer Aided Design 2 (CAD2), and Local 
Area Networks (LAN). Through improved NAVSEA processes will come synergistic 
benefits to the entire spectrum of the acquisition and logistics management. Process 
efficiencies will reduce the industrial effort required to accomplish depot level repair, and 
will result in decreasing costs to the customer. 

3.5 AIR FORCE 

The Air Force strategy is derived from its near-term plan, 30 July 1990; the JSBP; 
and the Air Force Depot Maintenance Business Plan, 26 April 1991. The strategy 
contained in the latter document remains unchanged, but the actions to achieve the 
strategy have been updated to reflect the current projections for achieving the Air Force 
DMRD 908 savings. Table 3-1 0 summarizes savings, DMRD 908 targets and variances 
for the Air Force. 



Table 3-10 
Summary of Air Force Projected Savings 

($ in Millions) 
FY91 -FY95 

FY91 - FY92 - FY93 - FY94 - - FY95 SUBTOTAL 

Near-Term 44.2 68.0 105.0 109.0 109.0 435.2 
lnterservicing 0 .O 1.7 11.6 13.0 13.5 39.8 
Competition 14.1 68.8 11 0.5 176.6 241.7 61 1.7 
Capacity Utilization - 0.1 - 10.8 - 8.4 1.2 - 3.2 23.7 - 
Total 58.4 149.3 235.5 299.8 367.4 1,110.4 

Target 5.9 149.3 235.5 309.1 41 0.6 1,110.4 

Variance +52.5 0.0 0.0 -9.3 -43.2 0.0 

* FY91 column reflects savings achieved. 

FY91-95 
SUBTOTAL - FY96 - FY97 TOTAL 

Near-Term 435.2 1 12.7 11 6.5 664.4 
lnterserviclng 39.8 14.6 15.6 70.0 
Competition 61 1.7 162.0 169.6 943.3 
Capacity Utlllzation 23.7 3.4 3.5 30.6 

Total 1,110.4 292.7 305.2 1,708.3 

Target 1,110.4 292.7 305.2 1,708.3 

Variance 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

3.5.1 Air Force Near-Term Strategy 

The Air Force Near-Term Plan, 30 July 1990, called for the reduction of the Air 
Force programmed depot maintenance costs between FY91 and FY95. This period has 
been extended to FY97 with total projected savings of $664.4M. 

No Air Force near-term savings were originally planned for FY91 because all efforts 
were directed towards preventing a loss to the Depot Maintenance Industrial Fund (DMIF) 
in FY91. However, due to aggressive actions, not only was a loss prevented but profit 
was realized. This profit was due, in part, to cost reductions in areas identified in the 
Near-Term Plan. The profit will help to balance the DMIF Accumulated Operating Result 
(AOR) by FY93. This early success means the Air Force achieved savings earlier than 
planned. The FY92-FY95 projected Air Force near-term savings remain the same as first 
identified. The FY96-FY97 Air Force near-term savings projections are an extension of 
the FY95 level of savings. 



The Air Force near-term plan called for personnel reductions, installation closure, 
streamlining, and process improvements. As shown in the following paragraphs, many 
of these actions have been initiated and in some cases completed. For example, based 
on force structure projections, streamlining of operations, and productivity improvements, 
Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) developed a five-year plan to structure Air Force 
depots to provide continuing support to its customers and achieve maximum savings 
while creating minimum disruption of the work force. FY91 -FY97 savings associated with 
this action are $274.3M. 

Part of the five-year plan was a reduction of the Air Force DMlF work force of over 
6,000 people in mid FY91. This was realized through a combination of actions--early out, 
RIF, and normal attrition. A hiring freeze is expected to continue, with only limited DMlF 
hiring of individuals with critical skills for mission essential workloads. The five-year plan 
will be reviewed and validated to ensure that when workload increases or decreases 
occur, any capability or needed workforce adjustments will be implemented. 

Other near-term actions include the closure of Support Group Europe (SGE) at 
RAF Kemble, improving material management, reducing equipment/supplies, and 
reducing Contractor Engineering Technical Services (CETS). The closure of SGE is 
proceeding as planned with the forward stockage and organic depot maintenance 
functions being terminated on 1 January 1992 and 31 March 1992, respectively. Depot 
maintenance is being returned to the CONUS source of repair. In-theater contractors are 
being evaluated as potential repair sources when deemed cost effective or mission 
critical. United States Air Force Europe (USAFE) base stock levels have been increased 
on critical items to offset the loss of forward stockage. Withdrawal of other SGE functions 
was completed by August 1992. The F Y ~ I - F Y ~ ~  savings from closure of SGE are 
$73.5M. 

Material management improvement is being accomplished by converting all 
targeted Maintenance Inventory Centers (MIC) to Depot Maintenance Support Centers 
(DMSC). This effort is expected to provide $1 19.1 M of savings through FY97. Each 
DMSC will store and issue forward stocked material directly from the Air Force Stock 
Fund instead of holding inventory in the Air Force Industrial Fund. This will avoid 
duplicate inventories on the same depot as well as minimize accounting and inventory 
adjustments 

Contractor Engineering Technical Services are DOD contractors who provide 
training and guidance to DOD personnel for new or upgraded systems. CETS personnel 
conduct training within a unit to increase the technical qualification of DOD assigned 
personnel. Through improved training of maintenance technicians under the Human 
Resources Development Program, reliance on CETS support can be reduced. CETS 
have been reduced from the 54 CETS personnel used in FY90 to 15 CETS contractors 
in FY93. 



Process improvements are also an important element of the Air Force near-term 
strategy. As part of the effort to improve processes, each Air Logistics Center has 
reorganized into product directorates and is structured to better meet customer needs 
using TQM philosophies. Emphasis is centered on improved processes in every aspect 
of depot maintenance operation. These process improvements are designed to reduce 
supply and equipment requirements of the depots by an estimated 25 percent. The Air 
Force's FY91 experience shows these changes have in fact taken place. 

3.5.2 Air Force Long-Range Strategy 

The Air Force continues with its long-range strategy of achieving savings through 
interservicing, competition, and increased capacity utilization, with the majority of its 
savings coming from competition. 

3.5.2.1 Air Force Interservicing Strategy 

The goal of the Air Force is to reduce the cost of accomplishing depot maintenance 
through increased interservicing. The projected FY91 -FY97 interservicing savings for the 
Air Force are $70.OM. Significant FY91-FY97 interservicing savings for the Air Force 
include Air Force F-4 workload transfer to NADEP Cherry Point ($6.4M), Air Force J79 
engine workload transfer to NADEP Cherry Point ($6.7M), tactical missile interservicing 
to LEAD ($1 9.4M), and economies of scale resulting from the Navy TF30 and F110 
engines being interserviced to OC-ALC ($37.5M). 

The projected economies of scale savings associated with the latter initiative are 
provided when overhead costs are spread over a larger workload base. The transfer of 
the Navy TF30 engine workload from NADEP Norfolk to OC-ALC is scheduled to 
transition 30 December 1992. The Navy F110 engine workload transfer from NADEP 
Norfolk to OC-ALC is scheduled to transition 30 September 1993. 

The transfer of t h e  J79 engine  workload from OC-ALC to NADEP Cherry Point has 
been completed. The projected J79 workload has dropped significantly since the engine 
commodity study was completed due to force structure reductions. The F-4 airframe 
workload transfer from 00-ALC to NADEP Cherry Point is not on the original schedule 
and is now targeted for the first quarter FY93. The projected workload for this 
interservicing action has increased since the completion of the fixed-wing aircraft 
commodity study due to an increase in Foreign Military Sales (FMS) workload. 

The tactical missile interservicing action is proceeding. The Air Force Sparrow 
missile workload, currently interserviced at NADEP Alameda, is on schedule to transfer 
to LEAD during the third quarter of FY93. The Air Force Sidewinder workload, currently 
accomplished at 00-ALC, is on schedule to transfer to LEAD during the fourth quarter 
FY93. The Air Force Maverick missile workload scheduled transfer from 00-ALC to 
LEAD has slipped to the third quarter FY96. 



Other interservicing actions with lesser individual associated savings are being 
pursued. These include the small arms workload transfer from 00-ALC to ANAD, which 
is complete; the Navy C-130 landing gear workload to 00-ALC; the prototype effort of the 
Navy F-14 landing gear to 00-ALC; and Army ground support GTE's to SA-ALC. 

3.5.2.2 Air Force Competition Strategy 

Competition remains the primary source of expected Air Force FY91-FY97 savings 
and totals $943.3M. This includes public-private competition, public-public competition, 
and manufacturing competition. The Air Force strategy is to compete at least one 
workload within each center's assigned commodity/technology groups during FY91 -FY95 
and apply the lessons learned to other workloads in that group. In addition each center 
will put at risk, i.e., compete, some of its organic workload by the end of FY95. In 
preparation for competition, the Air Force has reduced its industrially funded workforce 
in order to make its depots more competitive. This will result in a savings of $287.5M. 
Public-private competitions will result in savings of $598.0MI public-public competitions 
will add an additional $45.8MI and manufacturing competition will contribute $1 2.OM. 

FY91 competition savings were $1 4.1 M, an increase from the original projection 
of $4.9M. The revised total reflects the net result of savings gained through manpower 
reductions and a net cost for the FY91 prototype competitions due to the one time costs 
associated with starting competitions. Future savings projections for competition will more 
than offset the initial prototype cost. 

The Air Force projected competition savings differ from the initial DDMC CBP. 
Table 3-1 1 provides a summary of Air Force adjustments to its initial list of FY92 
competition candidates. The adjustments are attributable to the visibility gained from the 
actual FY91 competitions; changes to the list of FY92 candidates caused by force 
structure reductions, e.g., 9-52G phasedown; manpower reductions; and lessons learned 
(lessons learned savings result from applying efficiencies gained from specific 
competitions to other programs). The FY91 -FY95 decrease in projected savings from 
$642M to $607M is offset by increases in FY91 near-term savings and manpower 
reductions. The greatest variance occurs in FY95 (-$38.4M). Projected FY91-N95 
savings from manufacturing competitions have decreased from $52M to $8M based on 
experience gained in FY91. The decrease is offset by increases in public-private 
competitions and the associated lessons learned savings. 

The Air Force has more clearly defined its competition programs for FY93 as well. 
The Air Force proposed FY93 competition candidates (see Table 5-4) are expected to 
result in FY93-FY97 savings of $1 73.9M. Details of these savings are provided within the 
FY92 Air Force Business Plan Update and the Secretariat Implementation Tracking 
System (SITS). 



Table 3-11 
Air Force Adjustments to FY92 Competition Program 

Candidate Action 

KC-135 IFR Boom 
J57 Engine 
F-16 Air Pressure Regulator Valve 

Minuteman Ill Gyro 

Refurb Silos at Vandenburg 

Miscellaneous Aircraft Wheels 
APQ-172 Radar Pod 
CSD Transmissions 
F-16 APG-68 Radar 
Assorted Landing Gear 
Ground C-E 

1001200KW Generators 

Moved to FY93 candidate 
Deleted, lack of requirements (B-52G phasedown) 
Deleted, not representative of 00-ALC competition 
plan 
Deleted, competition will be limited to private-private at 
discretion of System Program Manager (SPM) 
Deleted, not representative of 00-ALC competition 
plan 
Moved to FY93 candidate 
Deleted, decline of requirements (F-4 phasedown) 
Added as FY92 candidate 
Added as FY92 candidate 
Added as FY92 candidate 
Deleted as FY92 candidate due to SM-ALC 
involvement in SAAD competition 
Deleted as FY92 candidate due to SM-ALC 
involvement in SAAD competition 

3.5.2.3 Air Force Capacity Utilization Strategy 

The Air Force strategy continues to emphasize depot downsizing. This entails 
divesting or mothballing unneeded facilities and equipment when it is cost effective and 
does not impact mobilization capability or future workload requirements. Accordingly, 
equipment and facility utilization will continue to be analyzed in relation to current and 
projected workloads and reserve capacity requirements. Air Force actions to increase 
capacity utilization are projected to achieve savings of $30.6M for FY91 -FY97. Detailed 
center plans are being implemented to achieve projected savings through reductions in 
equipment buys and other divestitures. 

Projected Air Force equipment savings will be realized through workload 
consolidations and process improvements (Industrial Process Improvement Program). 
Industrial Plant Equipment savings are estimated based on the reduced flying hour 
program and the reduced maintenance workload hours. Centers will be able to 
accomplish their mission by using equipment from other facilities or by requiring less 
equipment based on new workload projections and/or process improvements. 

In FY92, equipment reduction savings of $5.6M will accrue through the 
cancellation of procurement requests for one thread grinder, one five-axis milling machine, 
one material analyzer, and one compressor. Equipment reductions in FY93 of one fluid 
cell press, one drop hammer mill, and an image digitizer are expected to save $2.7M. 



Air Force capacity utilization savings achieved for FY91 were $0.1M. The 
reduction from the projected $l.OM savings is attributed to the projected beneficial 
occupancy date slippage of the new Integrated Structural Repair Overhaul and 
Maintenance System (ISROMS) facility at 00-ALC. Move-in is projected to occur during 
the first quarter of FY93. Consolidation of operations in the ISROMS facility will create 
capacity savings through elimination of aged buildings and equipment. 

3.6 MARINE CORPS 

The Marine Corps business strategy is documented in the Marine Corps 
Maintenance Corporate Business Plan, 21 April 1992. The plan presents the Marine 
Corps strategy to reduce the cost of depot maintenance by $28.1 over the period 
FY91 -FY97. In implementing this strategy, the Marine Corps operates under the following 
constraints: 

- Industry has access to the DOD supply system. This allows industry to 
choose between a private vendor and DOD for the best price. DOD 
activities are required to use the DOD supply system and do not have the 
flexibility that industry has. This creates an unlevel playing field with the 
advantage of price and lead time to industry. 

- MILCON projects are funded separately from other requirements. The 
timeliness of funding for these projects is inadequate for competition. The 
requirement far exceeds the receipt of the resources. 

- The large variety of ongoing programs and the relatively small capacity of 
the Marine Corps Depot Maintenance Activities (DMA) compared to the 
other Service depots and commercial depots tend to put the Marine Corps 
at a competitive disadvantage. 

- The Marine Corps uses the Inspect and Repair Only as Necessary 
(IROAN) maintenance philosophy. The IROAN program is cost effective, 
but can be difficult to bid as a fixed price contract. The inability to 
compete weapon systems on a fixed price basis can limit the opportunity 
for savings. 

Table 3-1 2 shows Marine Corps savings projections for the period FY91 -FY97, 
as well as the DMRD 908 savings target and variances from the target. The baseline for 
projecting savings is the FY91 amended budget submitted to Congress in January 1990 
for the Operations and Maintenance Appropriation Equipment Maintenance Program. 
FY91 savings achieved are based on the two programs competed as part of the FY91 
Competition Demonstration Program (AN/TPB-1 D Radar Set and M923 5-Ton Truck). 



Table 3-12 
Summary of Marine Corps Projected Savings 

($ in Millions) 

FY91 -FY95 
FY91 - FY92 - FY93 - FY94 - - FY95 SUBTOTAL 

Near-Term 0.0 (27.0)** 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Interservicing 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.6 1.6 
Competition 0.3 0.4 2.0 4.0 6.0 12.7 
Capacity Utillzatlon - 0.1 - 0.1 - 0.1 0.1 - 0.0 0.4 - 
Total 0.4 0.7 2.4 4.6 6.6 14.7 

Target 0.2 0.5 2.6 4.7 6.7 14.7 

Variance +0.2 +0.2 -0.2 -0.1 -0.1 0.0 

FY91 column reflects savings achieved. 
** Memo entry: Cost avoidance--MI Tank project planned but not included in the POM. 

FY91-95 
SUBTOTAL - FY96 FY97 - TOTAL 

Near-Term 0 .O 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Interservicing 1.6 0.0 o .O 1.6 
Competition 12.7 6.7 6.7 26.1 
Capacity Utiliratlon - 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.4 

Total 14.7 6.7 6.7 28.1 

Target 14.7 6.7 6.7 28.1 

Variance 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

3.6.1 Marine Corps Near-Term Strategy 

The Marine Corps near-term strategy entails cancellation of the M I  Tank 
facilitization at Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow. This action affords a cost 
avoidance of $27M. 

3.6.2 Marine Corps Long-Range Strategy 

The strategy to achieve long-range savings is based on three interdependent 
functions: an increase in interservicing of depot maintenance workloads where cost 
savings can be achieved, an optimal utilization of depot capacity that ensures efficiency 
and provides for the infrastructure necessary to meet peacetime and contingency needs. 



and the implementation of a comprehensive public-private and public-public competition 
program for depot maintenance workloads. 

3.6.2.1 Marine Corps Interservicing Strategy 

Marine Corps intersewicing savings will be generated by two actions. The first is 
interservicing of 5-ton truck workload to TEAD during FY92. This action was taken as a 
result of the award of the M-923 5-Ton Truck workload to TEAD in the FY91 Competition 
Demonstration Program. In the wake of that award, the Marine Corps determined that 
further savings could be achieved through the interservicing of additional FY92 5-ton truck 
workload to TEAD. This action will also reduce the potential for a large workload carry- 
over as a result of the influx of Desert Storm workload. Other Marine Corps interservicing 
savings will be realized through the transfer of Hawk Missile workload from contract to 
LEAD. 

3.6.2.2 Marine Corps Competition Strategy 

Competition represents the most aggressive portion of the Marine Corps strategy, 
with a projected savings of $26.1 M. The major area for competition savings is that of 
weapon systems competition. Other areas of opportunity in competition will be analyzed 
as additional sources of savings to supplement or replace the weapon system candidates. 
Major modification and refurbishment programs will be evaluated for their competition 
potential. Current contracts will be reviewed for possible competition candidates where 
available technical data permits. Three competition programs have been added to those 
shown in the basic DDMC CBP. These include the AAV-P7A1 Block II Upgrade and 
Refurbishment Program, the 5-Ton Series Trucks, and the Logistics Vehicle System 
(LVS). Also, the planned competition for the M998 Truck has been accelerated from 
FY94 to FY92 due to increased availability of assets and Desert Storm funding. The 
Marine Corps will maximize the process of generating savings. Efficiencies realized from 
competition of above core requirements will be applied to core requirements. Efficiencies 
gained at a competing depot will be applied to the non-competition depot in those 
instances where a weapon system common to both depots is competed. All FY92 Marine 
Corps competition programs are on schedule to be awarded during August and 
September 1992. 

3.6.2.3 Marine Corps Capacity Utilization Strategy 

The Marine Corps DMAs will operate at a higher than normal capacity utilization 
rate during the FY92-FY94 period because of the extensive use of overtime and 
temporary employees to execute Desert Storm workload. Given these projections of high 
utilization, opportunities for capacity utilization savings are limited. The total Marine Corps 
FY91-FY97 capacity utilization savings is $0.4M. This includes $0.05M savings in FY91 
due to two initiatives at MCLB Barstow--depot repair of a Hawk Missile harness vice 
purchase, and automating material issues in support of production lines. In spite of the 
relatively low potential for capacity utilization savings, the Marine Corps will continue to 



apply TQL principles maximizing efficiency and productivity to increase its capacity 
utilization level to the maximum extent possible. The Marine Corps strategy to improve 
depot productivity includes: 

- Streamlininglimproving depot processes 

- Expanding the IROAN program to additional weapon systems 

- Installing an automated parts retrieval system to reduce materiel expenses 
and direct labor costs 

- Installing the Automated Production Control System (APCS) to enhance 
financial analysis, production scheduling, workload forecasting, and capacity 
analysis. 

To enhance its competitive posture, the Marine Corps plans to install APCS at both 
depots during FY92 using commercially available software. Implementation will be 
completed in FY93. The APCS will provide enhanced labor, material and financial 
visibility, and competitive bid costing. It will improve and link repair scheduling and parts 
inventory management through the use of the following functional modules: work in 
progress, defect tracing, production planning and scheduling, workload forecasting, and 
capacity analysis. Benefits to be realized from APCS include reduction in inventory costs, 
faster parts routing, and real-time management information. It is anticipated that a 
decrease in indirect personnel costs will be realized upon full implementation of the 
APCS. 

This depot optimization process will not remove the requirement to maintain a 
reserve capacity to meet military core requirements and potential workload won through 
successful competition. Also, it is necessary to retain reserve capacity to meet 
unexpected workload fluctuations and mobilization requirements to enable immediate 
responsiveness during national emergencies short of wartime, such as Operations Desert 
Shield and Just Cause. 

3.7 INDUSTRIAL PLANT EQUIPMENT (IPE) 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production and Logistics) (ASD(P&L)) has 
determined that DLA is the Consolidated Material Manager for Federal Stock Group 34, 
which includes IPE, and the single source of IPE depot maintenance for all DOD. 
Accordingly, the IPE depot maintenance capability is being eliminated at SEAD and the 
Army IPE workload transferred to DLA. DLA has been performing IPE depot 
maintenance, and other technical IPE support services, for the Army, Navy, Air Force, 
and Marine Corps. As a result, more cost effective IPE depot level maintenance will be 
accomplished at DLA1s Stockton, CAI and Mechanicsburg, PA, sites andlor by contract 



under the consolidated material management of the Defense General Supply Center at 
Richmond, VA. Table 3-1 3 provides a summary of estimated Service savings associated 
with the IPE workload consolidation. 

Table 3-1 3 
Summary of Estimated Industrial Plant Equipment Cost Savings 

($ in Millions) 

FY92 FY93 FY95 FY96 FY97 TOTAL - 
Army -2.8 2.6 2.7 2.8 2.9 2.9 11 .O 
NAVAIR 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 1.5 
NAVSEA 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 8.3 
Air Force - 0.3 - 0.3 0.3 - 0.3 - 0.3 - 0.3 - 1.6 - 
TOTAL -0.9 4.5 4.6 4.7 4.7 4.8 22.3 

These estimated savings are undergoing validation by the Services and DLA. 



CHAPTER 4 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

The Department of Defense depot maintenance policy emphasizes aggressive use 
of interservice maintenance support whenever increased economy to the Government will 
result and when such support is consistent with operational requirements. Under the 
current Depot Maintenance lnterservice (DMI) Program concept, the Military Services 
individually and jointly are exercising maximum use of interservice capabilities to comply 
with this policy. Interservicing actions identified in the FY91-FY95 DDMC CBP as a result 
of the DDMC commodity studies conducted in 1990 - 1991 are a major part of the effort. 
The successful completion of workload transitions derived from the commodity studies 
combined with other interservicing efforts such as new start assignments, will enhance 
more efficient use of existing depot facilities, eliminate unnecessary capacity and 
capability, and lower costs to the Government through economies of scale and other 
efficiencies. 

4.2 PROJECTED SAVINGS 

The overriding objective of increased interservicing is to perform workloads within 
the cost, quality, and scheduled requirements of the Principal Service. Interservicing 
savings are being accrued from greater economies of scale through consolidations which 
reduce recurring costs to the gaining depot. The losing activity realizes savings through 
overhead reductions associated with reduced workload and downsizing its facilities to 
eliminate underutilized capacity. The N 9 1  - N 9 7  interservicing savings forecast is 
$133.8M. Table 4-1 shows interservicing savings projected by the individual Services. 
Due to rounding, figures may not add exactly. 

Table 4-1 
Projected lnterservice Savings 

($ in Millions) 

FY91 - FY94 FY93 FY92 FY95 - FYg7 TOTAL FY96 

Army 0.0 0.0 0.5 1.4 1.9 2.5 2.6 8.9 
NAVAIR 0.0 0.0 10.9 9.4 10.8 10.6 10.9 52.6 
NAVSEA ** 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.7 
Air Force 0.0 1.7 11.6 13.0 13.5 14.6 15.6 70.0 
Marlne Corps 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.6 0 .O 0 .O 1.6 

Total 0.1 2.0 23.4 24.4 26.9 27.8 29.2 133.8 

* FY91 column reflects savings achieved. 

** Includes SPAWAR ground communication and electronics. 



4.3 CURRENT INTERSERVICING LEVELS 

4.3.1 Methodology to Measure Interservicing 

DODD 41 51.1 defines "Interservice maintenance support" as maintenance either 
recurring or non-recurring, performed by the organic capability of one Military Service or 
element thereof in support of another military Service or element thereof." This traditional 
concept of interservicing is, however, only one portion of the total DM1 Program. DM1 
Program Workload performed at DOD installations and commercial contractors which is 
associated with interservice support (i.e., work performed under depot maintenance 
interservice support agreements, depot maintenance work managed under the 
nonconsumable item material support exchange program, and work performed under joint 
depot maintenance contracts). The definitions of the various DM1 Program Workload 
elements are as follows: 

Interservice: Maintenance, either recurring or nonrecurring, performed by the 
organic capability of one military ServiceIDefense Logistics Agency (DLA) or 
element thereof in support of another military ServiceIDLA or element thereof. 

Other Interservice: Maintenance performed by the organic capability of one 
military ServiceIDLA or element thereof, or maintenance performed by a 
commercial firm pursuant to a contract negotiated by one of the military 
ServicesIDLA in support of other DOD agencies other than military ServicesIDLA 
such as the Defense Security Assistance Agency and the Defense Intelligence 
Agency. 

Joint Service (JS) Contract: Maintenance performed by a commercial firm for a 
military ServiceIDLA or element thereof, pursuant to a contract negotiated by 
another military ServiceIDLA. (This category includes the joint Contractor Field 
Team (CFT) program, administered at Wright-Patterson AFB, OH.) 

Nonconsumable Item Materiel Support Code (NIMSC) 5: Logistics support for 
recoverable items used by two or more military Services whereby the military 
Service which is the Primary Inventory Control Activity (PICA) is responsible for all 
logistics functions including depot maintenance. To obtain maintenance support 
for these items, military Services that are Secondary lnventory Control Activities 
(SICA) submit funded requisitions for their supply requirements, and return 
unserviceable items to the PICA for credit. The PICA, in turn, obtains depot 
maintenance, either organically, or contractually, for the unserviceable items and 
returns them to stock for reissue. 

Two concepts are used in the computation of the interservicing level, non- 
susceptible workload and susceptible workload. The definitions of these concepts are: 



Non-susceptible Workload: Workload that, due to requirements for specialized 
resources, does not lend itself to interservicing. These specialized resources 
include drydocks, large hangars, nuclear facilities, and large missile handling 
capabilities. Such resources reside in only one Service, and associated workloads 
cannot be considered for interservicing. This approach excludes workloads such 
as strategic bomber airframes (B-1, 8-2, 8-52), large transport airframes (C-5, 
C-135, C-141), Navy ships, and specific strategic missile workloads (Minuteman, 
Peacekeeper, Trident). 

Susceptible Workload: Workload that is other than non-susceptible 

For computation of the interservicing level, the susceptible workload level is determined 
by subtracting the non-susceptible workload from the total workload. The percentage of 
interservice workload is then determined by summing the DM1 Program Workload 
elements identified above, and dividing this total by the total DOD workload base that is 
susceptible to interservicing. 

4.3.2 Interservicing Data 

The FY90 and FY91 DM1 Program Workloads have been quantified under this 
approach and are shown on Charts 4-1 and 4-2, respectively. As seen in Chart 4-1, the 
FY90 DM1 Program Workload is about 6 percent of the FY90 DOD program that is 
susceptible to interservicing. This is down 0.3 percent from the 6.3 percent for FY89 
reflected in the FY91-FY95 DDMC CBP. It must be noted, however, that this total does 
not reflect the impact of interservicing decisions published in the FY91-FY35 DDMC CBP. 
As shown on Chart 4-2, the FY91 DM1 Program Workload is seven percent of the FY91 
DOD program that is susceptible to interservicing, and reflects a one percent increase 
from FY90. Chart 4-1 and 4-2 reflect data from the DOD 7220.9-M database. FY91 is 
the most recent year for which completed workload data are available. Since 7220.9-M 
data reflects only financial completions reported during a particular fiscal year, the impact 
of DDMC CBP decisions will not be evident in the database for some time to come. 

Implementation of DDMC CBP interservicing decisions continues on schedule. For 
example, workload for the Army Bridge Loader Transporter has been transferred from 
Tooele Army Dapot (TEAD) to Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow. Air Force small 
arms workload has been transferred from Ogden Air Logistics Center to Anniston Army 
Depot. The advent of public-private competition is a boost for interservicing, as reflected 
by the award of Marine Corps M923 5 Ton Truck workload to TEAD. As a result of this 
award, the Marine Corps is interservicing additional 5 ton truck workload to TEAD during 
FY92. 



Chart 4-1 
FY90 Completed Depot Maintenance Workloads 

Total Workload Susceptible 
to lnterservicing 

($8.5038) 
DM1 Program 

($.492B) 

Organic 
($6.1 99B) 

lnterservice NlMSC 5 Organic 
($21 7M) ($1 92M) 

44.1 % 39% 

DM1 Program 
($.492B) 

12.2% 

NlMSC 5 Contract JS Contract 
($23M) ($60M) 

Chart 4-2 
FY91 Completed Depot Maintenance Workloads 

Total Workload Susceptible 
to lnterservicing 

($8.254B) 
DM1 Program 

($.615B) 
lnterservice NlMSC 5 Organic 

($1.8128) 

Primary Source: DoD 7220.9-M Data Base. Also includes additive for Contractor Field Teams. 



CHAPTER 5 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE COMPETITION 

5.1 BACKGROUND 

Competition is the largest single source of DMRD 908 long-range savings, 
comprising nearly 55 percent of the total long-range savings projection. To manage depot 
participation in competition, each Service has established a corporate structure and a 
business office. Table 5-1 portrays current projected competition savings by Service. 
Due to rounding, figures may not add exactly. 

Table 5-1 
Projected Competition Savings 

($ in Millions) 

FYgl* - - FY97 TOTAL FY92 FY93 FY94 Fy95 FY96 - 
Army -1.5 7.2 15.0 23.0 31 .O 28.0 36.0 138.7 
NAVAIR 64.2 57.8 11 1 .O 134.5 135.6 24.6 28.2 555.9 
NAVSEA 0.0 0.0 3.6 3.1 7.4 20.2 35.5 69.8 
Air Force 14.1 68.8 110.5 176.6 241.7 162.0 169.6 943.3 
Marine Corps - 0.3 - 0.4 - 2.0 4.0 6.0 - 6.7 6.7 - 26.1 

TOTAL 77.1 134.2 242.1 341.2 421.7 241.5 276.0 1,733.8 

FY91 column reflects savings achieved. 

The depot maintenance competition program, which includes competition on a 
public-public, public-private, and private-private basis, is carried out under various 
legislative authorities. The following govern competition: 

- Section 352 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993 
amends Section 2466 of Title 10, United States Code, to include two 
provisions. The first requires that the Secretary of a military department 
and, with respect to a Defense Agency, the Secretary of Defense, may not 
contract for the performance by non-Federal Government personnel of more 
than 40 percent of the depot-level maintenance workload for the military 
department or the Defense Agency. The second provision requires that the 
Secretary of the Army shall provide for the performance by employees of 
the Department of Defense of not less than the following percentages of 
Army aviation depot-level maintenance workload: 

a. For fiscal year 1993, 50 percent. 
b. For fiscal year 1994, 55 percent. 
c. For fiscal year 1995, 60 percent. 



- 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 repair 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 firms. 

- 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. 

The FY93 competition program will be conducted under this legislative authority. 
Previous legislative authority had authorized the Army, Air Force and Marine Corps to 
conduct a Competition Demonstration Program during FY91 -FY92. Navy ship depot 
maintenance was not part of the demonstration program, since the amount of ship work 
currently competed at that time exceeded the program scope. Because of its well 
established, viable competition program, NAVAlR did not participate, but competed 
workload on a continuing basis. 

The Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) is also developing competition procedures 
to utilize the Services' organic depot maintenance activities as a source of supply for 
certain DLA managed items. These procedures will permit the depot maintenance 
activities to compete for selected supply items for which they have production capability 
and capacity. 

5.2 FY91 COMPETITION DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM RESULTS 

The FY91 competition demonstration program permitted the Army, Air Force, and 
Marine Corps to engage in public-private competition for the first time. Each Service 
competed selected depot maintenance workloads and designated one depot to compete 
for each workload. All solicitations were open to public and private bidders, and as a 
result, some competitions involved private bidders as well as public bidders from more 
than one Service. Table 5-2 displays the results of these competitions, including 
projected savings resulting from the awards. As can be seen, organic depots did very 
well, winning eight of the total fourteen awards. There was one interservice award, with 
Tooele Army Depot winning the Marine Corps 5 Ton Truck workload. Six awards went 
to commercial firms. 



Table 5-2 
Depot Maintenance Competition FY91 Pilot Program Results 

PRE-AWARD AWARD FY91-97 
WORKLOAD - SOR WINNER SAVINGS ($MI 

Army 

T63-700 ENGINE CCAD CCAD 3.13 
PATRIOT LAUNCH STATION LEAD LEAD -0.09 
M I  13 ENGINE RRAD Detroit Diesel 0.42 
M44 1-112 TON ENGINE TEAD TEAD 0.36 
MILVANS ANAD Genco -0.03 
ANK PQ-36-37 SAAD SAAD -0.38 
RT-524 TOAD TOAD 1.49 

Air Force 

G-5615 GEARBOX SA-ALC Standard Aero 6.40 
F-16 SOFWARE IV&V 00-ALC Logicon 0.70 
TF33 VANES & SHROUDS Con tract Chromalloy 1.30 
ANKRC-97A SM-ALC SM-ALC 0.70 
ANIARC- 186 UHF WR-ALC WR-ALC 1.70 

Marine Corps 

M923 5 TON TRUCK 
AN/TPB-1 D 

MCLBB TEAD 
MCLBA Loral 

Since this was the first experience in public-private competition for the Army, Air 
Force and Marine Corps depots, the FY91 demonstration program was a valuable 
learning experience. Among the significant lessons learned were: 

- Statements of Work (SOW) should be developed as far as possible in advance 
of the planned year of work to avoid having to accomplish the competition work 
as carry-over. Timely execution of the SOW and solicitation milestones permit 
more time during the evaluation phase. 

- Cost Comparability Handbook application proved to be difficult. Guidance on 
calculating comparability factors on adjustments is not stipulated in the 
handbook. Joint service training for all personnel who use the handbook (e.g., 
contracting officers, depot bid teams, auditors, cost evaluation teams) is being 
conducted to increase common understanding of cost comparability. 

- The Depot Maintenance Inter-Service Support Agreement (DMISA) should be 
the administrative vehicle to manage a workload competitively awarded to 



another Service. Clarification is needed on the extent of DMlSA development 
to incorporate the solicitation terms and conditions. 

- Requests for Proposals (RFPs) must contain all terms and conditions applicable 
to both public and private offerors. The RFP may consist of a single document 
which includes all clauses applicable to public and private offerors with 
appropriate annotation specifying those clauses that do not apply to public 
offerors. It may also consist of two separate documents, one that applies to 
the private offerors and one that applies to the public offerors. In addition, the 
statement of work should be written in language that can be clearly understood. 
Contracting officers should be included on proposal development teams to 
facilitate understanding of and compliance with the solicitation. 

5.3 FY92 COMPETITION PROGRAM 

Table 5-3 lists the competition programs the the Services are conducting during 
FY92. 

Table 5-3 
FY92 Competition Programs 

ITEM - 
Army 

T700 Enaine 

T700 Fuel Control 
T53 Fuel Control 
T63A-720 Engine 
OH-58 Main Rotor Hub 
M88 Transmission 
M88 Final Drive - Left 
M88 Final Drive - Right 
M I  13 Transmission 
M60 T I  42 Track 
M I  13A2 Engine 
M270 MLRS Launcher 
60 Ton Locomotive 
30KW Generator Set 
15KW Generator Set 
Miscellaneous Shop Equipment 
M578 Light Recovery Vehicle 
M I  2A1 Decon Apparatus 

Total 

ANNUAL 
WORKLOAD 

CURRENT VALUE 
SOR I$ MILLIONS) 

CCAD 
CCAD 
CCAD 
CCAD 
CCAD 
CCAD 
ANAD 
ANAD 
AN AD 
RRAD 
RRAD 
RRAD 
R RAD 
TEAD 
TEAD 
TEAD 
TEAD 
LEAD 
LEAD 



ITEM - 
NAVAIR 

F-18 
J52 Engine 

Table 5-3 
FY92 Competition Program (Cont'd) 

ANNUAL 
WORKLOAD 

CURRENT VALUE 
SOR - J$ MILLIONS) 

NORIS 35.8 
JAX 39.3 

Total 

Air Force 
Constant Speed Drive Transmissions 
C-18 Programmed Depot Maintenance (PDM) 
Minuteman Ill Nuclear Hardness 
C-141 Center Wing Box Replacement 
F-16 APG-68 Radar 
Minuteman Ill Software 
Assorted Landing Gear 
C-5 Speedline 
Test Equipment & Generators 

Total 

Marine Corps 
AAV-P7Al Engine 
AAV-P7A1 Transmission 
LAV-25 
M998 Cargo Truck 

Total 

5.4 FY93 COMPETITION CANDIDATES 

OC-ALC 
Contract 
Contract 
WR-ALC 
Contract 
00- ALC 
Contract 
SA-ALC 
SA-ALC 

MCLBB 0.3 
MCLBB 0.4 
MCLBA 2.9 
MCLBA 4.7 

Table 5-4, on the following pages, lists the known workloads that are scheduled 
for competition during FY93. 



Table 5-4 
FY93 Competition Candidates 

ITEM - 
Army 

M1 09A2 Self Pro~elled Howitzer 
AH-1 T53-703 ~ " ~ i n e  
UH-1 Main Rotor Hub 
UH-1 T53-L-13B Engine 
UH-1 Gearshaft 
AH-1/UH-1 Transmission 
CTASC l ADPE 
ANlUYQ43 Maneuver Control 
Klystron Tubes 
DAS-3 
Common HardwarelSoftware 
TEAC Video Recorder 
Forward Entry Device 
Patriot Launcher Station 
MLRS, Rocket 
MLRS, Rocket Pods 
M1 13A2 Carrier (Mainz) 
M1 09 Transmission 

ANNUAL 
WORKLOAD 

CURRENT VALUE 
SOR I$ MILLIONS) 

RRAD 
CCAD 
CCAD 
CCAD 
CCAD 
CCAD 

Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Con tract 
Contract 

LEAD 
RRAD 

Contract 
Con tract 

LEAD 

Total 78.0 

NAVAIR 
T56 Enginem56 Gearbox 
P-3 Aircraft 
F404 Engine 
H-60 Aircraft 
T700 Engine 

ALMD 18.3 
JAX 27.3 
JAX 11 .O 

PNCLA 14.1 
CCAD 7.0 

Total 77.7 

NAVSEA 
NAVSEA FY93 Competition Candidates are currently being reviewed by the 218.6 
Secretary ofthe Navy and are based on the results of the Fleet Scheduling 
Conference. 

Air Force 
KC-135 In Flight Refueling Boom 
TF30 ~urbine- lades 
TF30 Airseal 
TF33 Turbine Support 
TF33 Exhaust Case 
TF33 Fan Blade 

Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 
Contract 

* Air Force candidates are proposed 



Table 5-4 
FY93 Competition Candidates (Cont'd) 

ITEM - 
Air Force * (cont'd) 

Engine Containers 
F-4C Starter 
F-15,842, E-3 Constant Speed Drives 
Air Turbine/Motors 
E-3 PDMIModifications 
T-38 Gyro 
F-16 Block 40 Modification 
F-16 APG 66 Radar 
Miscellaneous Aircraft Wheels 
T56 Enginen56 Gearbox 
F100 Unified Fuel Control 
Miscellaneous Fire Trucks 
25W40K Loaders 
ALQ-131 II RAMPOD 
APG-63 Radar 
Transponder Bundle 
ALQ- 1 55 
C-130 Propellers 

Total 

Marine Corps 
AAV-P7A1 Block II Upgrade & Refurb . - 
5-Ton Series Trucks 

Total 

CURRENT 
SOR - 

Con tract 
SA-ALC 
OC-ALC 
OC-ALC 
OC-ALC 
AGMC 

00-ALC 
00-ALC 
00-ALC 
SA-ALC 
SA-ALC 
Contract 
Contract 
WR-ALC 
WR-ALC 
WR-ALC 
WR-ALC 
WR-ALC 

MCLBB 
MCLBA 

ANNUAL 
WORKLOAD 

VALUE 
I$ MILLIONS) 

* Air Force candidates are proposed 





CHAPTER 6 

CAPACITY UTILIZATION 

6.1 CAPACITY AND UTILIZATION MEASUREMENT IMPROVEMENT 

In FY90 a study was initiated by the Joint Policy Coordinating Group on Depot 
Maintenance (JPCG-DM) to review DOD capacity measurement and utilization policies. 
The results of that study and its recommended revisions to the then DOD 4151.15-H, 
Depot Maintenance Production Shop Capacity Measurement Handbook, 22 July 1976, 
were submitted to the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production and Logistics) 
(ASD(P&L)) on 5 December 1990. ASD(P&L) approved the study report on 
25 January 1991 and began a process of revising the capacity handbook, which will now 
be designated DOD 4151.18-H and entitled the Depot Maintenance Capacity and 
Utilization Measurement Handbook. Upon approval of the governing directive, DODD 
41 51.1 8, Maintenance of Military Material, publication of the capacity handbook will 
proceed. 

6.2 CAPACITY SAVINGS BY SERVICE 

Capacity utilization is a broad heading under which various types of savings 
actions are grouped. The unifying theme of these actions is that they promote a more 
cost effective use of DOD organic maintenance facilities. 

The primary means of capacity utilization savings is consolidation, which decreases 
overhead costs by reducing the number of facilities necessary to complete depot workload 
requirements. Savings from military construction (MILCON) and capital equipment 
avoidance are also by-products of workload consolidations, since fewer new facilities, 
refurbishment and/or equipment are needed in performing depot maintenance. 

Another major type of capacity utilization savings is that of process efficiencies. 
Through the application of Total Quality Management (TQM) procedures, depots are able 
to improve efficiency in accomplishing current workloads, thereby reducing customer 
costs. 

Table 6-1 shows currently projected capacity savings, including savings achieved 
for FY91 and projected savings for FY92-FY97. Total anticipated savings for capacity is 
now $1,283.7M. Due to rounding, figures in tables in this chapter may not add exactly. 



Table 6-1 
Projected Capacity Savings 

($ in Millions) 

FY91* FY92 FY93 FY94 FY95 FY96 FY97 TOTAL - - - - -  
Army 7.7 9.7 27.3 120.1 120.9 138.9 154.4 579.0 
NAVAlR 104.4 52.2 62.5 48.6 53.8 43.9 26.1 391.5 
NAVSEA 1.0 14.5 21.6 35.8 70.8 69.3 69.3 282.3 
Air Force** 0.1 10.8 8.4 1.2 3.2 3.4 3.5 30.6 
Marine Corps*** 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0 .O 0.0 0.0 0.4 - - - - -  
Total 113.3 87.3 119.9 205.8 248.7 255.5 253.3 1,283.7 

FY91 column reflects savings achieved. 
** Savings achieved by Air Force during FY91 were $0.07M. 
*** Savings achieved by Marine Corps during FY91 were $0.05M. 

6.3 CAPACITY UTILIZATION SUMMARY 

This section provides tables which depict, by depot, the impact of all planned 
workload and capacity changes such as interservicing, consolidation, divestiture, facility 
and equipment layaway, on depot capacity utilization over the period FY91 -FY97. The 
tables are comprised of four categories: 

- Workload, which shows the amount of workload in direct labor hours that 
the depot anticipates in a given fiscal year; 

- Capacity Index, which shows the amount of workload in direct labor hours 
that the depot can effectively produce annually on a single shift, 40-hour 
week basis; 

- Utilization Index, which is a computation of dividing workload by capacity 
index; 

- Competition Risk, which shows the amount of workload at risk due to 
competition. 

Capacity and utilization data were computed in accordance with the methodology outlined 
in the DDMC Capacity Measurement Study Improvement Report, 5 December 1990. 
Capacity data represents the total capacity at each depot, including reserve and excess 
capacity. It is assumed that Competition Risk workload will be won by the current source 



of repair. Thus, in each depot table, the amount shown for Competition Risk for a 
particular fiscal year is also included in the Workload total for the same fiscal year. 

When appropriate, tables are followed by notes describing particular strategies for 
those depots. These notes also provide explanations of any unusual fluctuations shown 
by the data in a given table. 

6.3.1 Army 

Table 6-2 
Anniston Army Depot (ANAD) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 3,483 3,670 3,285 3,114 1,956 1,916 1,916 
Capacity Index 4,330 4,330 4,330 3,652 2,173 2,129 2,129 
Utilization Index 80% 85% 76% 85% 90% 90% 90% 
Competition Risk -- 0 -78 -301 -301 -301 -301 

ANAD will be the Army Center of Technical Excellence (CTX) for all heavy combat 
vehicles and small arms. The following systems encompass heavy combat vehicles: 
Abrams M I  tank series, M60 tank series, associated heavy recovery vehicles, and the 
emerging heavy armored system modernization program. ANAD will bid on the electro- 
optics/night vision workload from Sacramento Army Depot (SAAD) in FY93, with work 
expected to begin at ANAD at the beginning of FY94. Small arms work will be transferred 
from the Ogden Air Logistics Center (00-ALC) to ANAD by the end of FY92. The Army 
Tactical Missile System (ATACMS) maintenance program and stockpile reliability efforts 
will be assigned to Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD). The ATACMS military construction 
project planned for ANAD in FY92 has been cancelled. As a result of the Marine Corps 
Logistics Base (MCLB) Barstow MI Tank facility MILCON cancellation, ANAD will begin 
interservice work on Marine Corps M I  Tanks by the end of FY92. The Lance missile 
mission will remain at ANAD until it is phased out of the Army inventory. The Tube 
Launched Optically Tracked Wire Guide (TOW), Land Combat Support System (LCSS), 
Shillelagh and Dragon will transfer to LEAD. ANAD will layaway excess capacity to reach 
the 90 percent target. ANAD will bid on workload currently on national contract as 
opportunities arise during FY93 - FY97. In FY91, ANAD lost the bid for its military van 
(MILVAN) workload. In FY92, ANAD's work on the M88 Transmission, M88 Final Drive 
Left, and M88 Final Drive Right will be competitively bid with private and public sources 
of repair. 



Table 6-3 
Corpus Christi Army Depot (CCAD) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 4,308 4,042 4,244 4,114 4,430 4,640 4,640 
Capacity Index 5,155 5,155 5,155 5,155 5,155 5,155 5,155 
Utilization Index 84% 78% 82% 80% 86% 90% 90% 
Competition Risk -- 0 -1 91 -256 -256 -256 -256 

CCAD will be postured as the Army rotary wing CTX and depot maintenance facility. 
As such, CCAD will maintain the full spectrum for depot level core capability that is 
essential to provide sustainment support for all rotary wing aircraft. This sustainment 
effort includes airframe repair, modification, engine and component overhaul, blade repair, 
and a blade whirl tower capability. Army depot level maintenance repair work for the 
AH-64, UH-60, CH-47Dl and OH-58D components, currently on interim contract support, 
will be transitioned and accelerated into CCAD to meet the core capability requirements 
of CCAD. In FY91, CCAD successfully bid on the T63-A-700 engine workload with an 
estimated workload value of $9.5M. 1i1 FY92, CCAD will bid on six separate packages 
of depot maintenance work with an estimated value of $23.OM. In FY93, CCAD will bid 
on the gyrolindicators work from SAAD. 

Table 6-4 
Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 2,021 2,157 2,140 2,163 2,679 3,467 3,567 
Capaclty Index 2,576 2,590 2,380 2,401 2,881 3,611 3,716 
Utlllzatlon Index 78% 83% 90% 90% 93% 96% 96% 
Competition Risk - - 0 -28 -1 98 -1 98 -1 98 -1 98 

LEAD will be postured as the DOD specialized missile components and missile 
support equipment CTX and integrated depot levellintermediate maintenance facility. This 
consolidates guidance and control section repair for all current and future tactical air, 
ground, and surface launched missiles. The missile support equipment includes Army- 
only launchers, radars, associated ancillary equipment, and subsystem repair of missile 
platforms mounted on track or wheeled vehicles for which system integrity is not impacted 
by their removal and repair at LEAD. All Army artillery workload, with the exception of 
the Palladin conversion, will be consolidated at Red River Army Depot (RRAD) consistent 
with DDMC study decisions. Supply Class V items or components for missiles will be 
maintained at designated storage facilities. Explosive storage andlor maintenance 



capability for missiles will be accomplished through a source of repair decision. The near- 
term savings plan consolidated the tactical vehicle workload at Tooele Army Depot 
(TEAD). In FY91, LEAD successfully bid on the Patriot Launcher. In FY92, LEAD will 
bid on the M12A1 Decon Apparatus, with a total estimated value of $2.3M. In FY93, 
LEAD will bid on the radar workload from SAAD. LEAD capacity will be converted from 
tactical vehiclelartillery capability to missile capability in a time-phased schedule to match 
the increased missile mission. 

Table 6-5 
Red River Army Depot (RRAD) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 2,373 2,786 2,794 2,802 2,733 2,473 2,473 
Capacity Index 351 5 3,454 3,474 3,377 3,037 2,748 2,748 
Utilization Index 68% 81 % 80% 83% 90% 90% 90% 
Competition Risk - - 0 -293 -589 -589 - 589 -589 

RRAD will be postured as the Army light combat vehicle CTX and depot 
maintenance facility. Included are armored personnel carriers, assault vehicles, air 
defense weapon system carriers, land combat missile system platforms (where system 
integration requirements with the tracked carrier demands repairJoverhaul of the platform 
at RRAD), light tracked anti-tank and communications station carriers, track overhaul, and 
towed and self-propelled artillery. Inherent in the repairlmodification for assigned systems 
is the associated repair of engines and other secondary items. Depot level support for 
Multiple Launch Rocket System (MLRS), TOW, and Chaparral will transfer to LEAD. 
Artillery work will transfer to RRAD from LEAD. Mainz Army Depot (MZAD) workload of 
appropriate items will transfer to RRAD in FY93. RRAD will layaway excess capacity to 
reach the 90 percent target. In FY91, RRAD lost its bid for M113 engines to private 
industry. In FY92 RRAD will bid on MI13 transmissions, MI  13A2 engines, M60 TI42 
track, M578 Light Recovery Vehicle, and the M270 MLRS launcher with an estimated 
value of $25.2M. In the outyears, RRAD will have opportunities to bid on additional work 
from national contracts and other Services. 



Table 6-6 
Sacramento Army Depot (SAAD) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 2,008 2,014 1,308 670 0 0 0 
Capacity Index 3,339 3,339 3,339 3,339 0 0 0 
Utilization Index 60% 60% 39% 20% NIA NIA NIA 
Competition Risk -- 0 0 0 0 0 0 

As a result of the 1991 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process, SAAD will 
be closed. The realignment of the SAAD maintenance workload will be determined by 
sequentially phased competitions between Army and the Air Force. The Army depots are 
Anniston, Corpus Christi, Letterkenny, Red River and Tobyhanna. The Air Force 
designated depot is Sacramento Air Logistics Center (SM-ALC). Each Army Materiel 
Command (AMC) major subordinate command (MSC) with workload currently at SAAD 
will be involved in the process. The MSC's included are: Missile Command (MICOM); 
Communications-Electronics Command (CECOM); Aviation Systems Command 
(AVSCOM); Armament, Munitions and Chemical Command (AMCCOM); Troop Support 
Command (TROSCOM); and Tank-Automotive Command (TACOM). 

The SAAD workload has been divided into nine competition packages of logical 
groupings of workload. These groupings will be competed in sequentially phased, 
overlapping schedules for solicitation preparation, bid preparation, and evaluationlaward. 
The savings associated with closing SAAD and realigning its workload has been taken 
under the near-term plan. The Sacramento Army Depot Base Closure and Realignment 
Implementation Plan, 23 August 1991, contains the details of this closure/realignment. 

Table 6-7 
Tobyhanna Army Depot (TOAD) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 3,437 3,336 3,268 3,680 3,606 3,534 3,534 
Capacity Index 5,207 5,207 5,207 5,452 4,242 3,927 3,927 
Utilization Index 66% 64% 63% 67% 85% 90% 90% 
Competition Risk -- 0 0 -1,309 -1,309 -1,309 1,309 

TOAD will be postured as the Army CTX and depot level overhaullrepair facility for 
ground communication-electronics (GCE), Communications Security (COMSEC) (1 988 
BRAC decision), and associated equipment. Included in the posturing objective are all 



communications and COMSEC equipment, i.e., radios, computers, transmission 
equipment, and repair/modification/fabrication of associated shelters and containers. 
TOAD is designated as the Army CTX for automated test equipment and associated test 
program set development. The existing missile workload and associated diagnostic 
equipment will be transferred to LEAD. TOAD will remain as the CTX for satellite and 
fixed station strategic equipment. TOAD will compete for five of the nine solicitation 
packages covering the SAAD workload in FY92 and FY93 (1991 BRAC). The above 
workload and competition at risk numbers include the SAAD workload. In FY91, TOAD 
won its bid to retain the RT-524 radio. Upon completion of the SAAD workload 
competition, TOAD will have the opportunity to bid on other Army depot maintenance 
workload. TOAD will downsize to reach 90 percent capacity utilization as required. 

Table 6-8 
Tooele Army Depot (TEAD) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 2,143 2,197 1,356 1,320 1,068 1,046 1,046 
Capacity Index 2,670 2,670 2,622 2,057 1,335 1,231 1,162 
Utiiizatlon Index 80% 82% 52% 64% 80% 85% 90% 
Competition Risk -- 0 -67 -67 - 67 -67 -67 

TEAD will be postured as the Army CTX and depot level maintenance facility for 
tactical vehicles, rail equipment and general purpose and construction equipment. The 
Consolidated Maintenance Facility (CMF), which will be operational in October 1992, is 
critical to ensure cost effective repair of assigned workload. Army gas turbine engine 
(GTE) workload will be transferred to the Air Force. The TEAD rail facility will be the site 
of the consolidation of the mobile rail repair shops located at RRAD, Defense Depot 
Region East (formerly New Cumberland Army Depot), and TEAD. TEAD received the 
tactical vehicle workload from LEAD at the beginning of FY92. In FY91, TEAD won its 
bid to retain the 2 112 ton engine repair program. In FY92, TEAD will compete for 60 ton 
locomotives, 15KW and 30KW generators sets, and miscellaneous shop equipment, with 
an estimated value of $4.9M. Capacity associated with missions transferring to the 
Marine Corps and Air Force will be eliminated, as will excess capacity in the old buildings 
replaced by the CMF. 



6.3.2 Naval Air Systems Command 

Each Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP) has developed a capacity reduction plan 
which includes buildings to be closed. Overall, 87,000 square feet of NADEP space was 
eliminated during FY91. An integral part of these reduction plans are process 
improvements. Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR) recognizes that continuous 
improvement of all processes is the means by which true long-term savings will be 
achieved. Since the 1980s, its depots have focused their efforts toward improving key 
processes thereby improving upon capacity utilization. Concepts such as the Program 
Management Team Office (eliminating barriers between depots using elements of Juran 
and Deming), statistical process control (SPC), process improvement teams (PIT), 
Manufacturing Resources Planning (MRP II), Just in Time (JIT), and Total Quality 
Management (TQM), are integral parts of the NAVAIR process improvement program. 

Table 6-9 
Naval Aviation Depot Alameda (NADEP Alameda) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 3,375 2,626 2,516 2,466 2,438 2,147 2,108 
Capacity Index 5,055 2,915 2,791 2,734 2,702 2,377 2,332 
Utilization Index 67% 90% 90% 90% 90% 90% 90% 
Competition Risk -- -293 -356 -303 -459 -322 -320 

NADEP Alameda is undergoing a single siting effort with the transfer of the T56 
engine and gear box rework from NADEP Norfolk. All P-3 aircraft Standard Depot Level 
Maintenance (SDLM) and the J52 aircraft engines will be transferred from NADEP 
Alameda to NADEP Jacksonville for rework. All airborne missile guidance and control 
units will be transferred to LEAD for depot level rework. By 1993, 175,715 square feet 
of unutilized depot space will be returned to the host activity. 

Table 6-10 
Naval Aviation Depot Cherry Point (NADEP Cherry Point) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 3,503 2,419 2,592 1,960 2,028 1,967 1,987 
Capacity Index 3,136 2,639 2,838 2,140 2,209 2,148 2,130 
Utilization Index 112% 92% 91 % 92% 92% 92% 93% 
Competition Risk -- -1 56 -31 6 -1 34 -131 -127 -126 

NADEP Cherry Point is undergoing a single siting effort with the transfer of the T58 
engine rework in 1991 and the T64 engine rework in 1993 from NADEP North Island. All 



CH-46 helicopters and A-4 aircraft SDLMs will be performed at NADEP Cherry Point, 
while the C-130 SDLM workload will be transferred to 00-ALC under an interservice 
agreement. The Air Force F-4 aircraft workload and the J79 engine workload will be 
interserviced to NADEP Cherry Point. 27,290 square feet of unutilized space will be 
returned to the host activity by 1995. 

Table 6-1 1 
Naval Aviation Depot Jacksonville (NADEP Jacksonville) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 2,363 2,426 2,583 2,056 2,240 2,118 2,025 
Capacity index 2,947 2,693 2,863 2,271 2,484 2,349 2,243 
Utilization Index 80% 90% 90% 90% 90% 90% 90% 
Competition Risk -- -188 -378 -390 -533 -449 -388 

NADEP Jacksonville is undergoing a single siting effort with the transfer of all P-3 
aircraft SDLMs from NADEP Alameda and the T-2 trainer SDLM from NADEP Pensacola. 
NADEP Jacksonville will become the designated overhaul point for the J52 and F404 
aircraft engines. By 1993, NADEP Jacksonville plans to reduce the total depot floor 
space by 21 7,833 square feet. 

Table 6-1 2 
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk (NADEP Norfolk) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 3,649 3,133 3,373 2,873 2,802 2,808 2,984 
Capacity Index 3,741 3,314 3,606 3,145 3,081 3,085 3,237 
Utilization Index 98% 95% 94% 91 O/O 91 % 91 % 92% 
Competition Risk -- -188 -163 -164 -318 -284 -300 

NADEP Norfolk is undergoing a single siting effort with the transfer of aircraft, 
missile, and other workloads. All F110 and TF30 engine workload will be transferred to 
Oklahoma Air Logistics Center (OC-ALC). All T56 engine workload and the T56 Gear 
Box has been transferred to NADEP Alameda. All airborne missile guidance and control 
units will be transferred to LEAD. NADEP Norfolk will retain the F-14 SDLM workload, 
and the A-6 SDLM workload will be single sited after the rewing is complete. Unutilized 
facilities will be returned to the host activity. 



Table 6-13 
Naval Aviation Depot North Island (NADEP North Island) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 3,555 2,706 2,546 2,359 2,478 2,595 2,656 
Capacity Index 4,472 2,992 2,808 2,608 2,711 2,837 2,877 
Utilization Index 80% 90% 91 % 90% 91 % 91 % 92% 
Cornpetition Risk - - -1 61 -597 -51 9 -576 -691 -767 

NADEP North Island is undergoing a single siting effort with the transfer of all 
CH-46 SDLM to NADEP Cherry Point, all F-14 SDLMs to NADEP Norfolk, and all F404 
engine workload to NADEP Jacksonville. All F/A-18 aircraft will be reworked at NADEP 
North Island. The depot will lose the T58 and T64 engine overhaul effort to NADEP 
Cherry Point. Unutilized facilities will be returned to the host activity. 

Table 6-14 
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola (NADEP Pensacola) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 3,331 3,054 2,871 2,701 2,817 2,706 2,828 
Capacity Index 3,650 3,375 3,187 2,995 3,093 2,964 3,069 
Utilization Index 91 % 90% 90% 90% 91 % 91 % 92% 
Competition Risk - - -264 -232 -244 -272 -227 -259 

NADEP Pensacola is undergoing a single siting effort with the transfer of all T-2 
SDLM workload to NADEP Jacksonville in FY91, and all A-4 SDLM workload to NADEP 
Cherry Point in FY92. Unutilized facilities will be returned to the host activity. 



6.3.3 Naval Sea Systems Command 

Table 6-15 
Naval Shipyard Portsmouth (NSY Portsmouth) 

(DLH 000) 

Shipyard Workload 6,613 6,130 6,176 5,506 4,070 5,012 5,556 
Drydock Utilization 140% 36% 66% 38% 20% 37% 52% 
Competition Risk -- 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Naval Shipyard Portsmouth's workload consists primarily of nuclear submarine 
repair and modernization. The First SSN-688 class refueling will start in FY93. These 
refueling overhauls will be the predominant feature of the shipyard's workload for the 
balance of the decade. 

Table 6-1 6 
Naval Shipyard Philadelphia (NSY Philadelphia) 

(DLH 000) 

Shipyard Workload 8,798 8,308 6,049 5,651 4,028 0 0 
Drydock Utilization 89% 90% 25% 29% 0% 0% 0% 
Competition Rlsk -- 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Naval Shipyard Philadelphia is slated to close in 1996 due to the BRAC-91 
decision. Its workload through FY95 includes the overhaul of the USS JOHN F. 
KENNEDY (CV-67) and the conversion of the USS FORRESTAL (CV-59) to ATV-59. In 
addition, the shipyard will be involved with environmental clean-up and closure 
preparation. 



Table 6-17 
Naval Shipyard Norfolk (NSY Norfolk) 

(DLH 000) 

Shipyard Workload 1 1,016 12,755 1 0,485 9,596 9,142 11,128 11,566 
Drydock Utilization 61 % 103% 94% 41 % 28% 64% 48% 
Cornpetition Risk -- 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Naval Shipyard Norfolk's workload includes nuclear and non-nuclear repair and 
modernization of all types of Navy surface ships and submarines. The shipyard began 
refueling of the nuclear cruisers in FY92 and will continue that work through FY97. The 
shipyard will also perform the inactivation of several aircraft carriers during this period. 

Table 6-18 
Naval Shipyard Charleston (NSY Charleston) 

(DLH 000) 

Shipyard Workload 7,385 7,565 7,112 5,944 6,406 6,283 6,474 
Drydock Utilization 142% 64% 85% 95% 67% 46% 45% 
competition Risk -- 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Naval Shipyard Charleston's workload includes nuclear and non-nuclear repair and 
modernization on surface ships and submarines. It begins SSN-688 class refueling in 
FY95. These refueling overhauls will be the predominant feature of the shipyards 
workload for the balance of the decade. 

Table 6-1 9 
Naval Shipyard Puget Sound (NSY Puget Sound) 

(DLH 000) 

Shipyardworkload 12,135 13,917 12,753 14,018 12,050 14,821 17,803 
Drydock Utillzatlon 21 9% 203% 184% 177% 156% 128% 176% 
Competition Rlsk -- 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Naval Shipyard Puget Sound's workload includes nuclear and non-nuclear repair, 
modernization, and inactivation on all types of Navy surface ships and submarines. All 
nuclear submarine recycling is completed at Naval Shipyard Puget Sound. In FY93 it will 
perform the first SSBN-726 class overhaul and will continue overhauling OHIO class 
ballistic missile submarines. 



Table 6-20 
Naval Shipyard Mare Island (NSY Mare Island) 

(DLH 000) 

Shipyard Workload 6,483 7,153 6,778 7,393 6,764 5,317 7,644 
Drydock Utilization 148% 142% 112% 72% 58% 54% 61 % 
Competition Risk -- 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Naval Shipyard Mare Island's workload consists primarily of nuclear surface ship 
and submarine repair and modernization. It will begin SSN-688 refuelings in FY93. 
These refueling overhauls will be the predominant feature of the shipyard's workload for 
the balance of the decade. 

Table 6-21 
Naval Shipyard Long Beach (NSY Long Beach) 

(DLH 000) 

Shipyard Workload 3,770 4,389 3,990 3,474 3,636 3,434 3,516 
Drydock Utilization 132% 38% 33% 12% 42% 34% 29% 
Competition Risk -- 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Naval Shipyard Long Beach's workload is primarily surface ship non-nuclear repair 
and modernization. In addition to Naval Shipyard Puget Sound, it is the only other facility 
on the west coast capable of docking conventional aircraft carriers. The shipyard is also 
the emergent drydocking site for nuclear aircraft carriers. 

Table 6-22 
Naval Shipyard Pearl Harbor (NSY Pearl Harbor) 

(DLH 000) 

Shipyard Workload 4,787 4,569 5,161 4,554 4,346 3,723 2,076 
Drydock Utlllzation 103% 7 6% 66% 62% 56% 70% 27% 
Competltlon Risk -- 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Naval Shipyard Pearl Harbor's workload consists of nuclear and non-nuclear repair 
and modernization of surface ships and submarines. It is in a forward deployed strategic 
location and thus must have the capability of working on a variety of ships and 
submarines. The shipyard's future workload includes SSN-688 class and DD-963 class 
availabilities. 



Table 6-23 
Naval Weapons Station Earle (NWS Earle) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 33 33 35 35 35 35 35 
Capacity Index 54 54 54 54 54 54 54 
Utilization Index 61 % 61 % 65% 65% 65% 65% 65% 
Competition Risk -- 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Table 6-24 
Naval Surface Warfare Center Indian Head (NSWC Indian Head) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 149 223 221 21 8 21 3 21 5 21 6 
Capacity index 134 196 194 191 187 187 189 
Utilization Index 111% 114% 1 1 4% 114% 1 1 40/0 115% 114% 
Competition Risk -- 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Table 6-25 
Naval Surface Warfare Center Crane (NSWC Crane) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 660 629 600 677 687 681 676 
Capacity index 682 71 1 776 82 1 852 774 769 
Utilization index 97% 88% 77% 82% 81 % 88% 88% 
Competition Risk -- 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Table 6-26 
Naval Surface Warfare Center Louisville (NSWC Louisville) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 1,157 1,197 1,075 1,169 1,436 1,361 1,325 
Capacity Index 1,016 1,063 948 1,040 1,271 1,206 1,168 
Utlllzatlon Index 114% 113% 113% 1 1 20/0 1 1 3% 1 1 3% 113% 
Competition Risk -- 0 0 0 0 0 0 



Table 6-27 
Naval Weapons Station Yorktown (NWS Yorktown) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 53 49 73 70 65 64 
Capacity Index 63 63 63 63 63 63 
Utilization Index 84% 78% 116% 111% 103% 102% 
Competition Risk -- 0 0 0 0 0 

Table 6-28 
Naval Weapons Station Charleston (NWS Charleston) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 22 33 28 26 26 26 
Capacity Index 54 54 54 54 54 54 
Utilization Index 41 % 61 % 52% 48% 48% 48% 
Competition Risk -- 0 0 0 0 0 

Table 6-29 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center Keyport (NUWC Keyport) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 2,097 2,050 1,942 1,820 1,836 1,836 
Capacity Index 2,600 2,600 2,466 2,367 2,297 2,204 
Utlllzatlon Index 81 % 79% 79% 77% 80% 83% 
Cornpetitlon Risk -- 0 0 0 0 0 

Table 6-30 
Naval Weapons Station Concord (NWS Concord) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 27 15 14 14 14 14 
Capacity Index 147 1 47 147 147 147 1 47 
Utilization index 18% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 
Competition Risk -- 0 0 0 0 0 



Table 6-31 
Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach (NWS Seal Beach) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 268 280 279 235 229 254 279 
Capacity Index 454 462 462 462 462 462 462 
Utilization index 59% 61 '10 60% 51 % 50% 55% 60% 
Competition Risk -- 0 0 0 0 0 0 

NWS Seal Beach performs depot level maintenance on missile and aircraft support 
equipment. The utilization index reflects the anticipated funded workload. 

6.3.4 Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command 

Table 6-32 
Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center San Diego 

(NAVELEXSYSENGCEN, San Diego) 
(DLH 000) 

Workload 526 606 620 630 650 650 650 
Capacity index 660 660 660 660 660 660 660 
Utilization index 80% 92% 94% 95% 98% 98% 98% 
Competition Risk -- 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Table 6-33 
Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center Portsmouth 

(NAVELEXCSYSENGCEN, Portsmouth) 
(DLH 000) 

Workload 51 7 503 522 545 565 590 61 0 
Capacity index 61 5 61 5 61 5 61 5 61 5 61 5 61 5 
Utilization index 84% 82% 85% 89% 92% 96% 99% 
Competition Risk -- 0 0 0 0 0 0 



Air Force 

Table 6-34 
Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center (OC-ALC) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 7,662 7,072 7,366 7,007 6,770 6,644 6,642 
Capacity Index 11,291 7,644 8,064 8,042 7,862 7,729 7,729 
Utilization Index 68% 93% 91 % 87% 86% 86% 86% 
Competition Risk -- -- -20 -343 -343 -343 -343 

OC-ALC is the source of repair (SOR) for the B-1 B, 8-2, B-52G/H, C-135, and E-3 
aircraft. Also repaired are the TF30, TF33, TF41, J57, F103, F107, F108, F110, F112, 
and F118 aircraft engines. OC-ALC is the Technology Repair Center (TRC) for 
hydraulics/pneudraulics (fluid driven transmissions/constant speed drives (CSD), air driven 
accessories - except ram air turbines), oxygen components, and instruments (automatic 
flight control systems, engine). lnterservice workload transfers affecting OC-ALC include 
the transfer of the J79 engine workload to the Navy in FY92, and transfer of all TF30 
engine and F110 engine workloads from the Navy to OC-ALC in FY93. Air Force blade 
and vane workload will be consolidated at OC-ALC. Realignment of facilities and 
identification and turn in of excess equipment are ongoing efforts to align capacity and 
workload. 

Table 6-35 
Ogden Air Logistics Center (00-ALC) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 6,866 6,875 6,890 6,171 6,296 6,045 6,072 
Capacity Index 8,165 7,150 7,947 7,713 7,196 7.168 7,168 
Utilization Index 84% 96% 87% 80% 87% 84% 85% 
Competition Risk -- -- -7 -233 -233 -233 -118 

00-ALC is the SOR for the C-130 and F-16 aircraft and large missiles (Minuteman, 
Peacekeeper). 00-ALC is the TRC for weapons, air munitions, missile components, ram 
air turbines, landing gears, photographic equipment, training and simulation equipment, 
and instruments (all navigation except inertial systems; electrical/mechanicaI; and 
pressure, temperature, and humidity measuring). lnterservice workload transfer decisions 
affecting 00-ALC include the transfer of Navy C-130 aircraft to 00-ALC in FY93, Navy 
C-130 and F-14 landing gears to 00-ALC in FY92, Air Force F-4 aircraft to the Navy in 
FY93, Air Force small arms to the Army in FY92, Air Force Sidewinder missiles to the 
Army in FY93, and Air Force Maverick missiles to the Army in FY96. 00-ALC is 



competing for the Minuteman Ill nuclear hardness, Minuteman Ill software, and assorted 
contracted landing gear workloads in FY92. 00-ALC will divest approximately 0.7 million 
square feet of maintenance facilities during FY92-W95. Capacity requirements continue 
to be considered and adjusted as the Depot Maintenance Industrial Fund (DMIF) 
Resource Management Plan is administered and updated. 

Table 6-36 
San Antonio Air Logistics Center (SA-ALC) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 8,585 8,193 7,289 7,417 7,202 5,998 5,279 
Capacity Index 8,935 8,935 8,935 8,935 8,935 8,935 8,935 
Utilization Index 96% 92% 82% 83% 81 % 67% 59% 
Competition Risk -- -- -61 0 -951 -916 -307 -300 

SA-ALC is the SOR for the B-52G/H, C-5, and C-17 aircraft as well as 
GTE/Auxiliary Power Units (APU), T56, TF39, F100, F117, and F119 aircraft engines. 
SA-ALC is the TRC for electronic support equipment, electro/mechanical support 
equipment, nuclear components, and instruments (engine). Workload at SA-ALC is 
decreasing due 'to force structure reductions and weapon systems reductions. Final 
resolution of 6-52 workload assignments (proposed consolidation at OC-ALC) is pending 
final force structure decision. The interservice workload transfer affecting SA-ALC is the 
transfer of the GTE from the Army in FY93. Blade and vane workload will be 
consolidated to OC-ALC in FY92. SA-ALC is competing for the test equipment and 
generators workload in FY92. SA-ALC workload decreases are offset by the T-38 
modification workload beginning in FY92 and the anticipated start of C-17 workload in 
FY95. As workload adjustments are finalized, capacity adjustments to follow workload 
shifts will be completed. 



Table 6-37 
Sacramento Air Logistics Center (SM-ALC) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 6,867 6,495 6,387 6,268 6,032 6,028 6,016 
Capacity Index 8,596 7,705 6,819 7,250 7,250 7,248 7,248 
Utilization Index 80% 84% 94% 86% 83% 83% 83% 
Competitlon Risk -- 0 0 -1 64 -1 66 -1 66 -1 50 

SM-ALC is the SOR for the A-1 0, F-15, F-22, EF/F/FB-111, KC-1 35, and T-37. 
SM-ALC is the TRC for electric components, ground -electronics, hydraulics/pneudraulics 
(fluid driven accessories except transmissions/constant speed drives), instruments (flight 
control), and shelters. Projected force structure and weapon systems drawdowns impact 
workload. SM-ALC is unaffected by DDMC directed interservice workload transfers. SM- 
ALC is competing in the public-public SAAD workload competitions. Ongoing capacity 
and workload alignment analysis supports effective resource management planning. 
SM-ALC projects that during FY92-FY95, it will divest approximately five hundred 
thousand square feet from its maintenance facilities. 

Table 6-38 
Warner Robins Air Logistics Center (WR-ALC) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 7,474 7,046 7,151 7,058 6,605 6,587 6,142 
Capacity Index 7,595 8,075 7,693 7,486 7,486 7,486 7,486 
Utilization Index 98% 87% 93% 94% 88% 88% 82% 
Competition Risk -- -- -570 -946 -946 -262 -262 

WR-ALC is the SOR for the C-130, C-141, and F-15 aircraft. WR-ALC is the TRC 
for airborne electronics, life support equipment, propellers, and instruments (gyroscopes 
except displacement). The C-141 Speedline will be competed by the end of FY93. 
Realignment of facilities and equipment to meet projected workloads are ongoing. 



Table 6-39 
Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 1,666 1,232 1,128 1,120 1,106 1,079 1,079 
Capacity Index 1,597 1,643 1,468 1,435 1,379 1,330 1,330 
Utilization Index 1 04O/0 7 5% 77% 78% 80% 81 O/O 81 % 
Competition Risk - - -- -- -20 -20 -20 -20 

AGMC provides systems management of 140 Precision Measurement Equipment 
Laboratories (PMEL) worldwide. AGMC tests and repairs inertial guidance and navigation 
systems and components for a variety of missile and aircraft weapon systems. Capacity 
reduction is constrained by required specialized equipment and facilities. 

6.3.6 Marine Corps 

Utilization percentages are higher than normal for both Marine Corps depots during 
the FY92-FY94 period because of extensive use of overtime and temporary employees 
to execute the Desert Storm workload. 

Table 6-40 
Marine Corps Logistics Base Albany (MCLB Albany) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 1,151 1,582 1,674 1,330 1,180 1,087 1,056 
Capacity Index 1,091 1,174 1,201 1,211 1,218 1,218 1,218 
Utilization Index 105% 135% 139% 110% 97% 89% 87% 
Competition Risk -- -1 45 -118 -113 -93 -16 -I 1 

For MCLBA no adverse impacts to capacity utilization are currently anticipated. 



Table 6-41 
Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow (MCLB Barstow) 

(DLH 000) 

Workload 91 6 1,501 1,718 1,382 1,187 1,135 1,168 
Capacity index 1,019 1,169 1,169 1,173 1,173 1,173 1,173 
Utilization Index 90% 128% 147O/0 11 8% 101% 97% 100% 
Competition Rlsk -- -6 -90 -92 -147 -140 -56 

For MCLBB no adverse impacts to capacity utilization are currently anticipated. 





APPENDIX A 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE VISION OF THE FUTURE 

1995 AND BEYOND. . . 

The Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps depot maintenance facilities 
are the cornerstones of defense readiness. The combined strengths of the depots, 
shipyards, ordnance stations and specialized depot maintenance activities, in 
partnership with the inventory and supply activities of the Services and Defense 
Logistics Agency, form an efficient and responsive industrial base that is essential 
to the sustained application of land, sea and air power in peacetime and in war. 
They provide cost effective and technically superior maintenance, ,logistics and 
engineering support to our operating forces worldwide. The world class quality of 
their products and services is both recognized and expected by their customers. 

The depot maintenance facilities exist in a competitive environment with rapidly 
changing and often conflicting priorities. Defense Management Review initiatives have 
promoted and facilitated businessiike, cost effective operations while maintaining the 
depot infrastructure necessary to meet each Service's military mission. A balance 
between military and economic objectives is maintained. The Services have identified 
core mission requirements and supporting skills and resources, to ensure a responsive 
industrial capability and capacity tailored to each Service's unique maintenance, logistics 
and engineering needs. Having satisfied core, the Services have implemented a joint 
strategy, under the aegis of the Defense Depot Maintenance Council, to size their 
facilities consistent with force structures and force levels, to substantially increase the 
amount of work that is accomplished through interservicing, and to compete actively 
against each other, and against private industry, for above-core workload requirements. 

In order to be competitive, yet remain responsive to and focused on their 
customers, the depot maintenance facilities have evolved into smaller, more robust and 
specialized operations. They are information-based, and share common data systems 
within and between the Services. They have installed technologically advanced, systems- 
intensive repair and manufacturing processes. The work force is trained in the application 
and use of systems to facilitate management and technical decisions. All facilities have 
computer aided design and manufacturing capabilities. Operational data throughout the 
depots are transmitted and managed electronically. The use of hard copy is held to a 
minimum. Systems training is continual. Data is managed as a corporate resource. 

The Services have completed plans to increase utilization of capacity. The pursuit 
of maximum utilization through innovative technologies and human resource management 
is constant. There is no perceived upper limit since utilization is based on an economic 
analysis of the cost of throughput and the Services continuously seek to reduce the total 
cost of operations. 



The depot maintenance facilities are responsible and proactive stewards of safety 
and the environment. They are in compliance with federal, state and local environmental 
and safety laws. They act in partnership with local communities to continually monitor the 
environmental impacts of industrial operations and seek joint solutions to potential 
problems. Through active research and development programs, with supporting capital 
equipment plans, the depots introduce new technologies to continuously reduce the risk 
of environmental hazards. 

The facilities are sized, in terms of capacity and capability, to the operating forces' 
technology and workload requirements. They are postured to respond quickly and directly 
to the changing, often unpredictable demands of the operating forces. Their capabilities 
complement and are augmented by private industry. Core skills and resources, with 
supporting workload, are postured at the minimum necessary to maintain efficient 
peacetime operations and meet mobilization contingencies. Reserve capacity is held to 
the absolute minimum. 

Production lines are designed for fast setup, quick turnaround, optimum throughput 
operations. The work force is flexible in terms of size and skills. The work force may 
include other than permanent personnel, permitting management to rapidly size the work 
force to available work. Managers are as versed in business principles and practices as 
their private sector counterparts. Employees are multi-skilled to adjust to changing 
production priorities and respond to competitive opportunities. Managers, supervisors and 
employees operate as a team with the full support of unions and other employee groups. 
Business practices are facilitated by supporting laws and policies. 

Maximum utilization of resources is the determining factor in capital investment 
decisions and assignment of new workload. Investments in plant, equipment and systems 
are based on an assessment of unique Service requirements, life-cycle cost, and 
defense-wide organic and commercial capabilities and capacities. New investment in the 
organic facilities is at a minimum level that sustains a modern, efficient and 
technologically responsive industrial base. Joint Service investment strategies are 
developed through the Defense Depot Maintenance Council. 

The Services have eliminated unnecessary redundant capabilities. Depot 
maintenance facilities are focused on assigned specific technologies and workloads. 
Facilities are staffed and equipped to support their Service's core requirements, joint 
Service core work and work awarded competitively. The facilities do not independently 
establish or maintain capability when it either exists or is assigned elsewhere. Required 
redundant capability is held to a minimum and is based solely on core considerations, 
total defense requirements and cost of throughput. The Services make joint decisions, 
through the Joint Policy Coordinating Group on Depot Maintenance, on new workload 
assignments, consolidations of existing workload and competitive opportunities. 

Competition is sought after. Each Service has established technical excellence 



that is competitive with the best that private industry has to offer. The depot facilities 
compete against each other and against private industry when and where it makes good 
economic sense. Competition opportunities are focused on ships and weapon systems 
modernization and maintenance, and manufacturing of related parts. The Services share 
resources to take full advantage of competitive opportunities and maximize cost 
effectiveness. Service acquisition strategies actively promote and facilitate competitions. 

Under the guidance, direction and sponsorship of the Defense Depot Maintenance 
Council, and through the auspices of the Joint Policy Coordinating Group on Depot 
Maintenance, the Services have achieved a mutually supportive, cost effective and 
technically superior industrial infrastructure which meets the needs of individual and 
unique Services missions, while providing best value to the Department of Defense. 





APPENDIX B 
SERVICE DEPOT MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES AND CODES 

CODE 

ARMY 

ANAD 
CCAD 
LBAD 
LEAD 
PUDA 
RRAD 
SAAD 
TOAD 
TEAD 

ALMD 
CHYPT 
J AX 
NORVA 
NORlS 
PNCLA 

PTNSY 
PNSY 
NNSY 
CHNSY 
PSNSY 
MlNSY 
LBNSY 
PHNSY 

NOTE: 

Anniston Army Depot 
Corpus Christi Army Depot 
Lexington-Bluegrass Army Depot* 
Letterkenny Army Depot 
Pueblo Depot Activity* 
Red River Army Depot 
Sacramento Army Depot** 
Tobyhanna Army Depot 
Tooele Army Depot 

On 1988 Base Closure List 
On 1991 Base Closure List 

Naval Aviation Depot Alameda 
Naval Aviation Depot Cherry Point 
Naval Aviation Depot Jacksonville 
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk 
Naval Aviation Depot North Island 
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 

NAVSEA 
(SHIPYARDS) 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard* 
Norfolk Naval Shipyard 
Charleston Naval Shipyard 
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard 
Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard 

On the 1991 Base Closure List for preservation 

Does not include overseas depots. 



APPENDIX B 
SERVICE DEPOT MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES AND CODES 

(Cont'd) 

CODE 

(NAVAL ORDNANCE ACTIVITY GROUP) 

NWSEL 
NSWCIH 
NSWCC 
NSWCL 
NWSYK 
NWSCH 
NUWCK 
NWSCO 
NWSSB 

Naval Weapons Station Earle 
Naval Surface Warfare Center Indian Head 
Naval Surface Warfare Center Crane 
Naval Surface Warfare Center Louisville 
Naval Weapons Station Yorktown 
Naval Weapons Station Charleston 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center Keyport 
Naval Weapons Station Concord 
Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach 

SPAWAR 

NESECS Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center San Diego 
NESECP Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center Portsmouth 

AIR FORCE 

OC-ALC Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center 
00-ALC Ogden Air Logistics Center 
SA-ALC San Antonio Air Logistics Center 
SM-ALC Sacramento Air Logistics Center 
WR-ALC Warner Robins Air Logistics Center 
AGMC Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center 
AMARC Aerospace Maintenance and Regeneration Center 

MARINE CORPS 

MCLBA Marine Corps Logistics Base Albany 
MCLBB Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow 

NOTE: Does not include overseas depots. 



APPENDIX C 
ABBREVl ATlONSlACRONY MS 

ACBP 
AFB 
AFMC 
AGMC 
AIM 
ALMD 
AMARC 
AMC 
AMCCOM 
ANAD 
APCS 
APU 
ASD(C~I) 

ASD(P&L) 
AS0 
ATACMS 
ATE 
AVSCOM 
AOR 

BOC 
BRAC 

CAD2 
CALS 
CAT 
CBP 
CCAD 
C- E 
CECOM 
CETS 
CFT 
CHNSY 
CHYPT 
CIM 
CMF 
CNO 
COMSEC 
CONUS 

Army Corporate Business Plan 
Air Force Base 
Air Force Materiel Command 
Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center 
Advanced Industrial Management 
Naval Aviation Depot Alameda 
Aerospace Maintenance and Regeneration Center 
Army Materiel Command 
Armament, Munitions and Chemical Command 
Anniston Army Depot 
Automated Production Control System 
Auxiliary Power Unit 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Command, Control, 
Communication, and Intelligence) 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production & Logistics) 
Aviation Supply Office 
Army Tactical Missile System 
Automatic Test Equipment 
Aviation Systems Command 
Accumulated Operating Result 

Business Operating Center 
Base Realignment and Closure 

Computer Aided Design 
Computer Aided Logistics Support 
Combat, Artillery, and Tactical 
Corporate Business Plan 
Corpus Christi Army Depot 
Communications-Electronics 
Communications-Electronics Command 
Contract Engineering Technical Services 
Contract Field Team 
Charleston Naval Shipyard 
Naval Aviation Depot Cherry Point 
Corporate Information Management 
Consolidated Maintenance Facility 
Chief of Naval Operations 
Communications Security 
Continental United States 



COSP 
CPP 
CSD 
CTX 

DBOF 
DDMC 
DEPSECDEF 
DLA 
DLH 
DMA 
DM1 
DMlF 
DMISA 
DMPMS 
DMSC 
DMRD 
DOD 
DODD 
DODI 
DPC 

ED1 
EDMICS 

FCIM 
FMS 
FY 
FYDP 

GCE 
GTE 

IPE 
IROAN 
ISROMS 

IWG 

APPENDIX C 
ABBREVIATIONSIACRONY MS 

(Cont'd) 

Corporate Operations Strategy and Plan 
Capital Purchases Program 
Constant Speed Drive 
Centers of Technical Excellence 

Defense Business Operations Fund 
Defense Depot Maintenance Council 
Deputy Secretary of Defense 
Defense Logistics Agency 
Direct Labor Hour 
Depot Maintenance Activity 
Depot Maintenance Interservicing 
Depot Maintenance Industrial Fund 
Depot Maintenance Inter-Service Agreement 
Depot Maintenance Performance Measurement System 
Depot Maintenance Support Center 
Defense Management Report Decision 
Department of Defense 
Department of Defense Directive 
Department of Defense Instruction 
Depot Production Center 

Electronic Data Interchange 
Engineering Drawing Management Information Control System 

Flexible Computer lntegrated Manufacturing 
Foreign Military Sales 
Fiscal Year 
Future Year Defense Program 

Ground Communications & Electronics 
Gas Turbine Engine 

lndustrial Plant Equipment 
Inspect and Repair Only as Necessary 
lntegrated Structural Repair Overhaul and Maintenance 

System 
Implementation Working Group 



JAX 
JDMAG 
J IT 
JLC 
JLSC 
JPCG-DM 
JPMG 
JS 
JSBP 
JSCWG 

LAN 
LBAD 
LBNSY 
LCSS 
LEAD 
LVS 

MCAPP 
MCLB 
MCLBA 
MCLBB 
MCP 
MIC 
MlCOM 
MILCON 
MINSY 
M ITLA 
MLRS 
MMlS 
MRP II 
MSC 
MZAD 

APPENDIX C 
ABBREVIATIONSIACRONYMS 

(Cont'd) 

Naval Aviation Depot Jacksonville 
Joint Depot Maintenance Analysis Group 
Just In Time 
Joint Logistics Commanders 
Joint Logistics Systems Center 
Joint Policy Coordinating Group on Depot Maintenance 
Joint Performance Measurement Group 
Joint Service 
Joint Service Business Plan 
Joint Service Competition Working Group 

Kilowatt 

Local Area Network 
Lexington-Bluegrass Army Depot 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard 
Land Combat Support System 
Letterkenny Army Depot 
Logistics Vehicle System 

Modification, Corrosion, and Paint Program 
Marine Corps Logistics Base 
Marine Corps Logistics Base Albany 
Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow 
Military Construction Program 
Maintenance Inventory Center 
Missile Command 
Military Construction 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard 
Microcircuit Technology in Logistics Applications 
Multiple Launch Rocket System 
Maintenance Management Information Systems 
Manufacturing Resources Planning 
Major Subordinate Command 
Mainz Army Depot 



NADEP 
NAVAIR 
NAVCOMP 
NAVSEA 
NAVSUP 
NESECP 
NESECS 
NIMSC 
NRlU 
NNSY 
NORIS 
NORVA 
NSWCC 
NSWCIH 
NSWCL 
NSY 
NUWCK 
NWS 
NWSCH 
NWSCO 
NWSEL 
NWSSB 
NWSYK 

O&M 
OCONUS 
OC- ALC 
00-ALC 
OASD(P&L) 

OSD 

APPENDIX C 
ABBREVIATIONSIACRONY MS 

(Cont 'd) 

Vaval Aviation Depot 
Vaval Air Systems Command 
Vavy Comptroller 
Vaval Sea Systems Command 
Vaval Supply Systems Command 
Vaval Electronic Systems Engineering Center Portsmouth 
Vaval Electronic Systems Engineering Center San Diego 
Vonconsumable Item Materiel Support Code 
Vuclear Remote Interface Unit 
Vorfolk Naval Shipyard 
Vaval Aviation Depot North Island 
Uaval Aviation Depot Norfolk 
Vaval Surface Warfare Center, Crane 
Vaval Surface Warfare Center, Indian Head 
Uaval Surface Warfare Center, Louisville 
Uaval Shipyard 
Vaval Undersea Warfare Center, Keyport 
Vaval Weapons Station 
Vaval Weapons Support Center Charleston 
Vaval Weapons Station Concord 
Vaval Weapons Station Earle 
Vaval Weapons Station Seal Beach 
Vaval Weapons Station Yorktown 

Operations and Maintenance 
Outside the Continental United States 
Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center 
Ogden Air Logistics Center 
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Production and 
Logistics 

Office of the Secretary of Defense 



PDM 
PHNSY 
PICA 
PIT 
PMA 
PNCLA 
PNSY 
POA&M 
POM 
PSNSY 
PTNSY 
PUDA 

RDT&E 
RFP 
RIF 
RRAD 

SAAD 
SA-ALC 
SDLM 
SEAD 
SGE 
SlCA 
SITS 
SM-ALC 
SOW 
SPAWAR 
SPC 
SPM 
SRA 
SUPDESK 

APPENDIX C 
ABBREVl ATlONSlACRONY MS 

(Cont'd) 

Programmed Depot Maintenance 
Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard 
Primary lnventory Control Activity 
Process Improvement Team 
Program Management - Air 
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard 
Plan of Action and Milestones 
Program Objective Memorandum 
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Pueblo Depot Activity 

Research, Development, Test and Evaluation 
Request for Proposal 
Reduction in Force 
Red River Army Depot 

Sacramento Army Depot 
San Antonio Air Logistics Center 
Standard Depot Level Maintenance 
Seneca Army Depot 
Support Group Europe 
Secondary lnventory Control Activity 
Secretariat Implementation Tracking System 
Sacramento Air Logistics Center 
Statement of Work 
Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command 
Statistical Process Control 
System Program Manager 
Selected, Restricted Availability 
Supervisor's Desk 



TACOM 
TEAD 
TMlWG 
TOAD 
TOC 
TOW 
TQL 
TQM 
TROSCOM 

USAF 
USAFE 
USD(A) 
USMC 

WR-ALC 

APPENDIX C 
ABBREVIATIONSIACRONY MS 

(Cont'd) 

Tank-Automotive Command 
Tooele Army Depot 
Tactical Missile Implementation Working Group 
Tobyhanna Army Depot 
Theory of Constraints 
Tube Launched Optically Tracked Wire Guided 
Total Quality Leadership 
Total Quality Management 
Troop Support Command 

United States Air Force 
United States Air Force Europe 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition 
United States Marine Corps 

Warner Robins Air Logistics Center 



APPENDIX D 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL LEVELS 

SERVICE: ARMY TOTAL SERVICE: ARMY DEPOT: ANAD 

CIV. MIL. TOTAL - -- CIV. MIL. TOTAL - 
FY91 DIRECT 10213 0 10213 
FY9l INDIRECT 6030 58 6088 
FY9l ARMY TOTAL 16243 58 16301 

FY91 DIRECT 1793 0 1793 
FY91 INDIRECT 978 6 984 
FY9l DEPOT TOTAL 2771 6 2777 

FY92 DIRECT 10207 0 10207 
FY92 INDIRECT 574 1 43 5784 
FY92 ARMY TOTAL 15948 43 15991 

FY92 DIRECT 1808 0 1808 
FY92 INDIRECT 931 4 935 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 2739 4 2743 

FY93 DIRECT 9617 0 9617 
FY93 INDIRECT 5353 43 5396 
FY93 ARMY TOTAL 14970 43 15013 

FY93 DIRECT 1664 0 1664 
FY93 INDIRECT 857 5 862 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 2521 5 2526 

FY94 ARMY TOTAL 13020 41 13061 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 2470 5 2475 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 ARMY TOTAL 1 201 9 41 12060 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 1653 5 1658 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 ARMY TOTAL 12491 41 12532 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 1620 5 1625 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 ARMY TOTAL 12491 41 12532 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 1620 5 1625 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

SERVICE: ARMY DEPOT: CCAD SERVICE: ARMY DEPOT: LEAD 

CIV. TOTAL - CIV. MIL. TOTAL - -- 
FY9I DIRECT 1969 0 1969 
FY91 INDIRECT 1249 5 1254 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 321 8 5 3223 

FY91 DIRECT 1135 0 1135 
FY91 INDIRECT 742 13 755 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 1877 13 1890 

FY92 DIRECT 1945 0 1945 
FY92 INDIRECT 1192 2 1194 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 3137 2 3139 

FY92 DIRECT 1127 0 1127 
FY92 INDIRECT 691 13 704 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 1818 13 1831 

FY93 DIRECT 1906 0 1906 
FY93 INDIRECT 1168 11 1179 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 3074 11 3085 

FY93 DIRECT 1158 0 1158 
FY93 INDIRECT 71 1 14 725 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 1869 14 1883 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 3013 11 3024 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 1869 14 1883 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 2764 11 2775 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 2272 14 2286 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 2709 11 2720 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 2940 14 2954 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 2709 11 2720 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 2940 14 2954 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 



APPENDIX D 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL LEVELS 

(CONT'D) 

SERVICE: ARMY DEPOT: RRAD SERVICE: ARMY DEPOT: SAAD 

CIV. MIL. TOTAL - CIV. MIL. TOTAL - -- 
FY91 DIRECT 1260 0 1260 
FY91 INDIRECT 759 14 773 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 2019 14 2033 

FY91 DIRECT 1082 0 1082 
FY91 INDIRECT 857 5 862 
FY91DEPOTTOTAL 1939 5 1944 

FY92 DIRECT 1356 0 1356 
FY92 INDIRECT 796 8 804 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 2152 8 2160 

FY92 DIRECT 1046 0 1046 
FY92 INDIRECT 789 4 793 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 1835 4 1839 

FY93 DIRECT 1332 0 1332 
FY93 INDIRECT 782 4 786 
FY93DEPOTTOTAL 2114 4 2118 

FY93 DIRECT 690 0 690 
FY93 INDIRECT 520 2 522 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 1210 2 1212 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 21 18 4 2122 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 0 0 0 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 2076 4 2080 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 0 0 0 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 2034 4 2038 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 0 0 0 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 2034 4 2038 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 0 0 0 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

SERVICE: ARMY DEPOT: TOAD SERVICE: ARMY DEPOT: TEAD 

CIV. MIL. TOTAL - CIV. MIL. TOTAL - -- 
FYQ1 DIRECT 1816 0 1416 
FY9l INDIRECT 772 3 775 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 2588 3 2591 

FY91 DIRECT 1158 0 1158 
FY91 INDIRECT 6 73 12 685 
FYQIDEPOTTOTAL 1831 12 1843 

FY92 DIRECT 1 793 0 1793 
FYQ2 INDIRECT 732 3 735 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 2525 3 2528 

FY92 DIRECT 1132 0 1132 
FY92 INDIRECT 610 Q 619 
FYQ2 DEPOT TOTAL 1742 9 1751 

FYW DIRECT 1757 0 1757 
FYQ3 INDIRECT 718 4 722 
FYQ3 DEPOT TOTAL 2475 4 2479 

FYQ3 DIRECT 1110 0 1110 
FYQ3 INDIRECT 597 3 600 
FYQ3 DEPOT TOTAL 1707 3 1710 

FYQ4 DEPOT TOTAL 2426 4 2430 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FYQ4 DEPOT TOTAL 1 124 3 1127 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FYQ5 DEPOT TOTAL 2377 4 2381 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 877 3 880 
(DIRECT 8 INDIRECT) 

FYQ6 DEPOT TOTAL 2329 4 2333 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY06 DEPOT TOTAL 859 3 862 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 2329 4 2333 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 859 3 862 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 



APPENDIX D 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL LEVELS 

(CONT'D) 

SERVICE: NAVAIR TOTAL SERVICE: NAVAIR DEPOT: ALMD - 
CIV. & TOTAL - CIV. MIL. TOTAL - -- 

FY91 DIRECT 1929 0 1929 
FY91 INDIRECT 1 779 33 1812 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 3708 33 3741 

FY91 DIRECT 11165 1 11166 
FY91 INDIRECT 10717 278 10995 
FY91 NAVAIR TOTAL 21882 279 22161 

FY92 DIRECT 10360 0 10360 
FY92 INDIRECT 8988 259 9247 
FY92 NAVAIR TOTAL 19348 259 19607 

FY92 DIRECT 1718 0 1718 
FY92 INDIRECT 1566 32 1598 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 3284 32 3316 

FY93 DIRECT 10022 0 10022 
FY93 INDIRECT 8591 255 8846 
FY93 NAVAIR TOTAL 18613 255 18868 

FY93 DIRECT 1557 0 1557 
FY93 INDIRECT 1417 31 1448 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 2974 31 3005 

FY94 NAVAIR TOTAL 18822 245 19067 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 2979 31 3010 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 NAVAIR TOTAL 171 66 247 17413 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 2762 31 2793 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 NAVAIR TOTAL 15999 247 16246 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 2580 31 2611 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 NAVAIR TOTAL 14950 253 15203 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 2412 33 2445 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

SERVICE: NAVAIR DEPOT: CHYPT SERVICE: NAVAIR DEPOT: JAX 

CIV. MIL. TOTAL - CIV. MIL. TOTAL - -- 
FY91 DIRECT 1628 1 1629 
FY91 INDIRECT 1530 111 1641 
FY91DEPOTTOTAL 3158 112 3270 

FY91 DIRECT 1518 0 1518 
FY91 INDIRECT 1499 30 1529 
FYQ1 DEPOT TOTAL 3017 30 3047 

FY92 DIRECT 1440 0 1440 
FY92 INDIRECT 1327 91 1418 
FYQP DEPOT TOTAL 2767 91 2858 

FYQ2 DIRECT 1507 0 1507 
FY92 INDIRECT 1032 30 1062 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 2539 30 2569 

FYQ3 DIRECT 1426 0 1426 
FYQ3 INDIRECT 1260 91 1351 
FYQ3 DEPOT TOTAL 2686 Q l  2777 

FY93 DIRECT 1497 0 1497 
FYQ3 INDIRECT 998 30 1028 
FYQ3 DEPOT TOTAL 2495 30 2525 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 2748 90 2838 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 2503 30 2533 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FYQ5 DEPOT TOTAL 2529 90 2619 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 2308 30 2338 
(DIRECT 8 INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 2360 90 2450 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 2148 30 2178 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 2206 90 2296 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 2006 30 2036 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 



APPENDIX D 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL LEVELS 

(CONT'D) 

SERVICE: NAVAIR DEPOT: NORIS SERVICE: NAVAIR DEPOT: NORVA 

CIV. MIL. TOTAL - CIV. MIL. TOTAL - -- 
FY91 DIRECT 
FY91 INDIRECT 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 

FY91 DIRECT 2173 0 2173 
FY91 INDIRECT 2136 38 2174 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 4309 38 4347 

FY92 DIRECT 
FY92 INDIRECT 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 

FY92 DIRECT 2061 0 2061 
FY92 INDIRECT 1924 34 1958 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 3985 34 4019 

FY93 DIRECT 
FY93 INDIRECT 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 

FY93 DIRECT 1996 0 1996 
FY93 INDIRECT 1881 33 1914 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 3877 33 3910 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 3961 30 3991 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 3569 30 3599 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 3326 30 3356 
(DIRECT 8 INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT 8 INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 3109 32 3141 
(DIRECT 8 INDIRECT) 

SERVICE: NAVAIR DEPOT: PNCLA 

CIV. & TOTAL - 
FY91 DIRECT 
FY91 INDIRECT 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 

FY92 DIRECT 
FY92 INDIRECT 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 

FY93 DIRECT 
FY93 INDIRECT 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT 8 INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 



APPENDIX D 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL LEVELS 

(CONT'D) 

SERVICE: NAVSEA (SHIPYARDS) TOTAL SERVICE: NAVSEA DEPOT: CHNSY 

CIV. MIL. TOTAL - CIV. MIL. TOTAL - -- 
FY91 DIRECT 29489 0 29489 
FY91 INDIRECT 30085 684 30769 
FY91 SHIP TOTAL 59574 684 60258 

FY91 DIRECT 3549 0 3549 
FY91 INDIRECT 3700 61 3761 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 7249 61 7310 

FY92 DIRECT 32008 14 32022 
FYQ2 INDIRECT 22418 613 23031 
FY92 SHlP TOTAL 54426 627 55053 

FY92 DIRECT 3455 0 3455 
FY92 INDIRECT 231 1 59 2370 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 5766 59 5825 

FY93 DIRECT 29763 0 29763 
FY93 INDIRECT 20065 571 20636 
FY93SHlPTOTAL 49828 571 50399 

FY93 DIRECT 3448 0 3448 
FY93 INDIRECT 2170 57 2227 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 5618 57 5675 

FY94 SHlP TOTAL 44790 557 45347 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 5050 57 5107 
(DIRECT 8 INDIRECT) 

FY95 SHIP TOTAL 39241 551 39792 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 4424 57 4481 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 SHIP TOTAL 41633 546 42179 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 4694 57 4751 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 SHIP TOTAL 46428 544 46972 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 5235 57 5292 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

SERVICE: NAVSEA DEPOT: LBNSY SERVICE: NAVSEA DEPOT: MlNSY 

CIV. MIL. TOTAL - CIV. MIL. TOTAL - -- 
FY91 DIRECT 2141 0 2141 
FY91 INDIRECT 2213 37 2250 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 4354 37 4391 

FY91 DIRECT 2984 0 2984 
FY91 INDIRECT 3266 108 3374 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 6250 108 6358 

FY92 DIRECT 2379 0 2379 
FY92 INDIRECT 1913 26 1939 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 4292 26 4318 

FY92 DIRECT 3742 0 3742 
FY92 INDIRECT 2291 106 2397 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 6033 106 6139 

FY93 DIRECT 2184 0 2184 
FY93 INDIRECT 1843 22 1865 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 4027 22 4049 

FY93 DIRECT 3557 0 3557 
FY93 INDIRECT 2224 106 2330 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 5781 106 5887 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 3620 21 3641 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 5196 103 5299 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 3171 21 3192 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 4553 101 4654 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 3365 21 3386 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96DEPOTTOTAL 6030 101 6131 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 3000 21 3021 
DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 6807 101 6908 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 



APPENDIX D 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL LEVELS 

(CONT'D) 

SERVICE: NAVSEA DEPOT: NNSY 

CIV. MIL. TOTAL - 
SERVICE: NAVSEA DEPOT: PHNSY 

CIV. MIL. - - TOTAL - 
FY91 DIRECT 
FY91 INDIRECT 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 

FY91 DIRECT 
FY91 INDIRECT 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 

FY92 DIRECT 
FY92 INDIRECT 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 

FY92 DIRECT 
FY92 INDIRECT 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 

FY93 DIRECT 
FY93 INDIRECT 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 

FY93 DIRECT 
FY93 INDIRECT 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

SERVICE: NAVSEA DEPOT: PNSY 

CIV. MIL. TOTAL - 
SERVICE: NAVSEA DEPOT: PTNSY 

CIV. MIL. - - TOTAL - 
FY91 DIRECT 
FY91 INDIRECT 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 

FY91 DIRECT 
FY91 INDIRECT 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 

FY92 DIRECT 
FY92 INDIRECT 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 

FY92 DIRECT 
FY92 INDIRECT 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 

FY93 DIRECT 
FY93 INDIRECT 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 

FY93 DIRECT 
FY93 INDIRECT 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT 8 INDIRECT) 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT 8 INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 



APPENDIX D 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL LEVELS 

(CONT' D) 

SERVICE: NAVSEA DEPOT: PSNSY 

CIV. MIL. TOTAL - -- 
FY91 DIRECT 6146 0 6146 
FY91 INDIRECT 5754 134 5888 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 11900 134 12034 

FY92 DIRECT 6863 0 6863 
FY92 INDIRECT 4708 134 4842 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 11571 134 11705 

FY93 DIRECT 6485 0 6485 
FY93 INDIRECT 4388 130 4518 
FYQ3 DEPOT TOTAL 10873 130 11003 

FY04 DEPOT TOTAL 9774 130 9904 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 8964 130 9094 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 9084 128 9212 
(DIRECT 8, INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 12669 128 12797 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 



APPENDIX D 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL LEVELS 

(CONT'D) 

SERVICE: NAVSEA (WEAPON STATIONS) TOTAL SERVICENAVSEA DEPOT: NWSCH 

CIV. MIL. TOTAL - CIV. MIL. TOTAL - -- 
FY91 DIRECT 263 23 286 
FY91 INDIRECT 23 4 27 
FY91 ORD. TOTAL 286 27 313 

FY91 DIRECT 28 0 28 
FY91 INDIRECT 2 1 3 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 30 1 3 1 

FY92 DIRECT 279 23 302 
FY92 INDIRECT 25 4 29 
FY92 ORD. TOTAL 304 27 331 

FY92 DIRECT 45 0 45 
FY92 INDIRECT 3 1 4 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 48 1 49 

FY93 DIRECT 298 23 321 
FY93 INDIRECT 27 4 3 1 
FY93 ORD. TOTAL 325 27 352 

FY93 DIRECT 45 0 45 
FY93 INDIRECT 3 1 4 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 48 1 49 

FY94 ORD. TOTAL 310 27 337 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 48 1 49 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 ORD. TOTAL 307 27 334 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 48 1 49 
(DIRECT 8 INDIRECT) 

FY96 ORD. TOTAL 319 27 346 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 48 1 49 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 ORD. TOTAL 317 27 344 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 48 1 49 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

SERVICE: NAVSEA DEPOT: NWSCO SERVICE: NAVSEA DEPOT: NWSEL 

CIV. MIL. TOTAL - CIV. MIL. TOTAL - -- 
FY91 DIRECT 16 0 16 
FY91 INDIRECT 0 0 0 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 16 0 16 

FY91 DIRECT 23 23 46 
FY91 INDIRECT 3 3 6 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 26 26 52 

FY92 DIRECT 17 0 17 
FY92 INDIRECT 0 0 0 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 17 0 17 

FY92 DIRECT 23 23 46 
FY92 INDIRECT 3 3 6 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 26 26 52 

FY93 DIRECT 22 0 22 
FY93 INDIRECT 0 0 0 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 22 0 22 

FY93 DIRECT 22 23 45 
FY93 INDIRECT 3 3 6 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 25 26 5 1 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 22 0 22 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 25 26 5 1 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 22 0 22 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 25 26 51 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 22 0 22 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 25 26 5 1 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 22 0 22 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 25 26 5 1 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 



APPENDIX D 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL LEVELS 

(CONT'D) 

SERVICE: NAVSEA DEPOT: NWSSB - 
CIV. & TOTAL - 

FY91 DIRECT 165 0 165 
FY91 INDIRECT 16 0 16 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 181 0 181 

FY92 DIRECT 166 0 166 
FY92 INDIRECT 17 0 17 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 183 0 183 

FY93 DIRECT 167 0 167 
FY93 INDIRECT 18 0 18 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 185 0 185 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 173 0 173 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 173 0 173 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 185 0 185 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 185 0 185 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

SERVICE: NAVSEA 

FY91 DIRECT 
FY91 INDIRECT 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 

FY92 DIRECT 
FY92 INDIRECT 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 

FY93 DIRECT 
FY93 INDIRECT 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL. 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

DEPOT: NWSYK - 
CIV. MIL. TOTAL - -- 



APPENDIX D 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL LEVELS 

(CONT' D) 

SERVICE: SPAWAR TOTAL SERVICE: SPAWAR DEPOT: NESECS 

CIV. MIL. TOTAL - 
FY91 DIRECT 551 0 551 
FY91 INDIRECT 65 0 65 
FY91 SPAWAR TOTAL 616 0 616 

FY92 DIRECT 482 0 482 
FY92 INDIRECT 65 0 65 
FY92 SPAWAR TOTAL 547 0 547 

FY93 DIRECT 494 0 494 
FY93 INDIRECT 65 0 65 
FY93 SPAWAR TOTAL 559 0 559 

FY94 SPAWAR TOTAL 582 0 582 
(DIRECT 8 INDIRECT) 

FY95 SPAWAR TOTAL 596 0 596 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 SPA WAR TOTAL 632 0 632 
(DIRECT 8 INDIRECT) 

FY97 SPAWAR TOTAL 669 0 669 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

SERVICE: SPAWAR DEPOT: NESECP 

CIV. MIL. TOTAL - 
FY91 DIRECT 285 0 285 
FY91 INDIRECT 48 0 48 
FY9I DEPOT TOTAL 333 0 333 

FY92 DIRECT 277 0 277 
FYQ2 INDIRECT 48 0 48 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 325 0 325 

FYQ3 DIRECT 287 0 287 
FYQ3 INDIRECT 48 0 48 
FYQ3 DEPOT TOTAL 335 0 335 

FYQ4 DEPOT TOTAL 348 0 348 
(DIRECT 8 INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 360 0 360 
(DIRECT 8 INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 373 0 373 
(DIRECT 8 INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 384 0 384 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

CIV. MIL. TOTAL - -- 
FY91 DIRECT 266 0 266 
FY91 INDIRECT 17 0 17 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 283 0 283 

FY92 DIRECT 205 0 205 
FY92 INDIRECT 17 0 17 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 222 0 222 

FY93 DIRECT 207 0 207 
FY93 INDIRECT 17 0 17 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 224 0 224 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 234 0 234 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 236 0 236 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 259 0 259 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 285 0 285 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 



APPENDIX D 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL LEVELS 

(CONT'D) 

SERVICE: AIR FORCE (USAF) TOTAL SERVICE: USAF DEPOT: OC-ALC - 
CIV. MIL. TOTAL 
7 -- CIV. MIL. TOTAL - 

FY91 DIRECT 4708 14 4722 
FY91 INDIRECT 1348 31 1379 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 6056 45 6101 

FY91 DIRECT 2351 1 179 23690 
FY91 INDIRECT 7827 153 7980 
FY91 USAF TOTAL 31338 332 31670 

FY92 DIRECT 23049 179 23228 
FY92 INDIRECT 7678 153 7831 
FY92 USAF TOTAL 30727 332 31059 

FY92 DIRECT 4613 14 4627 
FY92 INDIRECT 1322 31 1353 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 5935 45 598.0 

FY93 DIRECT 22597 179 22776 
FY93 INDIRECT 7528 153 7681 
FY93 USAF TOTAL 301 25 332 30457 

FY93 DIRECT 452 1 14 4535 
FY93 INDIRECT 1295 31 1326 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 581 6 45 5861 

FY94 USAF TOTAL 29537 328 29865 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 5700 45 5745 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 USAF TOTAL 28959 328 29287 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 5586 45 5631 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 USAF TOTAL 28393 328 28721 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 5474 45 5519 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 USAF TOTAL 28393 328 28721 
(DIRECT 8 INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 5474 45 5519 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

SERVICE: USAF DEPOT: 00-ALC SERVICE: USAF DEPOT: SA-ALC 

CIV. MIL. TOTAL - -- CIV. MIL. TOTAL - -- 
FY91 DIRECT 4905 16 4921 
FY91 INDIRECT 1832 22 1854 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 6737 38 6775 

FY91 DIRECT 4202 94 4296 
FY91 INDIRECT 1364 42 1406 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 5566 136 5702 

FY92 DIRECT 4120 94 4214 
FY92 INDIRECT 1337 42 1379 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 5457 136 5593 

FY92 DIRECT 4807 16 4823 
FY92 INDIRECT 1795 22 1817 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 6602 38 6640 

FY93 DIRECT 4040 94 4134 
FY93 INDIRECT 1311 42 1353 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 5351 136 5487 

FY93 DIRECT 471 1 16 4727 
FY93 INDIRECT 1759 22 1781 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 6470 38 6508 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 5247 136 5383 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 6341 38 6379 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 5145 136 5281 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 621 4 38 6252 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 5045 136 5181 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 6090 38 6128 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

.FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 5045 136 5181 
(DIRECT 8 INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 6090 38 6128 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 



APPENDIX D 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL LEVELS 

(CONT'D) 

SERVICE: USAF DEPOT: SM-ALC SERVICE: USAF DEPOT: WR-ALC 

CIV. MIL. TOTAL - -- - CIV. -- MIL. TOTAL 

FY91 DIRECT 4121 25 4146 
FY91 INDIRECT 1325 24 1349 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 5446 49 5495 

FY91 DIRECT 441 7 30 4447 
FY91 INDIRECT 1481 24 1505 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 5898 54 5952 

FY92 DIRECT 4038 25 4063 
FY92 INDIRECT 1299 24 1323 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 5337 49 5386 

FY92 DIRECT 4328 30 4358 
FY92 INDIRECT 1452 24 1476 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 5780 54 5834 

FY93 DIRECT 3957 25 3982 
FY93 INDIRECT 1273 24 1297 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 5230 49 5279 

FY93 DIRECT 424 1 30 4271 
FY93 INDIRECT 1423 24 1447 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 5664 54 5718 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 5125 45 5170 
(DIRECT 8 INDIRECT) 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 5552 54 5606 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 5023 45 5068 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 5441 54 5495 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 4923 45 4968 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 5332 54 5386 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 4923 45 4968 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 5332 54 5386 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

SERVICE: USAF DEPOT: AGMC SERVICE: USAF DEPOT: AMARC 

CIV. & TOTAL - CIV. MIL. TOTAL - -- 
FY91 DIRECT 801 0 801 
FY91 INDIRECT 342 10 352 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 1143 10 1153 

FY91 DIRECT 357 0 357 
FY91 INDIRECT 135 0 1 35 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 492 0 492 

FY92 DIRECT 785 0 785 
FY92 INDIRECT 335 10 345 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 11 20 10 1130 

FY92 DIRECT 358 0 358 
FY92 INDIRECT 1 38 0 138 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 496 0 496 

FY93 DIRECT 769 0 769 
FY93 INDIRECT 329 10 339 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 1098 10 1108 

FY93 DIRECT 358 0 358 
FY93 INDIRECT 1 38 0 138 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 496 0 496 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 1076 10 1086 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 496 0 496 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 1054 10 1064 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 496 0 496 
(DIRECT 8 INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 1033 10 1043 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 496 0 496 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 1033 10 1043 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 496 0 496 
(DIRECT 8 INDIRECT) 



APPENDIX D 
DEPOT MAINTENANCE PERSONNEL LEVELS 

(CONT'D) 

SERVICE: MARINE CORPS (USMC) TOTAL 

CIV. MIL. TOTAL - 
FY9l DIRECT 939 179 1118 
FY91 INDIRECT 626 204 830 
FY91 USMC TOTAL 1565 383 1948 

FY92 DIRECT 867 145 1012 
FY92 INDIRECT 71 1 113 824 
FY92 USMC TOTAL 1578 258 1836 

FY93 DIRECT 973 0 973 
FY93 INDIRECT 647 20 667 
FY93 USMC TOTAL 1620 20 1640 

FY94 USMC TOTAL 1565 20 1585 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 USMC TOTAL 1512 20 1532 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 USMC TOTAL 1461 20 1481 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 USMC TOTAL 1354 20 1374 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

SERVICE: USMC DEPOT: MCLBA - 
CIV. MIL. TOTAL - -- 

FY91 DIRECT 451 68 519 
FY91 INDIRECT 313 136 449 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 764 204 968 

FY92 DIRECT 373 45 418 
FY92 INDIRECT 383 90 473 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 756 135 891 

FY93 DIRECT 496 0 496 
FY93 INDIRECT 334 10 344 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 830 10 840 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 720 10 730 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 696 10 706 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 672 10 682 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 646 10 656 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

SERVICE: USMC - DEPOT: MCLBB 

CIV. MIL. TOTAL - 
FY9l DIRECT 488 111 599 
FY91 INDIRECT 313 68 381 
FY91 DEPOT TOTAL 801 179 980 

FY92 DIRECT 494 100 594 
FY92 INDIRECT 328 23 351 
FY92 DEPOT TOTAL 822 123 945 

FY93 DIRECT 477 0 477 
FY93 INDIRECT 313 10 323 
FY93 DEPOT TOTAL 790 10 800 

FY94 DEPOT TOTAL 845 10 855 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY95 DEPOT TOTAL 816 10 826 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY96 DEPOT TOTAL 789 10 799 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 

FY97 DEPOT TOTAL 708 10 718 
(DIRECT & INDIRECT) 
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FOREWORD 

This DDMC Corporate Business Plan establishes joint Service strategy for the 
management of the Department of Defense (DOD) organic depot maintenance 
industrial base during the 1990's. Two significant and seemingly divergent geopolitical 
trends have set the stage for the formulation and execution of this strategy. First, the 
easing of East-West tensions, sometimes referred to as the end of the Cold War, has 
provided the impetus for the largest DOD force structure reductions since the end of 
World War II. As active inventories of weapon systems are decreased, so too will the 
logistics infrastructure needed to support them. On the other hand, events on the 
periphery of superpower relations have resulted in substantial military engagements 
such as Operation Desert Storm and Operation Just Cause. Thus, the depot 
maintenance community finds itself faced with the challenge of having to downsize 
while simultaneously increasing efficiency and productivity in order to sustain forces in 
the field. 

This plan describes how this vital objective will be achieved. The establishment of 
the DDMC in June 1990 bolstered a tradition of corporate intersetvice management that 
has flourished in the depot maintenance community for many years. Pursuant to the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense memo of 30 June 1990, "Strengthening Depot 
Maintenance Activities," this document prescribes how the Services will decrease their 
annual depot maintenance budgets by a cumulative total of $3.9B during the period 
FY91-FY95. It describes what actions will be taken to achieve these savings and when 
they will be realized. Future annual editions of this plan will track progress toward this 
goal and reflect the inevitable changes of strategy that will be mandated by the 
ever-dynamic character of the depot maintenance arena. 





TABLE OF CONTENTS 

FOREWORD . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  i 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  TABLE OF CONTENTS iii 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  LIST OF CHARTS. FIGURES. AND TABLES vi 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ix 

CHAPTER 

1 . INTRODUCTION 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1.1 Objectives 1 
1.2 Background . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1.3 Defense Depot Maintenance Council 3 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1.3.1 DDMC Corporate Structure 3 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1.3.2 DDMC Initiatives 4 
1.4 Depotclosures . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1.5 Magnitude of Depot Maintenance 5 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1.5.1 Estimated Depot Maintenance Budget 5 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1.5.2 Peacetime Workload 6 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1.5.3 Mobilization Workload 7 

2 . SERVICE BUSINESS STRATEGIES FOR ACHIEVING SAVINGS 

Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11 
Armystrategy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  12 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Army Near-Term Strategy 12 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Army Long-Range Strategy 13 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Naval Air Systems Command Strategy 13 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVAIR Near-Term Strategy 14 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVAIR Long-Range Strategy 17 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Naval Sea Systems Command Strategy 18 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA Near-Term Strategy 19 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA Long-Range Strategy 20 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Air Force Strategy 20 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Air Force Near-Term Strategy 21 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Air Force Long-Range Strategy 21 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Marine Corps Strategy 22 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Marine Corps Near-Term Strategy 23 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Marine Corps Long-Range Strategy 23 

iii 



3 . DDMC STUDIES 

3.1 Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  27 
3.2 Genericstudies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  27 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3.2.1 CapacityIUtilization Study 27 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3.2.2 Performance Measurement System Study 28 

3.2.3 Maintenance Management Information Systems (MMIS) Study . . . . . . . . . .  29 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3.2.4 Cost Comparability Study 29 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3.3 Commodity Studies 30 

4 . CORE 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4.1 Description and Definition 33 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4.2 Quantification Methodologies 33 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4.2.1 ArmyCore 33 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4.2.2 NAVAIR Core 33 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4.2.3 NAVSEA Core 34 

4.2.4 Air Force Core . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4.2.5 Marine Corps Core 35 

Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  37 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ProjectedSavings 37 

Changes to the Depot Maintenance lnterservicing 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  StudiesProcess 38 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  RegulatoryMatters 38 
Current and Projected Interservicing Levels . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  39 
Methodology to Measure Interservicing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  39 
lnterservicing Data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  40 
Interservicing Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  40 

6 . DEPOT MAINTENANCE COMPETITION 

6.1 Background . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  45 
6.2 Current Competition Base . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  46 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6.3 Regulatory Constraints 47 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6.4 Competition Summary 47 



7 . CAPACITY UTILIZATION 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Projected Savings by Service 57 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Capacity Utilization Summary 58 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Army 59 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Naval Air Systems Command 64 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Naval Sea Systems Command 68 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command 79 
AirForce . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  80 
Marinecorps . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  84 

APPENDICES 

. . . . . . . . . . . .  A . SERVICE DEPOT MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES AND CODES 87 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  B . ESTIMATED DEPOT MAINTENANCE BUDGET 89 



LIST OF CHARTS. FIGURES. AND TABLES 

CHARTS 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1-1 Joint Service CONUS Organic Peacetime Workload 8 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1-2 Joint Service CONUS Contract Peacetime Workload 10 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5-1 FY89 Completed Depot Maintenance Workloads 41 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5-2 Projected FY95 Interservicing Level 41 

FIGURES 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3-1 DDMC Commodity Studies 31 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7-1 Naval Shipyard Missions 69 

TABLES 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1-1 Near-Term Targets 2 
1-2 Long-RangeTargets . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1-3 Combined Near-Term and Long-Range Targets 2 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1-4 Estimated Depot Maintenance Budget 6 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1-5 Total Assigned Depot Maintenance Personnel 9 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Summary of Joint Service Projected Savings 11 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Summary of Army Projected Savings 12 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Summary of NAVAlR Projected Savings 14 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVAIR Aircraft Single Siting 15 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVAIR Engine Consolidations 16 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Summary of NAVSEA Projected Savings 18 

Summary of Air Force Projected Savings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  20 
Summary of Marine Corps Projected Savings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  22 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5-1 Projected Interservice Savings 38 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5-2 Army Interservice Summary 42 

5-3 NAVAIR Interservice Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42 
5-4 NAVSEA Interservice Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  43 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5-5 Air Force Interservice Summary 43 
5-6 Marine Corps Interservice Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  44 



LIST OF CHARTS. FIGURES. AND TABLES 
(Cont 'd) 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Projected Competition Savings 45 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  FY90 Workloads Awarded Competitively 47 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Army Competition Summary 48 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVAIR Competition Summary 50 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA Competition Summary 51 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  SPAWAR Competition Summary 51 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Air Force Competition Summary 52 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Marine Corps Competition Summary 55 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Projected Capacity Savings 57 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Army Capacity Utilization Summary 59 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Anniston Army Depot 60 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Corpus Christi Army Depot 60 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Letterkenny Army Depot 61 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Red River Army Depot 61 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Sacramento Army Depot 62 

TobyhannaArmyDepot . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  62 
TooeleArmyDepot . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  63 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVAIR Capacity Utilization Summary 64 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NADEP Alameda 65 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NADEP Cherry Point 65 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NADEP Jacksonville 66 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NADEP Norfolk 66 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NADEP North Island 67 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NADEPPensacola 67 

NAVSEA Capacity Utilization Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  68 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NAVSEA Drydock Utilization Projections 69 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 70 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Philadelphia Naval Shipyard 70 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Norfolk Naval Shipyard 71 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Charleston Naval Shipyard 71 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Puget Sound Naval Shipyard 72 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Mare Island Naval Shipyard 72 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Long Beach Naval Shipyard 73 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard 73 

NWSEarle . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  74 
NOSlndianHead . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  74 
NWSCCrane . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  75 

vii 



LIST OF CHARTS. FIGURES. AND TABLES 
(Cont'd) 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NOS Louisville 75 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NWSYorktown 76 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NWSCharleston 76 

NUWES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  77 
NWSConcord . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  77 
NWSSealBeach . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  78 
NESECSanDiego . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  79 
NESEC Portsmouth . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  79 
Air Force Capacity Utilization Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  80 
Oklahoma City ALC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  80 
OgdenALC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  81 
San Antonio ALC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  81 
Sacramento ALC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  82 
WarnerRobinsALC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  82 
AGMC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  83 
Marine Corps Capacity Utilization Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  84 
MCLBAlbany . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  84 
MCLB Barstow . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  85 

viii 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The DDMC Corporate Business Plan (CBP) is in response to Defense 
7 

Management Report Decision (DMRD) 908. It describes how the Services will ach~eve 
31.961 in depot maintenance savings over the period FY91-FY95 called for by the 6 e$ty Secretary of Defense in his 30 June 1990 memorandum. "Strengthening Depot 

Maintenance Activities." The DDMC CBP brings together the initiatives specified in the 
Service Departments' near-term plans; the "Joint Service Long-Range Plan for 
Increased Efficiencies," 28 September 1990; the "Joint Service Business Plan" (JSBP), 
28 February 1991 ; and the individual Service business plans. Savings are attributable 
to near-term or long-range actions. Long-range actions are further attributable to 
increased interservicing, depot maintenance competition, or improved capacity 
utilization. The total DMRD 908 savings ($M) are shown below: 

FY91 - FY92 - FY93 FY94 - FY95 TOTAL 

Army 11.3 27.1 40.2 1 62.9 31 1.6 553.1 
NAVAlR 103.9 196.5 238.0 299.9 332.1 1,170.4 
NAVSEA 21 6.3 21 7.4 1 55.1 249.1 266.7 1,104.6 
Air Force 5.9 149.3 235.5 309.1 41 0.6 1 .I 10.4 
Marine Corps - 0.4 0.7 2.4 4.6 6.6 14.7 - 

The near-term savings identified by the Services address a broad range of actions 
including downsizing of both the direct and indirect workforce at depot installations, 
closure of facilities, cancellation of facility projects, and internal Service workload 
consolidations. Projected near-term savings are $1,826.3M plus $27M in cost 
avoidance for the Marine Corps. 

Through increased interservicing, an estimated savings of $1 20.2M will be 
achieved during FY91-FY95. The amount of interservice workload will increase by 
approximately 41 percent over current levels. The objective of increased interservicing 
is to perform workloads at a more efficient cost, yet maintain the quality and schedule 
requirements of the Principal Service. Interservicing savings will be accrued from 
greater economies of scale through consolidations, which will reduce recurring cost to 
the gaining depot. The losing activity will realize savings through overhead reductions 
associated with reduced workload and downsizing its facilities to eliminate underutilized 
capacity. 

Competition provides over 34 percent of the total DMRD 908 savings. The 
FY91-FY95 savings from competition is $1,370.3M. Competition savings will be 



accomplished through competition involving both public and private facilities. The 
Services have jointly identified workloads that are candidates for competition through 
the JSBP and in their individual business plans, including candidates for the DDMC 
competition demonstration program. This demonstration program is being carried out 

der the authority of legislation which permits the Army and the Air Force to engage in 
mpetition during FY91. Continuing legislation must be obtained to enable these 
rvices to compete in FY92 and beyond. Navy is not included in the demonstration 

program since Navy shipyards and aviation depots have not been constrained by 
legislation from engaging in competition, and they have established competition 
programs in place. If continuing legislation is passed to allow future Army and Air Force 
competitions, considerable increases in public-private competition beyond FY91 should 
OCCU r. 

In order to maintain workload to workforce balance, it is recommended that 
personnel end strength not be removed from any industrial activity due to the 
competition or intersewicing actions identified herein until the outcome is determined. 

The total savings attributable to capacity utilization is $636.4M. Most of the 
actions identified by the Services to achieve savings will impact depot capacity 
utilization. Capacity utilization savings will be achieved through redistribution of 
workloads within (consolidation) and among (intersewicing) the Military Departments. 
These savings will be based on divestiture of unneeded resources and assumption of 
manufacturing and fabrication workloads when cost effective and efficient to do so. 
Capacity will be reduced by converting some depot maintenance facilities to other than 
depot maintenance functions (e.g., warehouse, office space, etc.), sale of equipment 
and property, base closure, and laying away capacity not required in peacetime but 
necessary for surge or mobilization. 

As the Services continue to implement the various savings actions, future editions 
of this plan will reflect their progress and changes in strategies to achieve those 
savings. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 OBJECTIVES 

The objectives of the "Defense Depot Maintenance Council Corporate Business Plan" 
(DDMC CBP) are to: 

- Project savings resulting from increased efficiencies in depot maintenance 

- Summarize individual Service strategies for achieving savings 

- Portray essential elements of the "Program Objectives Summary" (POS) 

The DDMC CBP reflects the impact of significant changes currently affecting the DOD 
depot maintenance community. These changes have amplified the emphasis on the need for 
depot maintenance consolidations and streamlining to achieve savings. Defense Management 
Report Decision (DMRD) 908, 17 November 1990, established a savings target of $3.9B to be 
achieved by FY95 through increased efficiencies in depot maintenance operations. These 
targets include $1.78 near-term savings (Table 1-1) and long-range savings of $2.28 (Table 
1-2). (In the case of the Navy, DMRD 908 recorded only one Navy total long-range target. This 
plan delineates between NAVSEA and NAVAIR.) Table 1-3 displays the combined targeted 
near-term and long-range savings by Service. 

In addition to allocating target savings, DMRD 908 also credited savings reflected in 
Service industrial funds and customer accounts. DMRD 908C, 12 January 1991, updated these 
credits and, based on the assumption that recurring savings will occur in the outyears, extended 
savings targets through FY97. The DDMC CBP, however, focuses on discrete actions planned 
for achieving the original DMRD 908 target savings of $3.98 by FY95. Individual Service 
strategies for achieving these savings are discussed in Chapter 2. 

In addition to DMRD 908 savings, the Services will realize depot maintenance savings 
attributable to other DMRDs. Examples are: DMRD 904, "Stock Funding of Reparables"; 
DMRD 939, "Computer Aided Logistics Support (CALS)"; and DMRD 971, "Defense Business 
Operations Fund (DBOF)." Although the DDMC CBP focuses on DMRD 908, related DMRDs 
will be addressed in Chapter 2 as they affect individual Service strategies. 

The POS was formerly the annual document of the joint depot maintenance community. 
Its portrayal of joint Service depot maintenance workloads, requirements, and capabilities 
proved to be of value in the current climate of streamlining, consolidating, and downsizing. 
Essential POS data will be retained in the DDMC CBP, including organic and contract 
peacetime workload, organic and contract mobilization workload, and organic peacetime 
personnel levels. The data are addressed in paragraph 1.3, "Magnitude of Depot Maintenance." 



Table 1-1 
Near-Term Targets 

($ in Millions) 

FY91 FY92 FY93 FY94 FY95 TOTAL 

Army -24.3 -3.5 43.6 71.4 1 13.2 200.4 
NAVAIR 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 200.0 
NAVSEA -78.0 200.0 200.0 300.0 300.0 922.0 
Air Force 68.0 105.0 109.0 109.0 391 .O 
Marine Corps - - - - 
TOTAL -1 02.3 314.5 398.6 530.4 572.2 1,713.4 

* Does not include $27M Marine Corps MI  Tank facilitization cost avoidance. 

Table 1-2 
Long-Range Targets 

($ in Millions) 

FY91 - FY 92 - FY93 FY94 FY95 TOTAL 

Army 
NAVAIR 
NAVSEA 
Air Force 
Marine Corps 
TOTAL 

Army 
NAVAIR 
NAVSEA 
Air Force 

Table 1-3 
Combined Near-Term and Long-Range Targets 

($ in Millions) 

FY91 FY92 FY93 - FY94 - FY95 TOTAL 

Marine Corps - 0.2 0.5* 2.6 4.7 6.7 14.7 - 
TOTAL 15.6 573.5 827.3 1,128.9 1,368.1 3,913.4 

Does not include $27M Marine Corps MI  Tank facilitization cost avoidance. 



1.2 BACKGROUND 

The initiative to develop the DDMC CBP resulted from the Defense Management Review 
process. It is a necessary tool in light of guidance issued by the Deputy Secretary of Defense 
(DEPSECDEF) in his 30 June 1990 memorandum, "Strengthening Depot Maintenance 
Activities," the source document for guidance to the Services to achieve increased efficiencies 
and savings in depot maintenance. The DEPSECDEF memorandum tasked the Services to 
individually submit near-term plans for saving $1.78 by the end of FY95. These plans specified 
internal Service actions to achieve cost savings. The DEPSECDEF memorandum also required 
the Services to provide a coordinated long-range plan for reducing the cost of depot 
maintenance operations. Accordingly, the "Joint Service Long-Range Plan for Increased 
Efficiencies" was forwarded to the DEPSECDEF on 28 September 1990. This document 
outlines the broad strategy for achieving the $2.28 savings required in the DEPSECDEF memo. 
The strategy to achieve savings is based on three interdependent functions: interservicing, 
capacity utilization, and competition, with the heaviest reliance on competition to achieve the 
savings. The Long-Range Plan also introduced the DDMC CBP, which is the road map for the 
execution of required changes and savings. 

1.3 DEFENSE DEPOT MAINTENANCE COUNCIL 

The DEPSECDEF memorandum also established the Defense Depot Maintenance 
Council. The mission, organization, responsibilities, and functions of the DDMC were 
subsequently documented in DODD 5128.32, "Defense Depot Maintenance Council," 
7 November 1990. Its mission is to advise the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production and 
Logistics) (ASD(P&L)) on initiatives for reducing costs and improving the efficiency and 
effectiveness of depot maintenance management and operations in the DOD. The DDMC 
serves as a mechanism for coordinated review of DOD depot maintenance policies, systems, 
programs, and activities. It is the mechanism for jointly planning, monitoring, and evaluating the 
implementation of management improvement initiatives. The DDMC serves as a forum for 
exchange of information among the ASD(P&L) and Service officials responsible for the conduct 
of depot maintenance operations in the DOD. It also performs any other advisory duties relating 
to depot maintenance as required by ASD(P&L). 

Organizationally, the DDMC is chaired by the ASD(P&L). Its members are: the Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Logistics); the Director of the Defense Logistics Agency; the 
Commander, US Army Materiel Command; the Commander, Air Force Logistics Command; the 
Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Logistics); and the Deputy Chief of Staff for Installations and 
Logistics, Headquarters, US Marine Corps. 

1.3.1 DDMC Corporate Structure 

The corporate structure of the DDMC includes all DOD activities involved in the 
management and execution of depot maintenance. It consists of the following elements: 

- The DDMC, including OSD, Service, and DLA members 
- The ASD(P&L) Directorate of Maintenance Policy 
- The DDMC Support Group 
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- The Joint Logistics Commanders (JLC) 
- The Joint Policy Coordinating Group on Depot Maintenance (JPCG-DM) and its 

support organization 
- The JPCG-DM Executive Group 
- Those portions of the Service logistics headquarters/systems commands involved in 

the management of depot maintenance 
- Maintenance depots under the control of Service logistics headquarters/systems 

commands 

The DDMC has a unique relationship with the JLC in that several members of the JLC are 
also members of the DDMC. Thus, the JPCG-DM, as support group to the JLC, provides 
support to DDMC operations. The DDMC Support Group and the JPCG-DM Executive Group 
accomplish the executive level planning that is necessary to ensure the completion of DDMC 
initiatives. The membership of these two groups is comprised of many of the same individuals 
and provides a common base for implementing DDMC operations in the depot maintenance 
community. In addition, a DDMC Secretariat, operating under the auspices of the Chairman of 
the DDMC, has been established on the OSD staff. Appendix A lists the Service depot 
maintenance activities within the DDMC corporate structure. It does not include overseas 
depots. 

1.3.2 DDMC Initiatives 

The DDMC assigned lead Service responsibilities for conducting multi-Service studies to 
develop future maintenance strategies for specified commodities. Upon completion, the 
commodity studies were combined into the "Joint Service Business Plan" (JSBP), 28 February 
1991. The DDMC also assigned lead Service responsibilities to accomplish several studies that 
address important topics of a general nature. These include the development of a comparable 
performance measurement system for the depots, a cost comparability handbook to facilitate 
cost comparability between and among the depot maintenance activities, a comparable capacity 
measurement/utilization methodology, and a maintenance management information system 
study. Both the commodity studies and the generic studies are addressed in Chapter 3. In 
addition, the Services also developed methodologies, where needed, to measure "core" 
capability of their depots. This is reported in Chapter 4. 

1.4 DEPOT CLOSURES 

Under Public Law 100-526, the 1988 Base Closure Commission identified two depot 
activities for closure. They are Pueblo Army Depot, CO, and Lexington-Army Depot, KY. The 
depot maintenance mission of these activities is currently being realigned and transferred. 

In the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Report to the President, 
1 July 1991, two additional depot closures were recommended under Public Law 101 -51 0: 

- Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, PA, was recommended for closure and preservation for 
emergent requirements. The propeller facility (shops and foundry), Naval Inactive 
Ships Maintenance Facility, and the Naval Ship Engineering Station will remain in 
active status on shipyard property. 
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- Sacramento Army Depot, CA, was recommended for closure. Its workload will be 
realigned by competition to ensure the most cost effective distribution of work. The 
competition will determine how best to distribute the current SAAD workload among 
Tobyhanna Army Depot, PA; Anniston Army Depot, AL; Red River Army Depot, TX; 
Letterkenny Army Depot, PA; Corpus Christi Army Depot; and Sacramento Air Logistics 
Center, CA. 

1.5 MAGNITUDE OF DEPOT MAINTENANCE 

The Services share the primary defense mission of manning, equipping, and training the 
military forces necessary to provide for national security. In order to accomplish this mission, 
the Services have acquired a large quantity and variety of equipment valued at over $4206 
("Department of Defense (DOD) FY89 Real and Personal Property Reportu). 

In their daily operation of this vast inventory, the Services provide the deterrence needed 
to preserve peace. In its peacetime context, defense capability provides READINESS. In the 
event of war, the existing inventory will afford the only means of defense in the short term, until 
it can be supplemented by the acceleration of industrial production of defense equipment to 
meet wartime demand. The ability to wage war effectively for an extended period of time 
provides SUSTAINABILITY. Since weapon systems and their components will fail due to usage 
and/or suffer battle damage in combat, there is a critical need to replenish the operating 
inventory in order to ensure maximum levels of equipment readiness and sustainability. The 
highly developed capability of organic maintenance depots, supplemented by that of commercial 
industry, makes it possible to maintain a high state of readiness during peacetime and sustain 
the continuing maintenance requirements essential during wartime. 

1.5.1 Estimated Depot Maintenance Budget 

Maintaining the large DOD equipment inventory is a critical mission requiring considerable 
expenditure of funds. Table 1-4 shows the estimated joint Service FY91-FY95 depot 
maintenance budget included in the amended FY91 President's Budget submitted to Congress 
in January 1990. The table also shows how the depot maintenance budget has been impacted 
by DMRD 908 adjustments as well as adjustments resulting from other DMRDs. The Navy 
Stock Fund figures have been added to provide a more complete picture of the total depot 
maintenance expenditures. Other Service budget data include stock fund estimates. As can be 
seen, even after the budget is significantly reduced due to increased efficiencies, depot 
maintenance will still require a substantial expenditure of DOD funds. Appendix B provides 
estimated budget data by Service. 

Information in Table 1-4 is based on President's Budget data to the extent possible. The 
current estimate was based on FY92 President's Budget data which were available only through 
FY93. For FY94-95, each Service provided the most accurate current estimate possible 
consistent with POM data. Methodology for computing these amounts did vary by Service 
based on the differences between the Service budgeting processes. Navy Stock Fund data in 
Table 1-4 reflect savings and force structure reductions known at the time of budget submittal. 



FY91 President's 
Budget (Jan 90) 

DMRD 908 
Adjustments 

Table 1-4 
Estimated Depot Maintenance Budget 

(Then Year $ in Millions) 

Other Adjustments (353.9) (31 0.5) (92.8) (725.9) (606.5) 

Total Adjustments (691.7) (901.5) (764.0) (1,751.5) (1,934.1) 

Navy Stock Fund'* 1,304.0 1,215.0 1,179.0 1,219.0 1,260.0 

Current Estimate 12,363.6 12,090.8 11,817.4 11,965.0 12,149.2 

NOTE: Does not include NAVSEA Private Sector Contract Data. 

' Does not include $27M Marine Corps M I  Tank Facilitization Cost Avoidance. 

'* These figures represent the Navy Stock Fund projected investment in organic and 
commercial depot level repair and component rework. 

1.5.2 Peacetime Workload 

During peacetime, the mission of the organic industrial base is to accomplish workloads to 
support the readiness of the operational forces. Chart 1-1 shows the joint Service organic 
peacetime workload trend for FY91-FY95 in direct labor hours (DLH). The overall trend is a 
decrease in workload from FY91-FY95 punctuated with a slight increase in FY94. Data 
presented in Chart 1-1 reflect the situation prior to ongoing and planned workload shifts by the 
Services. Chapter 7 portrays organic depot workload as it is planned to be after workload shifts 
due to efficiencies and force structure changes have occurred (to the extent they are 
accommodated). 

Table 1-5 provides an overall view of the peacetime assigned depot personnel levels by 
Service as of 31 December 1990. 

Chart 1-2 shows the contract peacetime workload in dollars for FY91-FY95. The joint 
Service contract workload declines during the period FY91 -FY93 which are the only fiscal years 
for which complete data is available. The Army contract workload presented in Chart 1-2 
includes only funded Operations and Maintenance (0 & M) workload and does not, therefore, 



reflect the entire Army depot maintenance contract program. Army contract workload data for 
other appropriations were not available. 

1.5.3 Mobilization Workload 

In the event of mobilization, fluctuations in depot maintenance workload will occur. 
Projections for wartime requirements are accomplished through structured processes, using 
appropriate operational planning guidance documents. Mobilization workload projections are 
based on certain assumptions concerning various categories of workloads, which will increase 
(surge), remain constant, or decrease during mobilization. These assumptions are based upon 
a large body of historical data that enables the Services to predict wartime usage rates, wartime 
failure rates, and timetables for expected retrograde to return to depots. 

The wartime mission is the most compelling reason for maintaining an organic industrial 
base. Mobilization workload requirements are an essential aspect of DDMC corporate business 
planning because they are an important factor in sizing the peacetime organic industrial base. 
War scenarios used to compute this data, however, need to be updated to reflect the current 
threat. Mobilization workload will be included in this document once updated war scenarios are 
received. 



Chart 1-1 
Joint Service CONUS 

Organic Peacetime Workload DLH(000) 

Service 

Army 
Air Force 
Marine Corps 
Navy 

Joint Service 145,575 138,836 130,870 134,530 133,223 

NOTE: These data reflect funded and unfunded workload requirements. Data also reflect 
workload projections prior to adjustments stemming from DDMC CBP actions. 



Table 1-5 
Total Assigned 

Depot Maintenance Personnel 
(As of 31 December 1990) 

Service 

Army 
Navy 
Air Force 
Marine Corps 

Personnel 
Levels 

Joint Service 146,792 

* Navy depot maintenance personnel level does not include NAVSEA Ordnance 
Activity Group indirect labor personnel; indirect personnel support multiple functions 
including depot maintenance. 



Chart 1-2 
Joint Service CONUS 

Contract Peacetime Workload $(000) 

ESSEESl Navy 
Air Force 
Army 
Marines 

FY 91 FY 92 FY 93 FY 94 * FY 95 ' 
FISCAL YEARS 

Service - FY 91 FY 92 FY 93 FY 94 F Y  95 - 
Army '* 
Air Force 
Marine Corps 
Navy 

Joint Service 3,814,819 3,488,920 3,511,113 2,096,052 2,123,149 

NOTE: These data reflect funded and unfunded workload requirements. Data also reflect 
workload projections prior to adjustments stemming from DDMC CBP actions. 

* FY94 and FY95 NAVSEA Contract Peacetime Workload is not included because competed 
ship availabilities for those fiscal years have not been identified. 

** 0 & M appropriation only. 



CHAPTER 2 

SERVICE BUSINESS STRATEGIES FOR ACHIEVING SAVINGS 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

Each Service has developed a strategy for achieving its portion of both the $1.7B 
near-term savings and the $2.2B long-range savings. Near-term savings strategies were 
identified in the individual Services near-term plans, while long-range savings strategies are set 
forth in the "Joint Service Long-Range Plan for Increased Efficiencies," 28 September 1991. 
Long-range savings actions are further detailed in the "Joint Service Business Plan" (JSBP), 
28 February 1991, and Service business plans. The Service strategies for achieving savings 
reflect varying philosophies and initiatives to respond to Service-unique requirements. The 
plans preserve the responsive depot maintenance capability needed to support peacetime and 
wartime mission requirements. 

Some Service strategies are impacted by multiple DMRDs. Where applicable, savings 
attributable to DMRDs other than DMRD 908 are noted in the summaries of the Service 
business plans; however, the DDMC CBP focuses specifically on those actions that are being 
implemented by the Services to achieve the $3.98 savings targeted in DMRD 908. 

Table 2-1 provides a joint Service summary of savings by fiscal year which will result from 
the planned Service actions. It also shows the DMRD 908 targets for savings and the variances 
between the targets and savings. Although there are some variances in specific fiscal years, 
Service actions will achieve the required $3.98 savings by FY95. Due to rounding, all figures in 
Table 2-1 and subsequent Service level tables do not add exactly. 

Table 2-1 
Summary of Joint Service Projected Savings 

($ in Millions) 

FY91 FY 92 - FY93 - FY94 - FY95 TOTAL 

Near-Term 196.4 303.1* 283.6 509.3 533.9 1,826.3 
Interservicing 0.8 14.2 32.3 35.1 37.8 120.2 
Competition 122.2 179.6 254.9 355.0 458.5 1,370.2 
Capacity Utilization 18.4 94.1 100.4 126.2 297.4 636.5 

TOTAL SAVINGS 337.8 591 .O 671.2 1,025.6 1,327.6 3,953.2 I 
TOTAL TARGET 15.6 573.5. 827.3 1,128.9 1,368.1 3,913.4 

VARIANCE +322.2 +17.5 -156.1 -103.3 -40.5 +39.8 I 
Does not include $27M Marine Corps M I  Tank facilitization cost avoidance. 
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2.2 ARMY STRATEGY 

The Army strategy to reduce depot support costs and increase the efficiency of its depots 
is derived from three sources. These include its near-term strategy submitted 13 August 1990 to 
ASD(P&L), the "Corporate Business Plan - Army," and the actions set forth in the JSBP. Table 

provides a summary of the total projected savings for the Army. It also shows the 
blished savings targets and any variances between targets and savings. 

Table 2-2 
Summary of Army Projected Savings 

($ in Millions) 

FY91 FY92 FY93 FY94 FY95 TOTAL 

Near-Term 0.0 -4.2 -1.2 95.0 11 0.8 200.4 
Interservicing 0.0 0.6 1 . I  2.0 2.5 6.2 
Competition 5.9 4.8 10.6 16.5 22.3 60.1 
Capacity Utilization 5.4 25.9 29.7 49.4 176.0 286.4 

TOTAL SAVINGS 11.3 27.1 40.2 162.9 31 1.6 553.1 

TOTAL TARGET -21.3 6.2 101.3 171.5 255.6 513.3 

VARIANCE +32.6 +20.9 -61.1 -8.6 +56.0 +39.8 

2.2.1 Army Near-Term Strategy 

The Army near-term strategy was submitted to ASD(P&L) on 13 August 1990 in a 
memorandum through the Under Secretary of the Army. The Army near-term savings of 
$200.4M have already been taken from its program, as reflected in its FY92-FY97 Program 
Objective Memorandum (POM) submission. To achieve near-term savings, the DOD Base 
Closure and Realignment Report, April 1991, proposed closing Sacramento Army Depot 
(SAAD) and redistributing the majority of SAAD workload, primarily Communications-Electronics 
(C-E), to Tobyhanna Army Depot (TOAD). Other workloads would have gone to Anniston Army 
Depot (ANAD), Red River Army Depot (RRAD), Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD), and Corpus 
Christi Army Depot (CCAD). This consolidation was intended to effectively reduce the charged 
rate to customers for this workload and garner savings of $81 M by FY95. It would have also 
accounted for $94.6M of savings through more efficient capacity utilization, decreased 
overhead, and elimination of future military construction (MILCON) projects. This strategy was 
subsequently revised in the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Report to the 
President, 1 July 1991, which recommended that upon closure of SAAD, the current SAAD 
workload be realigned by competition between Sacramento Air Logistics Center and the 
individual Army depots noted above. 



In another near-term move, the Army will realign the CONUS automotive mission from 
Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD) to Tooele Army Depot (TEAD) for a savings of $24.8M. 

The Army near-term plan is in concert with its concept of centers of technical excellence 
and supports the final evolution of this concept within the Army organic depot structure. These 
actions will yield savings from an increase in efficiency through increased capacity utilization. 
The closure of SAAD and realignment of automotive workload at TEAD will improve efficiencies 
through reduced depot rates at the gaining facilities. Further efficiencies and reduced depot 
rates will be achieved through either consolidating additional DOD organic depot maintenance 
workloads or competitively transferring work from the commercial sector to the organic base. 

2.2.2 Army Long-Range Strategy 

Of the mechanisms available to increase efficiency and reduce costs within its depots, the 
consolidation of workloads to increase capacity utilization is the foundation of the Army 
long-range strategy. lnterservicing and competition will also provide significant contributions to 
the overall Army savings. Within the Army structure, however, consolidation of workloads will 
yield the most practicable and immediate savings. The Army will be able to make best use of its 
capacity and accommodate changing workloads once consolidations are accomplished. 
Underutilized capacity will be layed-away. This action will reduce the cost of ownership, e.g., 
basic maintenance and utilities costs, without irreversibly affecting the capacity of the depots. 
Because the facilities and equipment will remain in place, they can be quickly reactivated if 
needed in mobilization. The remaining capacity will thus be efficiently and effectively utilized 
after CONUS workloads are realigned and overseas workloads are transferred to CONUS 
depots. 

The Army plan includes actions documented in the JSBP, which complement the savings 
initiatives contained in the "Corporate Business Plan - Army." As evidence of the Army focus on 
capacity utilization savings, $286.4M of the FY95 long-range savings will be attained through 
increased capacity utilization. The Army long-range interservicing actions generate savings of 
$6.2M by FY95 and competition will result in $60.1 M of savings by FY95. Refer to Chapters 5, 
6, and 7 for details of the Army long-range savings actions. 

2.3 NAVAL AIR SYSTEMS COMMAND STRATEGY 

NAVAIR's "Naval Aviation Depot Corporate Business Plan," 18 December 1990, defines 
its strategy for reducing depot support costs. It expands upon the NAVAIR near-term strategy 
outlined in the Under Secretary of the Navy memorandum of 2 August 1990 to ASD(P&L), 
delineates actions to achieve long-range savings, and encompasses the results of the JSBP. 
Table 2-3 summarizes the NAVAIR savings, targets, and variances. 



Table 2-3 
Summary of NAVAIR Projected Savings 

($ in Millions) 

FY91 FY 92 FY93 FY94 FY95 TOTAL 

Near-Term 6.4 51.3 58.8 97.3 99.1 312.9 
Interservicing 0.0 5.9 11.6 9.7 9.7 36.9 
Competition 91.1 88.4 110.7 133.5 131.4 555.1 
Capacity Utilization 6.4 50.9 56.9 59.4 91.9 265.5 

TOTAL SAVINGS 103.9 196.5 238.0 299.9 332.1 1,170.4 

TOTAL TARGET 91.6 191.0 250.3 297.2 340.3 1,170.4 

VARIANCE +12.3 +5.5 -1 2.3 +2.7 -8.2 0.0 

2.3.1 NAVAIR Near-Term Strategy 

The near-term initiatives to achieve the projected NAVAIR savings of $312.9M include 
streamlining, single siting, and consolidation of other workloads. Of the projected near-term 
savings, $202.1 M have already been achieved through operating cost savings in rework and 
manufacturing. 

2.3.1 .I Streamlining: Hub Structure 

NAVAIR is replacing the current infrastructure of six self-contained depot activities with an 
interdependent Naval Aviation Depot (NADEP) Corporation which will be comprised of six 
streamlined and downsized production centers. Two of these, NADEP Norfolk and NADEP 
North Island, will be physically located with Hub Business Operating Centers (BOCs). This 
structure will streamline operations and consolidate management, administrative, and oversight 
functions. In addition, each hub will contain a Depot Production Center (DPC), which will 
provide depot level maintenance functions supporting assigned aircraft. The Norfolk hub will be 
linked operationally to the specialized DPCs supporting NADEP Cherry Point and NADEP 
Jacksonville. The North Island hub is operationally linked to the DPCs at NADEP Pensacola 
and NADEP Alameda. The four non-hub depots will become streamlined, interdependent 
DPCs, operationally linked to their respective Hub BOCs. 

Planned cost savings will occur primarily through reduction of indirect personnel currently 
assigned to support workload that is dual sited. Examples would be indirect labor in support of 
production and facilities in areas such as industrial engineering, supervision and production 
control. Other savings will be realized as product specific equipment is removed, leading to 
decreased facility maintenance costs. 



Consolidation of the central business support functions of depot corporate operations will 
result in a decrease of 450 personnel throughout the NADEP Corporation by FY95 and will 
contribute $72M towards DMRD 908 savings. 

2.3.1.2 Aircraft Single Site Realignment 

By FY92, NAVAIR will have single sited all aircraft programs (except A-6) to reduce the 
number of product lines managed at a given depot. Single siting provides the opportunity to 
significantly reduce depot maintenance support costs without impacting Fleet support. Product 
line consolidation will result in greater efficiency and a reduction in the cost of variable indirect 
manhours required to manage programs duplicated at more than one depot. Aircraft single 
siting will produce cost savings of $29.7M for FY91-FY95. Table 2-4 is the NAVAIR aircraft 
single siting plan adjusted to reflect actions from the JSBP. 

Table 2-4 
NAVAIR Aircraft Single Siting 

AIRCRAFT BEFORE SINGLE SITING AFTER SINGLE SITING 

AlamedalNorfolk 
Alameda/Jacksonville 
Alameda 
North lsland 
Norfolk 
Jacksonville/North lsland 
Cherry PointINorth lsland 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Pensacola/Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Jacksonville/Pensacola 
Pensacola 
Pensacola 
Pensacola 
Pensacola 

Will be single sited upon completion of rewing. 

** JSBP decision. 

Alameda/Norfolk 
Jacksonville 
Alameda 
North lsland 
Norfolk 
North lsland 
Cherry Point 
00-ALC 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Jacksonville 
Pensacola 
Pensacola 
Pensacola 
Pensacola 



2.3.1.3 Engine Consolidations 

Engine consolidations from five to three Naval Aviation Depots will result in long-range 
savings and interservicing opportunities. The results of the engine consolidations do not create 
savings within the Future Year Defense Program (FYDP) when viewed in isolation. However, 
the gaining DPC will be able to accomplish engine work at a price equal to or less than those 
presently planned at the losing DPC. Once non-recurring relocation investments are made, 
long-range savings will accrue. Non-recurring cost to reduce engine facilities is forecast to be 
$1 1.5M. This expense offsets the aircraft single site savings which would have been $41.3M if 
engine repair consolidations had been cost neutral. In addition, the equivalent square footage 
of the excess engine facilities will be closed to eliminate unused capacity or converted to other 
uses to reduce future MILCON requirements. 

Engine repair and maintenance consolidations will result in depot support assignments as 
follows: 

Table 2-5 
NAVAIR Engine Consolidations 

ENGINE BEFORE CONSOLIDATION AFTER CONSOLIDATION 

Alameda/Jacksonville 
NorfolWAlameda 
Alameda 
Alameda 
JacksonvilleINorth Island 
North IslandICherry Point 
North Island 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Norfolk 
Norfolk 

Jacksonville 
Alameda 
Alameda 
Alameda 
Jacksonville 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
OC-ALC 
OC-ALC 

NAVAIR will (based on the JSBP decision) compete the T56 core workload on a 
public-public basis to determine a single organic T56 core depot. Subsequently, the T56 
above core workload will be competed in a public-private competition. 

** JSBP decision. 



2.3.1.4 Other Workload Consolidations 

NAVAIR's strategy for near-term savings also includes consolidations of component and 
calibration workloads. Aircraft components that are currently dual sited will be consolidated at 
the depot which offers the most efficient process with best value to the customer. Anticipated 
savings from this initiative will be credited to DMRD 919, "Navy DMR Proposals," and the 
Aviation Supply Office (ASO). NAVAIR will also consolidate its depot level calibration program 
and expects to achieve savings of $9.066M by FY95. 

2.3.2 NAVAIR Long-Range Strategy 

The NAVAIR long-range savings projection is $857.5M, which includes $452M already 
incorporated in the budget. The mechanisms to achieve the long-range savings include 
interservicing, public-private competition, and increased capacity utilization. 

2.3.2.1 NAVAIR lnterservicing Strategy 

NAVAIR's goal is to reduce the cost of accomplishing depot maintenance through 
increased interservicing as the Principal activity. By FY95, NAVAIR will increase the amount of 
NAVAIR workload to be accomplished through interservicing to a value of $129M. This target 
assumes that other Services can accomplish depot maintenance workloads within the cost, 
quality, and schedule requirements of NAVAIR. Through interservicing, NAVAIR projects a 
savings of $36.9M through FY91-FY95. Savings are expected to be achieved through greater 
economies of scale via interservice workload consolidations to the gaining activity. Additionally, 
savings will be accrued by the NAVAIR losing activity through overhead reductions associated 
with facility downsizing and the elimination of underutilized depot capacity. NAVAIR projects a 
20 percent savings if workloads offered for interservicing are competed public to public (i.e., 
organic depot to organic depot). 

NAVAIR also has an initiative to develop a process to systematically review all 
commercial contracts prior to renewal. The review process will focus on reparables that could 
be accomplished at organic depots with the identical or similar capability of a commercial 
enterprise. Finally, NAVAIR is developing a plan to review all currently postured Navy aircraft 
systems and equipment for commonality with existing DOD capability, organic or commercial. 

2.3.2.2 NAVAIR Competition Strategy 

NAVAIR's competition savings is $555.1 M, distributed through FY91 -FY95. The NAVAIR 
competition strategy assumes that public-private competition applies to all programs above core 
supported within the depot industrial base. (See Chapter 4 for a discussion of core.) NAVAIR is 
also pursuing other "non-traditional" workload competition opportunities such as modifications 
(Aircraft Procurement) and component repair (Navy Stock Fund). The projected net competition 
savings is based on 20 percent of the current budgeted cost. 



2.3.2.3 NAVAIR Capacity Utilization Strategy 

NAVAIR capacity utilization savings will accrue from process improvements such as 
increased economies of scale, reduction of overhead, and closure of facilities. Process 
improvements will result in reduction of MILCON projects and capital investments, or greater 
return on these investments. Capacity utilization will be increased by divestiture of unneeded or 
inefficiently used resources, redistribution of existing workloads within and between Services, 
bringing contract workload to organic depots based on competition and lower costs, opportunity 
workloads resulting in the manufacturing/fabrication area, and process improvements of existing 
workloads. Within NAVAIR, an alternative work schedule (AWS) pilot program will be 
undertaken at one NADEP to evaluate the potential for efficiency improvements resulting from a 
better match between employee working hours and planned work center capacity. Increased 
economies of scale, reduction of overhead, closure of facilities, and reduction in MILCON and 
capital investment are projected to result in a savings of $265.5M. These savings were 
supplemented by the consolidation actions contained in the JSBP, which totaled $14.6M. 

2.4 NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COMMAND STRATEGY 

The NAVSEA strategy for achieving savings and increasing the efficiency of its depot 
activities and shipyards is embodied in the Navy near-term plan, 2 August 1990; the JSBP; and 
the "Naval Shipyard Corporate Business Plan." Its plan is designed to meet the $2,7346 
savings goals included in DMRDs 908; 919, "Navy DMR Proposals"; and 939, "Computer Aided 
Logistics Support (CALS)." Table 2-6 displays the summary of the NAVSEA DMRD 908 
savings, targets, and variances. 

Table 2-6 
Summary of NAVSEA Projected Savings 

($ in Millions) 

FY91 FY92 FY93 FY94 - FY95 TOTAL 

Near-Term Savings 190.0 188.0 121 .O 208.0 215.0 922.0 
Interservicing 0.8 1.2 6.4 7.4 8.6 24.4 
Competition' 20.0 20.0 20.1 20.1 20.1 100.3 
Capacity Utilization 5.5 8.2 ' 7.6 13.6 23.0 57.9 

TOTAL SAVINGS 21 6.3 21 7.4 155.1 249.1 266.7 1,104.6 

TOTAL TARGET -60.8 226.5 237.6 346.4 354.9 1 ,I 04.6 

VARIANCE +277.1 -9.1 -82.5 -97.3 -88.2 0.0 

Includes $0.1M of savings attributable to Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command 
(SPAWAR). 
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The majority of the internal NAVSEA actions required to meet savings targets are 
embodied in its "Corporate Operations Strategy and Plan" (COSP), 30 May 1990. The COSP 
addresses savings targets relating to near-term and long-range process efficiencies, i.e., 
DMRDs 91 9 and 939. The COSP is in three sections: 

- Cost and Schedule Performance. 
- Technical Excellence and Human Resource Strategy. 
- Environmental Compliance. 

The COSP was established to pursue excellence in costlschedule performance, quality, 
and technical and environmental compliance. It provides definitive direction and guidance 
relating to efficient operations and includes specific performance elements and standards 
against which each shipyard will be measured. The area of cost and schedule performance 
includes specific standards of: 

- Schedule Performance 
- Direct Labor Cost Performance 
- Overhead Cost Performance 
- Material Cost Performance 
- Improved Capital Plant Management 

The technical excellence and human resource standards are: 

- Technical Excellence 
- Safety Enhancement 
- Human Resource Strategy 

The environmental compliance area has one standard, Environmental Compliance, against 
which shipyards will be measured. 

2.4.1 NAVSEA Near-Term Strategy 

The NAVSEA near-term plan is contained in the Navy near-term savings strategy 
submitted to ASD(P&L) on 2 August 1990 by the Under Secretary of the Navy and in the COSP. 
As part of the planning process, NAVSEA reviewed ship depot level maintenance requirements. 
During the review the structure of the force requiring future depot maintenance was reduced. 
Because of the lead time required to develop the workforce and to perform depot maintenance 
and alteration planning, the depot maintenance infrastructure had been sized for a workload that 
was larger. The NAVSEA workforce was in excess of the current requirement. Thus, 
NAVSEA's near-term plan is the reduction of the size of its workforce to reduce depot 
maintenance costs. Accordingly, the shipyards are reducing the indirect structure of the 
workforce in response to these changes in work in order to keep a balanced workforce and 
maintain the ratio of indirect personnel to direct personnel. 

NAVSEA is accomplishing this reduction in a phased approach. It is eliminating excess 
labor as it downsizes and restructures its internal shipyards. Restructuring entails realignments, 
streamlining, and productivity improvements. The downsizing of naval shipyards is 
commencing in FY91 in a standardized manner, making allowances for unique characteristics of 
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Individual shipyards. The downsizing matches the reductions in the depot maintenance 
prbgram. The net savings of this initiative for FY91-FY95 will be $922M. Savings have been 
reflected in customer accounts in the FY92-FY97 Navy POM. 

2.4.2 NAVSEA Long-Range Strategy 

The NAVSEA shipyard plan for achieving long-range savings at the naval shipyards 
continues the process improvements specified in the COSP for cost and schedule performance, 
technical excellence and human resources, and environmental compliance. NAVSEA plans to 
implement a series of actions to address the improvement of cost and schedule performance 
whlch will reduce the cost of labor chargeable to customers by improving the control and 
accountability of direct labor management. NAVSEA will also implement process improvements 
in overhead cost performance, material cost performance, and improved capital plant 
management. 

In addition to process improvement initiatives, several actions will ensue from the JSBP 
and the "Naval Shipyard Corporate Business Plan." Savings of $24.4M will be attributed to 
NAVSEA by interservicing (Chapter 5). Competition in FY91 - FY95 will contribute $1 00.2M 
(Chapter 6). NAVSEA will realize $57.9M in savings from consolidations (Chapter 7). 

2.5 AIR FORCE STRATEGY 

The Air Force strategy is derived from its near-term plan, 30 July 1990, the JSBP, and the 
"Air Force Depot Maintenance Business Plan," 26 April 1991. These three sources provide a 
coherent strategy which will enable the Air Force to increase the efficiency of its depot 
operations and achieve its stated savings goals. Table 2-7 summarizes savings, DMRD 908 
targets, and the variances for the Air Force. 

Table 2-7 
Summary of Air Force Projected Savings 

($ in Millions) 

FY91 FY92 FY93 FY 94 FY95 TOTAL 

Near-Term 0.0 68.0 105.0 109.0 109.0 391 .O 
Intersewicing 0.0 6.3 12.9 15.5 16.3 51.1 
Competition 4.9 66.0 111.5 180.9 278.8 642.1 
capacity Utilization 1 .O 9.0 6.1 3.7 6.5 26.2 

TOTAL SAVINGS 5.9 1 49.3 235.5 309.1 41 0.6 1 , I  10.4 

TOTAL TARGET 5.9 1 49.3 235.5 309.1 410.6 1,110.4 

VARIANCE 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 



2.5.1 Air Force Near-Term Strategy 

The Air Force near-term plan was submitted to ASD(P&L) on 30 July 1990 through a 
memorandum from the Secretary of the Air Force. The Air Force near-term cost savings 
initiatives call for the reduction of the Air Force programmed depot maintenance costs by 
$1.1 108 between FY91 and FY95, $391M of which will be credited to DMRD 908. These 
reductions will result in changes in workload and reorganization of Air Force Logistics Command 
(AFLC). The initiative involves every category of the depot expense--manpower, material, 
installations, equipment, supplies, facility construction and maintenance, and base operating 
support. 

The Air Force near-term plan calls for rapid personnel reductions, installation closure, 
streamlining, and process improvements. The Air Force will streamline its material 
management function by transferring responsibility for inventory control points (ICP) on the shop 
floor from depot maintenance to the stock fund. This action will save $68.OM. Savings of 
$90.2M will come from reduced supplies and equipment in the depot maintenance operations 
through improved processes. Reduced contract engineering technical services (CETS) costs 
will be achieved by improved training of maintenance technicians. This action will save $13.8M. 
Productivity improvements in overhead areas will reduce manpower and save $178.4M. 
Terminating the depot maintenance operations at RAF Kemble United Kingdom will save 
$40.6M. 

2.5.2 Air Force Long-Range Strategy 

The Air Force will accomplish its long-range savings through interservicing, competition, 
and increased capacity utilization, with the majority of its savings coming from competition. 

2.5.2.1 Air Force Interservicing Strategy 

The goal of the Air Force is to reduce the cost of accomplishing depot maintenance 
through increased interservicing. The Air Force currently has the largest percentage of its 
workload being accomplished through interservicing of any of the Services, approximately six 
percent. This, coupled with the fact that other Services accomplish five times the workload for 
the Air Force than the Air Force accomplishes for other Services, limits the opportunity for the 
Air Force to offer workloads for interservicing. This is reflected in the total savings of $51.1 M 
from interservicing as compared to the competition category of savings. The JSBP contains 
several decisions which are included in the "Air Force Depot Maintenance Business Plan." 
These are highlighted in Chapter 5. 

2.5.2.2 Air Force Competition Strategy 

The Air Force has established competition as its primary source of savings, which will 
total $642.1M. This includes public-private competition, public-public competition and 
manufacturing competition. As a by-product of public-private competition, the Air Force will 
reduce its industrially funded workforce in order to make its depots more competitive. This will 
achieve a savings of $1 78.6M. Competition savings from public-private competitions will result 



in savings of $463.5M by FY95, which includes $52.29M from manufacturing competition. The 
Air Force competition actions are detailed in Chapter 6. 

2.5.2.3 Air Force Capacity Utilization Strategy 

In the Air Force, capacity requirements will be identified to maintain mobilization capability 
for future workload requirements, for competitions won, and as part of the overall business 
strategy. Capacity reductions will be implemented based on more efficient production 
processes and more economic use of production resources. As workloads are modified from 
interservicing, consolidation, and competition actions, current production processes will be 
streamlined and improved. Equipment and facility utilization will be analyzed in relation to 
currentJprojected workloads and capacity reserve requirements. Plans will be initiated to divest 
excess equipment and facilities. Air Force actions to increase the capacity utilization and 
consolidations are identified in Chapter 7. The Air Force long-range savings attributable to 
increased capacity utilization are $26.2M through FY95. 

2.6 MARINE CORPS STRATEGY 

The Marine Corps strategy to reduce depot support costs is documented in two sources. 
The Marine Corps near-term savings strategy is pan of the Under Secretary of the Navy 
memorandum submitted to ASD(P&L) on 2 August 1990. The "Marine Corps Maintenance 
Corporate Business Plan," 8 February 1991, provides the long-range Marine Corps strategy to 
achieve $1 4.7M cost savings in depot maintenance operations during FY91 -FY95. The JSBP 
also attributes long-range savings to the Marine Corps that resulted from the DDMC commodity 
studies. 

Table 2-8 shows a summary of the savings, targets, and variances for the Marine Corps. 

Table 2-8 
Summary of Marine Corps Projected Savings 

($ in Millions) 

FY91 FY92 FY93 FY94 FY95 TOTAL 

Near-Term 0.0 (27.0)* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Interservicing 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.6 1.6 
Competition 0.3 0.4 2.0 4.0 6.0 12.7 
Capacity Utilization 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.4 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0.4 0.7 2.4 4.6 6.6 14.7 

TOTAL TARGET 0.2 0.5 2.6 4.7 6.7 14.7 

VARIANCE +0.2 +0.2 -0.2 -0.1 -0.1 0.0 

* Memo Entry: Cost avoidance--MI Tank project planned but not included in the POM. 



2.6.1 Marine Corps Near-Term Strategy 

In its response to the 30 June 1990 DEPSECDEF memorandum, the Marine Corps 
identified a cost avoidance of $27M in FY92 through the cancellation of the facilitization project 
for the M I  Tank at Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow. In addition, it noted several other 
initiatives which will aid in improving the efficiency of its depots. These include: 

- Fixed pricing as directed by OSD, which will commence in FY91 and be fully 
implemented by FY93 

- Installation of an automated parts retrieval system to reduce materiel expenses and 
direct labor costs 

- Focusing capital equipment purchases on items that would result in reduction of direct 
labor hours on the shop floor 

- Reducing direct labor costs and increasing the productivity of military labor through the 
reduction/consolidation of training requirements 

- Expansion of the Inspect and Repair Only as Necessary (IROAN) program to other 
weapon systems 

- Reduction of the total Marine Corps inventory which will reduce the overall rebuild 
requirements 

- Continued use of Total Quality Management principles within the Marine Corps depots 

2.6.2 Marine Corps Long-Range Strategy 

The Marine Corps long-range savings strategy is contained in the "Marine Corps 
Corporate Business Plan" and initiatives ensuing from the JSBP. Long-range savings will be 
achieved in three areas--increased interservicing, increased efficiency in depot capacity 
utilization, and public-private and public-public competition. Competitions will account for the 
most of the Marine Corps savings. 

In order to implement the Marine Corps strategy, a Marine Corps Maintenance Corporate 
Business Office (MCMCBO) has been established. This office will ensure that a best value, 
responsible, and responsive source of multi-commodity depot maintenance is available to the 
Marine Corps and customers. The MCMCBO will assess, coordinate, and facilitate business 
issues including long-range planning, and planning for competition and interservicing. The 
MCMCBO will function as the business process coordinator and facilitator. 

2.6.2.1 Marine Corps Interservicing Strategy 

The MCMCBO will focus its efforts on providing effective support to the operational forces 
and efficiently utilizing the DOD depot maintenance resources. All systemlequipment acquired, 
requiring depot maintenance support, will be identified early in the acquisition process as 
potential candidates for interservicing. Potential interservicing candidates will undergo an 
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assessment to determine the most cost beneficial site or sites for performance of the depot 
maintenance workload. The cost benefit assessment will include review of facilities, technical 
capabilities, personnel, and equipment. The Marine Corps interservicing actions are identified 
in the "Marine Corps Corporate Business Plan" and the JSBP and total to $1.6M in savings. 
These are shown in Chapter 5. 

2.6.2.2 Marine Corps Competition Strategy 

The Marine Corps will maximize the process of generating savings. Efficiencies realized 
from competition of above core requirements will be applied to core requirements. Efficiencies 
gained at a competing depot will be applied to the non-competing depot in those instances 
where competition involves a common weapon system between depots. The process will apply 
whether the competition is won or lost. 

All programs currently supported within the depot industrial base which are above core 
will be considered for public-private competition. (See Chapter 4 for a discussion of the Marine 
Corps core methodology.) Competition represents the most challenging portion of the Marine 
Corps long-range savings. This is in part due to getting its competition program operational. 
The Marine Corps is in the process of developing its competition program and has established 
September 1991 as the date to award its first competition under a demonstration program. The 
Marine Corps plans to aggressively execute its pilot competition, though significant savings are 
not expected until its expertise and competition program are more mature. The Marine Corps 
has identified three areas of opportunity in the competition arena that it will be pursuing to 
achieve its savings targets. These include: 

- Renewal of Current Contracts - Currently the Marine Corps has $7.4M in contracts for 
depot maintenance work which are due for renewal. These contracts will be closely 
scrutinized as possible candidates for public-private competition. 

- Major Refurbishment and Modification Program - Between FY93 and FY95 the Marine 
Corns ~ l a n s  to ex~end $20M on maior refurbishment and modification of weapon 
sysiems. All impeking and future product Improvement Plans (PIPS) will be evaluated 
for their potential to become competition candidates to add to the overall Marine Corps 
competition base. 

- Manufacturing and Fabrication - The Marine Corps currently has the capability to 
compete for manufacturing and fabrication. It will pursue opportunities to compete for 
manufacturing of parts and components with private industry. 

The Marine Corps competition savings target is $12.7M; the competition programs are 
shown in Chapter 6. 

2.6.2.3 Marine Corps Capacity Utilization Strategy 

Marine Corps depots are currently operating at a high percent of capacity utilization (see 
Chapter 7), which inhibits any great savings from increased capacity utilization. However, the 
Marine Corps will continue to optimize its resources to increase capacity utilization level to the 
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maximum extent possible. The Marine Corps savings target for capacity utilization savings is 
$0.4M. The Marine Corps strategy to improve its capacity utilization level includes: 

- Optimal use of manpower, equipment, facilities, and material 

- Reduction of overhead 

- Prudent application of MILCON, capital investments, and environmental costs 

- Improvement of processes and upgrading capability to computerize numerical controls 
and robotics 

These depot improvements will not remove the requirement to maintain a reserve 
capacity to meet military core requirements. It is necessary to retain reserve capacity to meet 
unexpected workload fluctuations and mobilization requirements. 





CHAPTER 3 

DDMC STUDIES 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

A primary mission of the DDMC, as stated in DODD 5128.32, "Defense Depot 
Maintenance Council," is to advise the ASD(P&L) on initiatives for reducing the costs and 
improving the efficiency and effectiveness of worldwide depot maintenance management 
operations. The DDMC commissioned 25 joint Service studies on 24 July 1990 to provide a 
common basis for future depot maintenance assessments and analyses and to develop future 
depot maintenance strategies for specific commodities. A lead Service was assigned for each 
study. 

3.2 GENERIC STUDIES 

Four generic studies were commissioned by the DDMC: 

- CapacityJUtilization: Determine ways to comparably measure depot maintenance 
capacity and utilization (JPCG-DM lead) 

- Performance Measurement: Develop indicators for measuring specific aspects of 
depot maintenance performance (Navy lead) 

- Maintenance Management Information Systems (MMIS): Determine ways to exchange 
depot maintenance information between the Services with the least number of unique 
maintenance systems (Army lead) 

- Cost Comparability: Develop a means for comparing depot maintenance cost data 
among and between the Services and the private sector (Air Force lead) 

3.2.1 CapacityIUtilization Study 

A study team was tasked to develop recommendations for a capacity measurement 
process which portrays comparable organic depot maintenance capacity and provides a basis 
for determining utilization. The emphasis was on developing methods that would result in 
comparable data to be used in future workload consolidation studies. The study report was 
submitted to the ASD(P&L) on 5 December 1990. 

The study concluded that the basic approach to capacity measurement should be a 
refinement of the current methodology. It also concluded that since capacity data is a broad 
indicator of relative size rather than a precise measure, it should be referred to as an "index." 
The basic formulas for computing capacity indices were developed to support peacetime and 
mobilization planning. Specific refinements to the current capacity methodology were 



recommended to promote comparability, accommodate configuration changes, delete special 
consideration for bottlenecks, and include uncovered production areas. 

Recommended formulas to measure utilization were developed, as were 
recommendations for use of utilization data and depot utilization goals. As with capacity, 
utilization data should be referred to as an index. Specific formulas were developed to reflect 
peacetime funded, peacetime executable, and mobilization requirements. Shipyard utilization 
should be based upon drydock use rather than the conventional work position count to 
recognize the unique nature of shipyard work. 

Capacity and utilization indices are broad indicators rather than precise measures; they 
8tlould not be the sole basis for workloading decisions. Workload consolidation determinations 
should be based on a detailed review of the specific workloads and facilities involved. To 
minimize the possibility of misinterpretation and misuse of capacity and utilization index data, 
the data should be reported primarily within the DOD performance measurement system 
currently under development. 

The current DOD policy requiring 100 percent utilization in peacetime was reviewed. 
While capacity in excess of requirements needs to be divested, some reserve capacity must be 
retained to support sound business practices and military necessities such as mobilization. One 
hundred percent utilization is usually a costly approach. Rather than matching workload with 
capacity, facilities can operate at a more cost effective level by balancing flow with demand. It 
was recommended that the DOD utilization policy in DODD 4151 .1 be revised to recognize the 
need for reserve capacity and require a level of peacetime utilization that will ensure that 
mobilization and contingency requirements can be met while operating in a cost effective 
manner. 

The Services are collecting and analyzing capacity data under the proposed revision to 
DOD 4151.15H for subsequent reporting. 

3.2.2 Performance Measurement System Study 

The Performance Measurement study group was tasked to develop a set of command 
performance indicators for DOD industrial maintenance depots. The approach was to develop 
key indicators of performance, consistent with Total Quality Management principles, that would 
accommodate the DOD depot infrastructure. Rather than measuring performance based on 
single point indicators, as has been the practice, a system that uses trend analysis and 
emphasizes continuous improvement is being developed. The seven key indicators are 
effectiveness, efficiency, quality, productivity, innovation, capacity utilization, and cost 
performance. The actual mechanisms and formulas for measuring the key areas of 
p~rformance vary. Some key areas use several quantitative indicators, some use only one 
quantitative indicator, some use quantified indexes, and one uses a qualitative narrative. Those 
areas of performance that require quantitative approaches will rely on data products from the 
depots and the Services. The performance measurement system will allow for a hierarchical 
rollup of data; it therefore can be detailed for use by the depot or Service, or be summarized to 
assess the overall health of the DOD depot maintenance corporation. 



Phase one, development of the performance measurement indicators, is complete. 
Phase two is underway. It includes system development, selection of prototype depots, data 
collection, and system validation. 

A focal point for the collection and maintenance of corporate level performance 
measurement data will be designated. Upon completion of phase two, a fully integrated 
performance measurement system will be available for use throughout the DOD depot 
maintenance infrastructure. 

3.2.3 Maintenance Management Information Systems (MMIS) Study 

A study group was tasked to develop a plan to maximize the exchange of information 
among organic DOD depots and minimize the number of unique maintenance information 
systems needed. The JPCG-DM Executive Group provided further guidance, instructing the 
study group to accomplish the following: 

- Identify depot maintenance functions and the information systems that support those 
functions. The functions referred to are those performed at the depot maintenance 
facility and at higher headquarters. Information systems to be identified include those 
which are under development and are due to be fielded within two years. 

- Develop a matrix of all Service depot maintenance management information systems. 
This will aid in identifying near and middle term opportunities for sharing information 
systems or modules needing little or no modification, and in selecting interim standard 
systems from among current or developing systems to be adopted by all services. 

- Identify planned investments by the Services. 

- Provide recommendations on how to capitalize on investments in order to avoid 
duplication of effort. 

- Provide plans for establishing joint maintenance systems, where feasible. 

The MMIS study was completed on 25 March 1991. The plan includes the 
recommendation to establish a full time Executive Agent for MMlS reporting directly to the 
DDMC, and charged with executing approved depot level MMlS plans. Based upon a DDMC 
determination, OSD designated the Secretary of the Air Force as Executive Agent (EA) on 
17 May 1991. A goal of the EA will be to create a separate depot maintenance corporate 
information management (CIM) organization under the authority of the DDMC. 

3.2.4 Cost Comparability Study 

The Cost Comparability Group was tasked to develop standardized procedures and 
techniques to permit cost comparability during consolidation studies and when competing depot 
maintenance workloads between DOD components (public-public competition) and between 
organic components and the private sector (public-private competition). The Services have 
different methods of resourcing depot level maintenance and repair and different cost charging 
methodologies. These may or may not be consistent with those employed in the private sector. 
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It is necessary to develop a cost comparability method to be able to determine the true cost to 
the government of proposed maintenance actions regardless of the source of repair. The "Cost 
Comparability Handbook," when completed and published, will provide: 

- Definitions of the various terms used in and among the various Services as well as in 
the different segments of the private sector 

- A method to compare estimates submitted by the organic maintenance activities of the 
different Services to calculate the true cost to the government of the proposed 
maintenance actions 

- A method to compare proposals submitted by both private and organic vendors to 
calculate the true cost to the government of the proposed maintenance actions 

3.3 COMMODITY STUDIES 

The DDMC commodity studies were commissioned to develop depot maintenance 
strategies for assigned commodities. The study groups included representatives of each 
Service and, where applicable. DLA. Each study began with a comprehensive review of current 
and future depot maintenance workload requirements, capacities, and capabilities of current 
sources of repair for those workloads. The study groups identified opportunities for achieving 
cost savings through increased competition for depot maintenance workloads, increased 
interservicing of workloads, and intraservice consolidation of workloads. Figure 3-1 depicts the 
individual commodity studies under the respective lead Services. The results of the commodity 
studies were published in the JSBP, 28 February 1991. Joint action is now underway to 
execute the interservicing and competition actions specified in the JSBP. JSBP interservicing, 
competition, and consolidation actions are listed in Chapters 5, 6, and 7, respectively. 
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Figure 3-1 
DDMC Commodity Studies 
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Manufacturing 
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AIR FORCE LEAD 
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MARINE CORPS LEAD 

Small Arms 
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DLA LEAD 

Industrial Plant Equipment 

Combined into one Fixed Wing Aircraft Study 
** Combined into one Engine Study 

Additional studies may be undertaken to address other commodities identified as possible 
targets of opportunity; however, priority is currently being given to executing JSBP decisions. 





CHAPTER 4 

CORE 

4.1 DESCRIPTION AND DEFINITION 

DOD's policy is to maintain the most efficient core logistics capability for performing 
mission essential depot maintenance in support of the full range of military contingencies. 
Additionally, core capability will be used to satisfy a portion of peacetime requirements. The 
current law applicable to this policy is Public Law 100-370 (July 1988), which is now permanent 
law under Title 10, United States Codes, Armed Forces. In support of DOD policy, the Services 
have identified core resources at their respective organic depots. OSD defines core as follows: 

Core is an integral part of a depot maintenance skill and resource base which shall 
be maintained within depot activities to meet contingency requirements. It will 
comprise only a minimum level of mission essential capability either under the 
control of an assigned or jointly determined DOD Component where economic and 
strategic considerations warrant. 

Each Service has applied this definition to its respective organic resource base to quantify 
its core depot maintenance capabilities. Although the specific methodologies differ, Services 
identify the amount of organic "core workload" by weapon system needed to retain the 
necessary core skill and resource base. The Service core quantification methodologies are 
described in the following paragraphs. 

4.2 QUANTIFICATION METHODOLOGIES 

4.2.1 Army Core 

The Army expresses core in terms of workload which is reserved (not competed) for 
organic depot repair in Army facilities and that has an equipment readiness code (ERC) of "A" 
(essential to unit's mission) or "P" (critical to unit's capability) assigned to and recorded in the 
Total Army Equipment Distribution Plan (TAEDP). When applied to a specific weapon system, 
this approach means that, typically, only a portion of the weapon system's workload is 
considered core, since workload for those individual units ERC coded "A" or "P" qualifies as 
core, while workload for units with other ERC codes is above core. Assignment of ERC codes 
to specific units is based on the degree of importance to the accomplishment of the using 
activity's mission. 

4.2.2 NAVAIR Core 

As detailed in Naval Aviation Depot Corporate Business Plan, core is established 
considering the following: 



- A regional war scenario (i.e., five carrier groups plus required Marine Corps land-based 
aircraft) 

- Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) aircraft priority list 

- Fleet Readiness Support Meeting (FRSM) workload projections 

- Field team skill composition to support engaged aircraft 

- Individual depot aircraft and engine trade skill profiles 

- Attrition based on Office of the Chief Naval Operations (OPNAV) deployment 
projections 

Through identification and quantification of core, a capability and capacity base is 
established. Workload over and above core is considered available for interservicing or 
competition. 

4.2.3 NAVSEA Core 

Essential capability within the Navy ship depot level maintenance community resides in 
both the public and private sectors. Navy maintains the capital infrastructure and skill levels in 
support of strategic requirements: to have a responsive, geographically dispersed, strike-free 
industrial capacity; to have a qualified, available workforce whose priorities are controlled by 
the Navy; to ensure support of highly complex and classified work; to maintain the immediate 
capability to repair battle damage on all ship classes; and to provide an immediate industrial 
mobilization base. Naval shipyards also serve as the "source of last resort" for that depot level 
maintenance and repair unable to be performed by the private sector, either because of 
capability or capacity shortfalls. 

The Naval shipyards maintain their capability to meet their strategic requirements by 
performing complex maintenance availabilities. These availabilities include nuclear refuelings, 
as well as work on large surface combatants, nuclear submarines, and other surface ships. 
lndividual capabilities may exist in the private sector but, if so, they are not in sufficient quantity 
to accommodate all Navy ship depot level maintenance requirements. For example, capable 
drydocks for many strategic mission requirements are found primarily within the public sector. 
Navy views the industrial base as a whole, as well as by coast, and does not reserve capability 
for contingency requirements solely in the public sector. In fact, contingency requirements for 
some ship classes are satisfied within the private sector. Both the public and private sectors are 
sized to workload. 

4.2.4 Air Force Core 

Key elements of the Air Force core quantification methodology are: 

- The understanding that future mobilization requirements will be less than that on which 
Air Force has traditionally based logistics support. The Air Force focus is now on two 
simultaneous regional conflicts. 

34 



- The mission essentiality of assets supported at the depot level. 

- The correlation between core capability and mission essentiality that assures 
peacetime depot maintenance resources are able to meet planned levels of support. 
The Air Force uses the Logistics Support Priority (LSP) Index as a tool to indicate 
relative mission essentiality. 

- An analysis of the critical skills and resources required to support the mix of weapon 
system priorities. This analysis entails determining a volume of workload required to 
maintain core skills and resources. This is the minimum amount of work required by Air 
Force depots to provide critical organic depot maintenance support. 

It is expected the measurement of core will be a continuous process. As weapon system 
priorities and wartime support scenarios change, the Air Force will be required to continuously 
validate which depot maintenance resources are critical. 

4.2.5 Marine Corps Core 

To qualify as a Marine Corps core maintenance requirement, equipment must meet all 
three of the following criteria: 

- The equipment is a readiness reportable item per Marine Corps Bulletin 3000 or a 
mission essential weapons system selected for inclusion in the core 

- The equipment is rated by active Fleet Marine Force (FMF) units 

- The equipment requires and is planned for depot-level maintenance 

Once an item is identified as core, the following formula determines the minimum percent 
core for each weapon systemlequipment: 

Percent Core = Active FMF Unit Equipment Quantity x 100 
Acquisition Objective 

The acquisition objective is derived from the total FMF, plus the funded (50 days worth) 
prepositioned war reserve (PWR) assets. The percent core for each item is applied to the 
planned workload for the FY to determine the core quantity for that year. The Marine Corps 
core requirements level is approximately 28 percent overall. 





CHAPTER 5 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

lnterservicing has been an integral part of depot maintenance operations for many years. 
By providing for accomplishment of workload by one Service in support of another Service, 
interservicing helps to preclude duplication of facilities, equipment, and skills. 

The Long-Range Plan for Increased Efficiencies states that interservicing will be 
increased by specific actions to include: 

- Revision of the current interservice new start analysis procedure to require recurring 
cost as a decision criteria in depot source selection. This will, in effect, be an informal - 
public-public competition in the form of an economic analysis. 

- Review and revision of acquisition regulations to ensure that considering interservicing 
becomes an integral part of logistics planning in the acquisition community. This will 
eliminate duplicate and overlapping depot maintenance investment. 

- Workload consolidations resulting from commodity studies. 

- Joint investment opportunities in non-traditional areas (i.e., manufacturing, engine 
blade and vane repair, etc.) which will yield savings through joint use of facilities, joint 
buys of equipment, and joint investment. 

The mechanisms to increase interservicing and to ascribe resulting savings are described 
below in detail. lnterservicing associated with the commodity studies will be executed in 
accordance with the seven step process defined in the JSBP. This process will serve to ensure 
that the gaining Service can deliver a product with acceptable cost, quality, and schedule. 

5.2 PROJECTED SAVINGS 

The overriding objective of increased interservicing is to perform workloads within the 
cost, quality, and schedule requirements of the Principal Service. lnterservicing savings will be 
accrued from greater economies of scale through consolidations which will reduce recurring 
cost to the gaining depot. The losing activity will realize savings through overhead reductions 
associated with reduced workload and downsizing its facilities to eliminate underutilized 
capacity. The FY91-FY95 savings target is $120.2M. Table 5-1 shows interservicing savings 
projected by the individual Services. 



Table 5-1 
Projected Interservice Savings 

($ in Millions) 

FY91 FY92 FY93 FY 94 FY95 TOTAL 

Army 0.0 0.6 1 .I 2 .O 2.5 6.2 
NAVAIR 0.0 5.9 11.6 9.7 9.7 36.9 
NAVSEA 0.8 1.2 6.4 7.4 8.6 24.4 
Air Force 0.0 6.3 12.9 15.5 16.4 51.1 
Marine Corps - 0.0 0.2 - 0.3 - 0.5 - 0.6 - 1.6 - 
Total 0.8 14.2 32.3 35.1 37.8 120.2 

It has long been a goal of the depot maintenance community to make maximum use of 
interservice capabilities. lnterservicing opportunities are somewhat limited, however, by unique 
requirements of specific workloads. As discussed in paragraph 5.5.1, approximately 36 percent 
of depot maintenance workload is not suited to being interserviced. The Services are actively 
pursuing opportunities for increased interservicing of items wherever it appears productive and 
cost effective to do so. lnterservicing may also increase as a result of new workloads being 
awarded to depots through competition. 

5.3 CHANGES TO THE DEPOT MAINTENANCE INTERSERVICING STUDIES 
PROCESS 

In an effort to improve the efficiency of DOD depot operations, the Long-Range Plan 
stated the Services' intent to include recurring costs as a comparative analysis criteria in the 
depot source of repair selection process. Currently the depot maintenance interservicing 
process only considers non-recurring costs in comparative analyses. This new initiative will not 
only base depot source of repair decisions on one-time facility and equipment investments, but 
will also include those projected recurring costs associated with the processing and repair of 
items by the assigned depot repair activity. These recurring costs include, but are not limited to: 
salaries, wages, and benefits of direct labor, direct material costs, overhead, and other indirect 
operating costs which will be identified in the "Cost Comparability Handbook." A revision to the 
"Logistics Depot Maintenance Interservice" regulation (OPNAVINST 4790.14, AMC-R 750-1 0, 
AFLCR 800-30, AFSCR 800-30, MCO P4790.10A) which incorporates these changes, is 
currently under development. 

5.4 REGULATORY MATTERS 

A key factor in achieving maximum use of interservicing is to ensure that it receives 
proper consideration when conducting logistics planning for the acquisition of new weapon 
systems. In order to promote this, appropriate revisions have been made to two key DOD 
regulations. The Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition (USD(A)) initiative to create a 
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uniform acquisition system, and streamline and discipline the process resulted in a rewrite of 
DODD 5000.1, "Policies Governing Defense Acquisition," and DODl 5000.2, "Defense 
Acquisition Management Policies and Procedures." The new DODl 5000.2, which implements 
DODD 5000.1, requires by reference to DODD 41 51 .l, "Use of Contractor and DOD Resources 
for Maintenance of Materiel," that a decision tree analysis be performed to determine whether a 
DOD organic or contract depot maintenance source@) of repair should be utilized. DODl 
5000.2 further requires that the DOD organic depot maintenance source(s) of repair will be 
assigned following guidance provided in the DM1 regulation, which will ensure proper 
consideration of interservicing during the acquisition cycle. 

5.5 CURRENT AND PROJECTED INTERSERVICING LEVELS 

5.5.1 Methodology to Measure lnterservicing 

DODD 4151.1 defines "interservice maintenance support" as "maintenance either 
recurring or non-recurring, performed by the organic capability of one Military Service or 
element thereof in support of another military Service or element thereof." This traditional 
concept of interservicing is, however, only one portion of the total Depot Maintenance 
lnterservicing (DMI) Program. DM1 Program Workload is the total of all depot maintenance 
work performed at DOD installations and commercial contractors which is associated with 
interservice support (i.e., work performed under depot maintenance interservice support 
agreements, depot maintenance work managed under the nonconsumable item material 
support credit exchange program, and work performed under joint depot maintenance 
contracts). The definitions of the various DM1 Program Workload elements are as follows: 

Interservice: Maintenance, either recurring or nonrecurring, performed by the 
organic capability of one military Service or element thereof in support of another 
military Service or element thereof. 

Other Interservice: Maintenance performed by the organic capability of one 
military Service or element thereof, or maintenance performed by a commercial 
firm pursuant to a contract negotiated by one of the military Services in support of 
other DOD agencies which are not military Services such as the Defense Logistics 
Agency, Defense Security Assistance Agency, and the Defense Intelligence 
Agency. 

Joint Service (JS) Contract: Maintenance performed by a commercial firm for a 
military Service or element thereof, pursuant to a contract negotiated by another 
military Service on behalf of all the military Services receiving maintenance 
support through the contract. (This category includes the joint Contractor Field 
Team (CFT) program, administered at Wright-Patterson AFB, OH.) 

Nonconsumable Item Materiel Support Code (NIMSC) 5: Logistics support for 
recoverable items used by two or more military Services whereby the military 
Service which is the Primary Inventory Control Activity (PICA) is responsible for all 
logistics functions including depot maintenance. To obtain maintenance support 
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for these items, military Services that are Secondary Inventory Control Activities 
(SICA) submit funded requisitions for their supply requirements, and return 
unserviceable items to the PICA for credit. The PICA, in turn, obtains depot 
maintenance, either organically or contractually, for the unserviceable items and 
returns them to stock for reissue. 

For computations, the percentage of intersewice workload is the sum of the workload 
categories identified above divided by the total DOD workload base that is susceptible to 
interservicing. Workload not susceptible to interservicing includes workloads that, due to 
requirements for specialized resources, do not lend themselves to interservicing. These 
specialized resources include drydocks, large hangars, nuclear facilities, and large missile 
handling capabilities. Such resources reside in only one Service, and associated workloads 
cannot reasonably be considered for interservicing. This approach excludes workloads such as 
strategic bomber airframes (B-1, B-2, 8-52), large cargo aircraft airframes (C-5, C-135, and 
C-141), Navy ships, and specific strategic missile workloads (Minuteman, Peacekeeper, 
Trident). 

5.5.2 Interservicing Data 

The FY89 DM1 Program Workload has been quantified under this approach and is shown 
on Chart 5-1. As can be seen in Chart 5-1, the DM1 Program Workload is about 6.3 percent of 
the total FY89 DOD program that is susceptible to interservicing. Chart 5-1 reflects data from 
the DOD 7220.9-M database. FY89 data is portrayed because it is the most recent year for 
which complete data is available. 

Chart 5-2 shows the projected DM1 Program Workload for FY95. It reflects the impact of 
adding $21 6M of additional interservice workload identified herein to the current level of the DM1 
Program Workload. As shown, the proportion of the DM1 Program Workload increases to 9.1 
percent. Assuming that the public sector wins some of the workloads identified for competition 
in this plan, interservice workload may be further increased. The total workload susceptible to 
interservicing is based on the current estimate of the FY95 depot maintenance budget as shown 
in Table 1-4. 

5.6 INTERSERVICING SUMMARY 

DDMC Commodity Study Groups identified specific candidates for interservicing. 
Additionally, the individual Services also identified interservicing candidates in the development 
of their Service strategies. These changes will increase the amount of interservice workload by 
approximately $216M. Tables 5-2 through 5-6 reflect the candidates for each Service. Due to 
rounding, not all figures add exactly. Additional interservice workload may be realized as a 
result of competition. 



Chart 5-1 
FY 89 Completed Depot Maintenance Workloads 

Total Workload Susceptible 
to lnterservicing 

($8.283 B) 
DM1 Program 
($.522B) 

Primary Source: DoD 7220.9-M Data Base. Also includes addltlve for Contractor Field Teams. Data 
portrayed on this chart are the most current fiscal year available from the DoD 7220.9-M Data Base. 

Chart 5-2 
Projected FY 95 lnterservicing Level 

Total Workload Susceptible to lnterservicing 
($7.81 4B) 

'Contract 
($1.8528) 



JSBP - 

Total 

ITEM 

Ground C-E Equip 
Gas Turbine 

Engines 
Bridge Loader 

Transporter 

ITEM 

JSBP 

Tactical Missiles 

Missile total 
TF30 Engine 
C-1 SOFIR 
U AV/S R 
C-130 Main Landing 

Gear 
Ground C-E Equip 

GCE total 
Fl10 Engine 

Table 5-2 
Army lnterservice Summary 

FY 91 -FY 95 
CURRENT GAINING YEAR SAVINGS 

SOR SOR (FY) ($M) 

TBD TBD 92 5.6 

TEAD SA-ALC 93 0.4 

TEAD MCLBB 92 0.2 

Table 5-3 
NAVAIR lnterservice Summary 

CURRENT GAINING YEAR 
SOR SOR (FY) 

Contract LEAD 93 
ALMD LEAD 92 

NORVA LEAD 94 

NORVA OC-ALC 92 
CHYPT 00-ALC 92 

TBD TBD 95 

CHYPT 00-ALC 92 
PNCLA TBD 92 

J AX TBD 92 
NORIS TBD 92 

NORVA OC-ALC 92 

FY91 -FY95 
SAVINGS 
($MI 

0.1 
TBD 



ITEM 

JSBP 

Tactical Missiles 

BUSINESS 
PLAN 

Other Components 

Total 

ITEM 

JSBP 

Tactical Missiles 

Missile total 
TF39 Engine 
J79 Engine 
F-4 Aircraft 
Ground C-E Equip 
Small Arms 
TF30lF110 

Table 5-4 
NAVSEA lnterservice Summary 

FY91 -FY95 
CURRENT GAINING YEAR SAVINGS 

SOR SOR (FY) ($M) 

NWSSB LEAD 93 14.0 

All NSY TBD TBD 10.4 

Table 5-5 
Air Force lnterservice Summary 

FY91 -FY95 
CURRENT GAINING YEAR SAVINGS 

SOR SOR (FY) ($M) 

Contract LEAD 94 
ALMD LEAD 92 
NWSC LEAD 94 

00-ALC LEAD 93 

SA-ALC NADEP TBD 92 
OC-ALC CHYPT 92 
00-ALC CHYPT 92 
SM-ALC TBD 92 
00-ALC ANAD 92 
OC-ALC (Economies of 

Scale) 92 

Total 



ITEM 

JSBP 

Tactical Missiles 
Ground C-E Equip 

Table 5-6 
Marine Corps Interservice Summary 

Subtotal 

BUSINESS 
PLAN 

ANTTYQ-23 Radar 
ANKSQ-129 PLRS 
MIA1 Tank 
TSC-124 Single 

Channel Terminal 

Subtotal 

Total 

FY91 -FY95 
CURRENT GAINING YEAR SAVINGS 

SOR SOR (FY) ($M) 

Contract LEAD 95 0.5 
All MCLBs TBD 92 0.5 

New starts identified as of this time. 

SM-ALC 92 
TOAD 92 
ANAD 92 

TOAD 93 



CHAPTER 6 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE COMPETITION 

6.1 BACKGROUND 

The "Joint Service Long-Range Plan for Increased Efficiencies" identified competition as a 
primary source of savings. The most aggressive portion of the plan, competition was projected 
to provide over 80 percent of the total Long-Range savings target. Table 6-1 portrays projected 
competition savings by Service. 

Table 6-1 
Projected Competition Savings 

($ in Millions) 

FY91 FY 92 FY93 FY94 FY95 TOTAL - 
Army 5.9 4.8 10.6 16.5 22.3 60.1 
NAVAIR 91.1 88.4 110.7 133.5 131.4 555.1 
NAVSEA 20.0 20.0 20.1 20.1 20.1 1 00.3 
Air Force 4.9 66.0 111.5 1 80.9 278.8 642.1 
Marine Corps - 0.3 0.4 2.0 - 4.0 6.0 12.7 - - 

Total 122.2 179.6 254.9 355.0 458.6 1,370.3 

To attain competition savings, four targets of opportunity were proposed. One target for 
competition will be items currently under commercial contract where contract renewal is 
imminent. These items may have the advantage of detailed technical specifications and 
drawings, complete statements of work, and adequate tooling and test equipment. An 
additional opportunity will be major refurbishment and modification programs planned by 
weapon system program managers. Another area of competition will be manufacturing and 
fabrication. For manufacturing, priority will be given to critical items where there is a minimal 
private industrial capability or interest. All Services have a manufacturing/fabrication capability 
and can quickly compete. Also, the Services will compete appropriate organic workloads which 
are above core and have sufficient technical data available to support development of a 
statement of work and rework specification. 

There are real-time factors that will inhibit competition. For example, the Navy has 
established the necessary infrastructure, but the Army, Air Force, and Marine Corps will need to 
build competition programs. Additionally, there are potential legislative impediments due to 
conflicting and potentially restrictive laws. The following pieces of legislation currently govern 
competition: 



- Section 2466 of Title 10, United States Code prohibits the Army and Air Force from 
competing against each other or against the private sector. 

- Section 922 of the FY 1991 National Defense Authorization Act authorizes a 
competition pilot program during FY91 for the Army and Air Force to each compete a 
portion of depot workload. 

- Section 1425 of the FY 1991 National Defense Authorization Act provides 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. 

- Section 8072 of the FY 1991 Defense Appropriation Act states that, notwithstanding 
any other provisions of the law, the Secretary of Defense may acquire the modification, 
depot maintenance and repair 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 firms. 

Under these statutes, and based on DOD General Counsel opinion, a Competition 
Demonstration Program has been established whereby the Army, Air Force, and Marine Corps 
will compete a portion of each depot's workload during FY91. Navy ship depot maintenance will 
not be part of the demonstration program, since the amount of ship work currently competed 
already exceeds the program scope. Because of its well established, viable competition 
program, NAVAIR is not participating in the demonstration program. 

6.2 CURRENT COMPETITION BASE 

Table 6-2 provides the percentage of the total maintenance workload awarded during 
FY90 on both public-private and private-private competition. Enabling legislation discussed 
above allows the Army and Air Force to engage in public-private competition during FY91. If 
continuing legislation is obtained to allow future Army and Air Force competition, the program 
should reflect considerable increases in public-private competition values beyond FY91. Future 
editions of this plan will track the progress of the Services toward increasing the amount of 
competed workload against the baseline established in Table 6-2. 



Table 6-2 
FY90 Workloads Awarded Competitively 

PERCENT PERCENT TOTAL PERCENT 
SERVICE PUBLIC-PRIVATE PRIVATE-PRIVATE COMPETED 

Army 0% 
NAVAIR 6% 
NAVSEA 1 3% 
Air Force 0% 
Marine Corps 0% 

NOTES: Does not include sole source. Assumes multi-year contract options are awarded 
annually. NAVAIR percentages are based only on 0 & MN and 0 & MNR. 

6.3 REGULATORY CONSTRAINTS 

Beyond the legislative constraints discussed in paragraph 6.1, it is assumed that the 
Services will have the necessary authority to compete on an even playing field with private 
industry. 

6.4 COMPETITION SUMMARY 

The Services have jointly identified workloads that are candidates for competition through 
the JSBP and individually in their business plans, including candidates for the DMMC 
Competition Demonstration Program. Tables 6-3 through 6-8 portray the competition 
candidates. Due to rounding, not all figures add exactly. 



ITEM - 
DEMONSTRATION 
PROGRAM 

T63-700 Engine 
Patriot Launch 

Station 
M I  13 Engine 
M44 2 112 Ton 

Engine 
MILVANS 
ANKPQ-36/37 
RT-524 

Table 6-3 
Army Competition Summary 

COMPETITION FY91 -FY95 
CURRENT YEAR SAVINGS 

SOR (FY) ($M) 

CCAD 

LEAD 
RRAD 

TEAD 
ANAD 
SAAD 
TOAD 

- 
Subtotal 5.9 

JSBP 

Ground C-E 
Tac Veh 

Components 

All AD'S 

TEAD 
- 

Subtotal 54.2 

CCAD was the last assigned SOR for this workload requirement, which ended in FY89. 
SOR for new workload requirements that are above core will be determined through 
competition. 

FY92 COMPETITION 
CANDIDATES 

AH-1 Main Rotor Hub 
AH-1 Gear Box 42d 
AH-1 Gear Box 90d 
T700 Engine 
T700 ECD 
T700 Fuel Control 
T53 Fuel Control 
T63A-720 Engine 
OH-58 Main Rotor Hub 

CCAD/Contract 
CCAD 
CCAD 

CCAD/Contract 
CCAD/Contract 
CCAD/Contract 

CCAD 
CCAD/Contract 

CCAD 



ITEM 

Table 6-3 
Army Competition Summary (Cont'd) 

COMPETITION FY91 -FY95 
CURRENT YEAR SAVINGS 

SOR (FY) ($M) 

OH-58 Swashplate CCAD 
OH-1 Swashplate CCADIContract 
OH-1 Quill Assy (Overhaul) CCAD 
UH-1 Tail Boom CCADIContract 
UH-1 Main Rotor Hub CCADIContract 
UH-1 Quill Assy (Repair) CCAD 
M88 Transmission ANAD 
M88 Final Drive - Left ANAD 
M88 Final Drive - Right ANAD 
MI 13 Transmission RRAD 
5T Engine TEAD 
5T Transfer TEAD 
60T Locomotive TEAD 
30 KW Generator Set TEAD 
15 KW Generator Set TEAD 
M270 MLRS Launcher RRAD 
M578 Light Recovery Vehicle LEAD 
M i  2A1 Decon Apparatus LEAD 
Shop Equip (Misc) TEAD 

Subtotal 

Total 

TBD 

60.1 



ITEM 

JSBP - 
F-14A to D 
F-14 SDLM 
A-6 Rewing 
P-3 
F/A- 1 8 

FIA-18 total 
A-6 

A-6 total 
T-2 
S-3 
T56 
A-4 
E -2/C-2 
QF-4 Drone 
Ground C-E 

Table 6-4 
NAVAIR Competition Summary 

COMPETITION 
CURRENT YEAR 

SOR (FY) 

NORVA 91 
NORVA 91 
ALMD 91 * 
JAX 92 
J AX 92 

NORIS 92 

FY91 -FY95 
SAVINGS 
0 

ALMD 93 
NORVA 93 

JAX 
ALMD 
ALMD 
CHYPT 
NORlS 
CHYPT 
PNCLA 

JAX 
NORlS 

GCE total 0.0 

Subtotal 434.5 

Action Complete 

'* Acquisition strategy for QF-4 Drone conversion program precludes competition within the depot structure prior to 
w98. 

BUSINESS 
PLAN 

Acft Mods 
J52 
F404 
H-3 
T56 Gear Box 
TF34 
H-60 

All NADEPs TBD 
JAX 92 
JAX 93 

PNCLA 92 
ALMD 93 
ALMD 94 
PNCLA 93 

Subtotal 120.6 

Total 



ITEM 

JSBP 

Ground C-E 

BUSINESS 
PLAN 

Table 6-5 
NAVSEA Competition Summary 

COMPETITION FY91 -FY95 
CURRENT YEAR SAVINGS 

SOR (FY) ($M) 

All Depots 92 0.2 

Ships 

Total 

All NSYs 

NOTE: Individual ship availabilities scheduled for competition program are not listed. 

Table 6-6 
SPAWAR Competition Summary 

ITEM 

JSBP 

Ground C-E 

Total 

COMPETITION FY91-FY95 
CURRENT YEAR SAVINGS 

SOR (FY) ($M) 

All Depots 92 0.1 

- 
0.1 



Table 6-7 
Air Force Competition Summary 

COMPETITION FY91 -FY95 
CURRENT YEAR SAVINGS 

SOR (FY) ($M) ITEM 

DEMONSTRATION 
PROGRAM 

G-5615 
Gearbox 

F-16 OFP 
SftwreIV&V 

TF33 Vanes 
& Shrouds 

ANKRC-97A 
ARC-1 86 UHF 

SA-ALC 

Contract 
SM-ALC 
WR-ALC 

Subtotal 

JSBP 

Ground C-E 
QF-4 Drone 
1001200 KW 
Generators 
T56 

SM-ALC 
Contract 

SM-ALC 
SA-ALC 

TBD 
TBD 

Subtotal 

Acquisition strategy for the QF-4 Drone conversion program precludes competition within 
the depot structure prior to FY98. 

FY92 COMPETITION 
CANDIDATES 

KC-135 In-Flight 
Refueling Probe Contract 

J57 Engine OC-ALC 
Nuclear Hardness 

Minuteman Ill Contract 
F-16 Air Pressure 

Regulator Valve Contract 
Minuteman Ill Gyro Contract 
Minuteman Ill Software 00-ALC 



ITEM 

Table 6-7 
Air Force Competition Summary (Cont'd) 

FY92 COMPETITION 
CANDIDATES (Cont'dl 

COMPETITION FY91 -FY95 
CURRENT YEAR SAVINGS 

SOR (FY) ($M) 

Refurb Silos at 
Vandenburg Contract 

Misc. Aircraft Wheels 
(C-5, C-141, F-16, 

F-15, etc.) 00-ALC 
C-5 Speedline New Workload 
Test Equip & Generators SA-ALC 
C-141 Center Wing Box 

Replacement New Workload 
APQ-172 Radar Pod WR-ALC 
C-18 PDM Contract 

Subtotal 

BUSINESS 
PLAN** 

Aircraft 

Engine 
OMEI 

OC-ALC 
SM-ALC 
OC-ALC 
SM-ALC 

Exchangeables 
Acft Related 00-ALC 

Eng Related 
Nuc Comp 

SM-ALC 
OC-ALC 
SA-ALC 

** Air Force Business Plan of April 91 which has not been updated. 



ITEM - 

BUSINESS 
PLAN (Cont'd) 

Table 6-7 
Air Force Competition Summary (Cont'd) 

COMPETITION FY91 -FY95 

Exchangeables (Cont'd) 
Software 

- - 

CURRENT YEAR SAVINGS 
SOR (FY) ($M) 

SA-ALC -~ 

SM-ALC 
Manufacture 

Subtotal 

Personnel 
reductions 

Subtotal 

Total 

OC-ALC 
00- ALC 
SM-ALC 
SA-ALC 
WR-ALC 

All ALCs 

NOTE: The Air Force's competition process will be to compete at least one workload within 
each Center's assigned commodity/technology groups during FY91-FY95 and apply the lessons 
learned to the other workloads in that group. The above competition schedule includes FY91 - -- 

and FY92 competition candidates. 



Table 6-8 
Marine Corps Competition Summary 

COMPETITION 
CURRENT YEAR 

SOR (FY) 

FY91 -FY95 
SAVINGS 
0 ITEM 

DEMONSTRATION 
PROGRAM 

M923 5 Ton 
Truck MCLBB 

Subtotal 

JSBP 

Ground C-E * 
ANTTPB-1 D 

Radar Set ** 
ANTTPS-63 Radar 

MCLBA 
MCLBA 

Subtotal 

FY92 COMPETITION 
CANDIDATE 

MCLBA 

Subtotal 

BUSINESS 
PLAN 

M998 Truck 
M936 Wrecker 
AAVP7A1 

Engine 

MCLBA 
MCLBA 

MCLBB 

The Ground C-E Commodity Study contained an estimate of $3.1 M for the Marine Corps; 
however, review of projected workload indicates that extensive competition of Ground C-E 
systems is not economically feasible. The composition of Marine Corps Ground C-E equipment 
precludes packaging of contracts with sufficient dollar amounts to offset competition costs and 
achieve savings. 

** Part of Demonstration Program 



ITEM 

BUSINESS 
PLAN (Cont'd) 

Table 6-8 
Marine Corps Competition Summary (Cont'd) 

AAVP7A1 
Transmission 

Subtotal 

Total 

COMPETITION FY91-FY95 
CURRENT YEAR SAVINGS 

SOR (FY) ($M) 

MCLBB 



CHAPTER 7 

CAPACITY UTILIZATION 

7.1 PROJECTED SAVINGS BY SERVICE 

A third goal outlined in the 'Joint Service Long-Range Plan for Increased Efficiencies" is 
to increase the percentage utilization of depot capacity to its optimal level while ensuring 
efficiency and providing for the infrastructure necessary to meet peacetime and contingency 
needs. The Services were directed in the DEPSECDEF memorandum to achieve 100 percent 
peacetime utilization of depot capacity at their major depot maintenance facilities. While 
recognizing the need to increase utilization, the Long-Range Plan recommended a move toward 
optimal levels rather than 100 percent as a result of a study initiated by R e  JPCG-DM on 
capacity and utilization. That study found that achieving 100 percent utilization (i.e., matching 
workload with capacity) often is a costly approach due to excessive work-in-process and 
inventories. A less costly approach would be to match flow with demand, which allows for the 
greatest degree of cost effective utilization. This approach further recognized the need for 
reserve capacity, or that unutilized capacity retained for reasons of military necessity (surge and 
mobilization) and sound business practice. 

The Long-Range Plan stated that capacity utilization goals will be achieved through 
redistribution of workloads within (consolidation) and among (interservicing) the Military 
Departments, based on divestiture of unneeded resources, and capturing new opportunities for 
workloads in manufacturing and fabrication. Capacity will be reduced by converting some depot 
maintenance facilities to other than depot maintenance functions (e.g., warehouse, office space, 
etc.), sale of equipment and property, base closure, and laying away of capacity not required in 
peacetime but necessary for surge or mobilization. The projected savings expected from 
improved capacity utilization is $640.9M through FY95. Table 7-1 shows a breakout by Service 
and fiscal year of these anticipated savings. 

Table 7-1 
Projected Capacity Savings 

($ in Millions) 

FY91 - FY 92 - FY 93 
7 

FY 94 - FY95 TOTAL - 
Army 
NAVAIR 
NAVSEA 
Air Force 
Marine Corps 

Total 



7.2 CAPACITY UTILIZATION SUMMARY 

Most of the actions identified by the Services to achieve savings will impact depot 
capacity utilization. These actions include workload changes such as intersewicing, 
competition, and consolidation. They also include divestiture andlor layaway of facilities and 
equipment. The intent is to move individual depot utilization to that level which affords the 
greatest degree of cost effective operation. The following section includes one table for each 
Service which summarizes specific actions planned for achieving long-range capacity utilization 
savings. Each Service's capacity utilization summary table is followed by tables which depict, 
by depot, the impact of all actions on depot capacity utilization over the period FY91 -FY95. The 
effects of interservicing, consolidation, and capacity changes are reflected in the utilization 
index. Workload at risk due to competition is shown separately. The Army and Air Force 
workload at risk presented in this chapter will likely be modified as Army pursues an expanded 
competition program and the Air Force applies lessons learned from its competitions. The Army 
and Air Force risk levels presented, however, were computed with the best available information 
and estimates at the time this document was prepared. 



7.2.1 Army 

JSBP 
MZAD CAT 

MZAD CAT Total 

Table 7-2 
Army Capacity Utilization Summary 

FY91-FY95 
CURRENT GAINING YEAR SAVINGS 

SOR SOR (FY) ($M) 

MZAD RRAD 93-95 
MZAD ANAD 93-95 
MZAD TEAD 93-95 

98.0 

Tactical Missile Contract LEAD 94 
SAAD LEAD 94 
ANAD LEAD 93 
RRAD LEAD 92 
TOAD LEAD 94 

Tactical Missile Total 

H-64IH-60lH-47 Contract CCAD 91 

Tct Veh (CMF) TEAD TEAD 93 

SP Artillery LEAD RRAD 94 

CAT Sys Layaway ANAD 9 1 
RRAD 9 1 
TEAD 9 1 
LEAD 9 1 

CAT Sys Layaway Total 10.4 

Missile MCP' 7.3 

I PE TBD TBD 93 0.3 

Rail 

Rail Total 

Grd C-E (Layaway) 

Total 

RRAD TEAD 9 1 
NCAD TEAD 9 1 

0.8 

TOAD 

* This MCP savings resulted from cancellation of two projects at ANAD (P-31515 and P-32320) due to 
consolidation of missile workload at LEAD. 



Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

Table 7-3 
Anniston Army Depot (ANAD) 

DLH (000) 

ANAD will be responsible for all heavy combat vehicles, small arms, and electro-optics 
technologies. Electro-optics workload will be transferred from SAAD to ANAD. Air Force small 
arms depot maintenance support will be assigned to ANAD. Army Tactical Missile System 
(ATACMS) depot level maintenance program, the stockpile reliability program, and the stockpile 
storage program will be assigned to LEAD. Gyro (inertial guidance) repairlalignment associated 
with the ATACMS and other missile programs will be assigned to AGMC. ATACMS and inertial 
guidance associated MILCON projects will be cancelled at ANAD. After MZAD workload is in 
place at ANAD and the other realignments are completed, ANAD will downsize to bring up 
capacity utilization to 90 percent. 

' Includes impact of Inspect and Repair as Necessary (IRAN) program and a portion of MIA1 tank 
retrograde from Southwest Asia (SWA). 

** Achieved through adjusted downsizing. 

Table 7-4 
Corpus Christi Army Depot (CCAD) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

CCAD will be postured as the Army's rotary wing facility and will encompass the full 
spectrum of depot maintenance for all rotary wing aircraft. Also, Army depot level maintenance 
repair work for the AH-64, UH-60, and CH-47D components, currently on contract, will be 
transitioned to CCAD. 

' Does not include SWA Retrograde workload. 

** Accelerated core induction (AH-64 airframe, UH-60 (heavy) airframe, engine, and components, 
CH-47D airframe, and OH-58D airframe). 



Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

Table 7-5 
Letterkenny Army Depot (LEAD) 

DLH (000) 

LEAD will serve as the DOD tactical missile (guidance and control) and missile support 
equipment depot level maintenance facility. All Army artillery workload currently at LEAD 
will be consolidated at RRAD, while the LEAD automotive workload will be consolidated at 
TEAD. The FY95 capacity reflects changes to accomodate these workload shifts. 

Does not include SWA Retrograde workload. 

Table 7-6 
Red River Army Depot (RRAD) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

All light combat vehicle depot maintenance for the Army, including repair of associated 
engines and secondary items, will be located at RRAD. Depot maintenance of appropriate 
tactical missile systems at RRAD will be transferred to LEAD. The theater readiness 
monitoring facility for the Hawk and Patriot missile systems will be retained at RRAD. 

* Does not include Bradley Fighting Vehicle SWA workload. 



Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

Table 7-7 
Sacramento Army Depot (SAAD) 

DLH (000) 

SAAD has been recommended for closure. BRAC 91 requires this workload be 
competed between Army depots and SM-ALC. 

Table 7-8 
Tobyhanna Army Depot (TOAD) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 3766.0 3892.0' 4803.4. 4494.4 4204.9 
Capacity Index 5207.0 5207.0 5207.0 5207.0 4782.1 ** 
Utilization Index 72% 75% 92% 86% 88% 
Competition Risk 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

TOAD will be designated the facility for Army ground communications and electronics, 
communications security (COMSEC), and associated equipment overhaul and repair. 
TOAD will be responsible also for Army automated test equipment (ATE) and associated 
test program set development. The existing TOAD missile workload and associated 
diagnostic equipment will be transferred to LEAD. TOAD will retain satellite and fixed station 
strategic equipment maintenance. If the utilization rate is still low after SAAD workload is in 
place and other workload is realigned, downsizing will be implemented to bring up the 
utilization rate to 90 percent. 

* Does not include SWA generated workload. 

*" Achieved through adjusted downsizing. 



Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

Table 7-9 
Tooele Army Depot (TEAD) 

DLH (000) 

TEAD will become the depot level maintenance facility for Army tactical vehicles, rail 
equipment, and general purpose and construction equipment. Also, TEAD will be the sight 
for the Army's Consolidated Maintenance Facility (CMF). Gas turbine engine workload will 
be transferred to the Air Force. TEAD will compete for the Air Force's 100KW and 200KW 
generator workload. The TEAD Rail Facility will continue to support Army and Air Force rail 
workload and the mobile rail repair shops. 

Does not include SWA generated workload. 



7.2.2 Naval Air Systems Command 

fable 7-1 0 
NAVAIR Capacity Utilization Summary 

ITEM 

JSBP - 
Missile MCP* 

IPE 

Blade & Vane 

Blade & Vane Total 

Subtotal 

BUSINESS 
PLAN 

MILCON Avoid 

Reduced Depot 
Capacity 

Reduced CPP 

Process 
Efficiency 

Subtotal 

Total 

FY91-FY95 
CURRENT GAINING YEAR SAVINGS 

SOR SOR (FY) ($M) 

NORIS CHY PT 9 1 0.0 

NORIS CHYPT 92 0.0 

ALMD CHYPT 92 
NORVA CHY PT 92 
NORIS CHYPT 92 

This MCP savings resulted from cancellation of a depot maintenance missile project at NWS 
Concord (P-310) due to consolidation of missile workload at LEAD, and cancellation of an 
intermediate missile project at NWS Concord (P-282) due to consolidation of Navy tactical missile 
intermediate workload at NWS Seal Beach and NWS Yorktown. 

** These consolidations were originally included in the NAVAIR near term strategy, but were rolled 
into the rotary wing commodity study. Savings are included under near-term single siting. 



Table 7-1 1 
Naval Aviation Depot Alameda (NADEP ALMD) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

NADEP Alameda is undergoing a single siting effort with the transfer of aircraft, missile, 
and other workload. All P-3 aircraft workload will be transferred to NADEP Jacksonville. All 
airborne missile guidance and control units will be transferred to Letterkenny Army Depot. The 
J52 aircraft engine will be transferred to NADEP Jacksonville. Associated work positions will be 
eliminated and unutilized facilities will be returned to the host activity. 

Table 7-12 
Naval Aviation Depot Cherry Point (NADEP CHYPT) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

NADEP Cherry Point is undergoing a single siting effort with the transfer of engine 
workload. C-130 aircraft workload will be interserviced to 00-ALC. Associated work positions 
will be eliminated and unutilized facilities will be returned to the host activity. Air Force F-4 
aircraft workload and J79 engine workload will be interserviced to NADEP Cherry Point. 



Table 7-1 3 
Naval Aviation Depot Jacksonville (NADEP JAX) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

NADEP Jacksonville is undergoing a single siting effort with the transfer of aircraft and 
engine workload. All F-18 workload will be transferred to NADEP North Island. All TF34 engine 
workload will be transferred to NADEP Alameda. Associated work positions will be eliminated 
and unutilized facilities will be returned to the host activity. 

Table 7-1 4 
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk (NADEP NORVA) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

NADEP Norfolk is undergoing a single siting effort with the transfer of aircraft, missile, and 
other workload. All F110 and TF30 engine workload will be transferred to OC-ALC. All T56 
engine and T56 Gear Box workload will be transferred to NADEP Alarneda. All airborne missile 
guidance and control units will be transferred to the Letterkenny Army Depot. Norfolk will keep 
the F-14 aircraft workload, and the A-6 aircraft workload will be single sited after the rewing 
effort is complete. Associated work positions will be eliminated and unutilized facilities will be 
returned to the host activity. 



Table 7-15 
Naval Aviation Depot North Island (NADEP NORIS) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

NADEP North Island is undergoing a single siting effort with the transfer of aircraft, 
engine, and other workload. All CH-46 and F-14 workload will be transferred to NADEP Cherry 
Point and NADEP Norfolk, respectively, in FY91 and FY92. Associated work positions will be 
eliminated and unutilized facilities will be returned to the host activity. 

Table 7-1 6 
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola (NADEP PNCLA) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

NADEP Pensacola is undergoing a single siting effort with the transfer of aircraft 
workload. All 1-2 workload will be transferred to NADEP Jacksonville in FY91. All A-4 workload 
will be transferred to NADEP Cherry Point in FY92. Associated work positions will be eliminated 
and unutilized facilities will be returned to the host activity. 



7.2.3 Naval Sea Systems Command 

Table 7-1 7 
NAVSEA Capacity Utilization Summary 

ITEM - 
JSBP 

Missile MCP* 

IPE 

I Level Tct Msl 

Subtotal 

BUSINESS 
PLAN 

Subtotal 

Total 

FY91 -FY95 
CURRENT GAINING YEAR SAVINGS 

SOR SOR (FY) ($M) 

NWSC NWSSB 92 1.4 

All NSYs 

* This MCP savings resulted from cancellation of two intermediate missile projects at NWS 
Concord (P-271, P-289) due to consolidation of Navy tactical missile intermediate workload 
at NWS Seal Beach and NWS Yorktown. 

Naval shipyards have three critical missions: refueling nuclear submarines and nuclear 
cruisers; overhauling, repairing or inactivating nuclear submarines and nuclear cruisers; and 
overhauling and repairing large, complex surface ships, including nuclear and conventional 
aircraft carriers (CVICVN) and amphibious ships. These missions are beyond the capability or 
the capacity of the private sector. Other missions of the naval shipyards include repair and 
maintenance of other surface ships. Shipyard missions and their controlling facility are shown in 
Figure 7-1. The controlling factors in the execution of the shipyard missions are the presence 
and availability of appropriate drydocks. 

Drydock utilization is a measure of workload, not of efficiency, and is calculated on the 
basis of 304 ship dock days available for use in a year. Drydocks are unavailable for use for the 
balance of the year to allow for maintenance and drydock set-up. Drydocks are seldom 
projected to operate at 100 percent of available capacity, since this is a very high risk posture. 
Navy prudently reserves some capacity for emergent work including voyage repairs; Navy 



targets for 70 percent utilization to allow response to Fleet emergent work. Thus, in the near 
term, dock utilization will show a greater percent use than the far term due to emergent work. 
The capacity utilization rates calculated for FY91-FY95 in Tables 7-18 through 7-26 emphasize 
this point. In most cases, FY91 rates exceed 100 percent due to situations where more than 
one ship is in a drydock, submarine inactivations, and/or a ship is in the same drydock for more 
than 10 months (e.g., nuclear ship refuelings). FY91 rates reflect all work assigned to the 
shipyards, while FY92-FY95 projected rates do not. 

Figure 7-1 
Naval Shipyard Missions 

CRITICAL MISSION CONTROLLING FACILITY 

SSNICGN Refueling or Inactivation Refueling drydock complex 

SSNICGN OverhaulIDepot Maintenance 
Period (DMP) Nuclear capable drydock 

CV/CVN, Large Amphibious Ship overhaul or 
selected, restricted availability (SRA) Large CVICVN drydocks 

OTHER MISSION CONTROLLING FACILITY 

Repair and maintenance of other surface 
combatants and auxiliaries Other drydocks 

Table 7-1 8 
NAVSEA Drydock Utilization Projections 

By Mission Category 

Drydock Category 

SSNICGN Refueling 
Large/CV/CVN Capable 
Other Nuclear Capable 
Other 



Table 7-19 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (PTNSY) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 6616.0 5706.0 5439.0 5408.0 41 91 .O 
Drydock Utilization Indices 

SSN Refueling 60% 4% 1 1 5% 97% 75% 
Other Nuclear Capable 136% 61% 46% 65% 35% 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard concentrates on the maintenance and repair of nuclear 
submarines. Drydock #2, the SSN refueling drydock, will be out of commission during part of 
FY91 and all of FY92 while undergoing modification. 

Table 7-20 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard (PNSY) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 91 05.0 6822.0 5451 .O 5705.0 5074.0 
Drydock Utilization Indices 

LargeICV Capable 6 5% 32% 30% 47% 7% 
Other 1 3% 40% 0% 0% 20% 

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard has been nominated as a candidate for closure and 
preservation following the completion of the USS CONSTELLATION (CV-64) SLEP and USS 
FORRESTAL (CV-59) drydocking availability. 



Table 7-21 
Norfolk Naval Shipyard (NNSY) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 101 09.0 10951 .O 841 7.0 1021 9.0 13029.0 
Drydock Utilization lndices 

SSNICGN Refueling 95% 96% 38% 47% 73% 
LargeICVlCVN Capable 126% 31% 96% 35% 80% 
Other Nuclear Capable 66% 38% 30% 25% 2% 

Norfolk Naval Shipyard works on a full range of navy ships including aircraft carriers, 
surface combatants, and nuclear submarines. Refueling of nuclear cruisers will commence 
during this period. 

Table 7-22 
Charleston Naval Shipyard (CHNSY) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 7366.0 5927.0 5274.0 5522.0 61 90.0 
Drydock Utilization Indices 

SSN Refueling 117% 23% 97% 0% 11 1% 
Other Nuclear Capable 97% 67% 87% 57% 32% 

Charleston Naval Shipyard repairs and maintains surface combatants. It also repairs and 
refuels nuclear submarines. The Navy's modular maintenance facility is also located in the 
shipyard. The shipyard will be preparing facilities and the refueling drydock for its first SSN-688 
class refueling during FY94. 



Table 7-23 
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard (PSNSY) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 12539.0 10985.0 9869.0 13277.0 10687.0 
Drydock Utilization lndices 

SSNICGN Refueling 170% 155% 105% 95% 8 9% 
LargeICVlCVN Capable 120% 132% 86% 178% 71% 
Other Nuclear Capable 204% 145% 145% 193% 102% 

Puget Sound Naval Shipyard repairs, maintains, and refuels nuclear submarines and 
nuclear cruisers. It also repairs and maintains the full range of surface combatants including 
nuclear aircraft carriers. Puget Sound Naval Shipyard is the only fully nuclear capable shipyard 
on the west coast. The shipyard is a berthing site of the Navy Inactive Fleet. High usage of 
other nuclear capable drydocks is attributable to multiple ship dockings in the same drydock. 

Table 7-24 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard (MINSY) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 5705.0 5639.0 5645.0 7246.0 7591 .O 
Drydock Utilization lndices 

SSNfCGN Refueling 21 3% 91% 111% 100% 100% 
Other Nuclear Capable 101% 131 % 62% 33% 55% 

Mare Island Naval Shipyard repairs and refuels nuclear submarines. Drydock #3, a 
non-refueling nuclear capable drydock, is dedicated to special purposes on a full time basis. 



Table 7-25 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard (LBNSY) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 3829.0 4472.0 3801.0 3695.0 3873.0 
Drydock Utilization Indices 

LargeICVlCVN Capable 76% 115% 65% 79% 41% 
Other 33% 32% 37% 11% 78% 

Long Beach Naval Shipyard repairs and maintains non-nuclear surface combatants. The 
shipyard has downsized dramatically in recent years and has been highly successful in 
obtaining repair work through the Public-Private Competition program. Drydock # I ,  a 
large/CV/CVN capable drydock, provides the backup capability for emergent repairs to nuclear 
and non-nuclear aircraft carriers on the west coast. This drydock is only one of two Navy 
drydocks for repair of large combatants on the west coast. 

Table 7-26 
Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard (PHNSY) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 51 74.0 4088.0 4853.0 4932.0 51 71 .O 
Drydock Utilization Indices 

LargeICVlCVN Capable 68% 0% 63% 54% 99% 
Other Nuclear Capable 156% 144% 101% 1 1 2"/0 135% 

Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard repairs and maintains nuclear submarines and surface 
combatants homeported in Pearl Harbor, Hawaii. The shipyard provides a mid-Pacific repair 
capability for all ships which transit through the area. 



workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utllftation lndex 
Competition Risk 

Table 7-27 
Naval Weapons Station Earle (NWSEL) 

DLH (000) 

Weapons Station Earle performs depot level maintenance on items under the ordnance 
work breakdown structure (WBS). The utilization index reflects the anticipated funded workload. 

Table 7-28 
Naval Ordnance Station Indian Head (NOSIH) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

Naval Ordnance Station lndian Head performs depot level maintenance on items under the 
missile WBS. The utilization index reflects the anticipated funded workload. 



Table 7-29 
Naval Weapons Support Center (NWSC) Crane 

DLH (000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

Naval Weapons Support Center Crane performs depot level maintenance on items under 
the missile, ships, communication-electronics equipment, ordnance, and aircraft electronics and 
communications equipment WBSs. The utilization index reflects the anticipated funded 
workload. 

Table 7-30 
Naval Ordnance Station Louisville (NOSLV) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

Naval Ordnance Station Louisville performs depot level maintenance on items under the 
missile, ships, and ordnance WBSs. The utilization index reflects the anticipated funded 
workload. 



Table 7-31 
Naval Weapons Station Yorktown (NWSYK) 

DLH (000) 

Warktacld 
Ca acib index 
Utl P lation Index 
Competition Risk 

Naval Weapons Station Yorktown performs depot level maintenance on items under the 
Missile and ordnance WBSs. The utilization index reflects the anticipated funded workload. 

Table 7-32 
Naval Weapons Station Charleston (NWSCH) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Cornpetition Risk 

Naval Weapons Station Charleston performs depot level maintenance on items under the 
ordnance WBS. The utilization index reflects the anticipated funded workload. 



Table 7-33 
Naval Undersea Warfare Engineering Station (NUWES) Keyport 

DLH (000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

Naval Undersea Warfare Engineering Station Keyport performs depot level maintenance 
on items under the ordnance WBS. The utilization index reflects the anticipated funded 
workload. 

Table 7-34 
Naval Weapons Station Concord (NWSCO) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

Naval Weapons Station Concord performs depot level maintenance on items under the 
ordnance WBS. The utilization index reflects the anticipated funded workload. 



Table 7-35 
Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach (NWSSB) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 
C~lpacity lndex 
utll~tation lndex 
Competition Risk 

Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach performs depot level maintenance on items under the 
misslie, ordnance, and aircraft support equipment WBSs. The utilization index reflects the 
anticipated funded workload. 



7.2.4 Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command 

Table 7-36 
Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center San Diego (NESECS) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

Table 7-37 
Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center Portsmouth (NESECP) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 



7.2.5 Air Force 

ITEM - 
JSBP 

Blade & Vane 

Table 7-38 
Air Force Capacity Utilization Summary 

BUSINESS 
PLAN 

Facility 

Equipment 
Reductions 

Subtotal 

Total 

FY 91 -FY 95 
CURRENT GAINING YEAR SAVINGS 

SOR SOR (FY) ($M) 

SA-ALC OC-ALC 92 0.5 

All ALCs 

Table 7-39 
Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center (OC-ALC) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

Workloads at OC-ALC increase in FY92 and FY93 due primarily to an increase in B-1B 
aircraft workload. The workload decreases in the out years as the B-52G force structure is 
reduced and as a result of engine reductions driven by several weapon system drawdowns. 
Engine workload has also decreased significantly over the past few years due to increases in 



engine reliability and maintainability resulting from technological advances. As the numbers 
indicate, OC-ALC plans to divest capacity starting in FY92 to match the projected workload 
decline. 

Table 7-40 
Ogden Air Logistics Center (00-ALC) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

Capacity increases in FY92 because of the occupancy of the new Integrated Structural 
Repair, Overhaul and Maintenance System (ISROMS) facility. This facility replaces nine World 
War II facilities which are energy inefficient. Workload declines in the future because of the 
phase down of the F-4 weapon system (64 percent reduction), the transfer of the remaining F-4 
workload to the Navy, and phase down of the missile fleet. The capacity decreases after FY92 
because of capacity divestiture actions. 

Table 7-41 
San Antonio Air Logistics Center (SA-ALC) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

Workload at SA-ALC is decreasing due to the B-52G force structure reduction and engine 
reductions associated with several weapon systems. Engine workload continues to decline due 
to improved reliability and maintainability resulting from planned modifications incorporating 
technological advances. Capacity will be reduced to match workload reductions through 
planned divestiture actions. 
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Table 7-42 
Sacramento Air Logistics Center (SM-ALC) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

SM-ALC workload is affected by the planned drawdowns of weapon systems, such as the 
A-10 and F-111, and the phase out of the A-7. The capacity shows a decrease because of 
plans for capacity divestiture to align with the remaining workload mix. 

Table 7-43 
Warner Robins Air Logistics Center (WR-ALC) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

WR-ALC is least effected by the force structure reductions. Workload does decline 
slightly throughout the period. Capacity divestiture is planned to match the slight decline in 
workload. 



Table 7-44 
Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

AGMC workload falls beginning in FY91 due to the drawdown of 6-52, F-4, and F-111 
aircraft and Minuteman missile systems. The AGMC guidance system workload phases down 
in direct proportion. There is a concerted effort to divest capacity to match the projected 
workload decline. 



7.2.6 Marine Corps 

Table 7-45 
Marine Corps Capacity Utilization Summary 

ITEM - 
BUSINESS 
PLAN 

Efficiency Improvements* 

Total 

CURRENT GAINING YEAR 
SOR SOR (FY) 

FY 91 -FY 95 
SAVINGS 
0 

* Efficiency improvements include such measures as production resource optimization, 
overhead reduction, process improvement, and APCS implementation. 

Table 7-46 
Marine Corps Logistics Base Albany (MCLBA) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

No adverse impacts to current capacity utilization are anticipated at this time. 



Table 7-47 
Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow (MCLBB) 

DLH (000) 

Workload 
Capacity lndex 
Utilization lndex 
Competition Risk 

No adverse impacts to current capacity utilization are anticipated at this time. 





APPENDIX A 
SERVICE DEPOT MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES AND CODES 

CODE NAME 

ARMY 

ANAD 
CCAD 
LBAD 
LEAD 
PUDA 
RRAD 
SAAD 
TOAD 
TEAD 

Anniston Army Depot 
Corpus Christi Army Depot 
Lexington-Bluegrass Army Depot* 
Letterkenny Army Depot 
Pueblo Depot Activity* 
Red River Army Depot 
Sacramento Army Depot** 
Tobyhanna Army Depot 
Tooele Army Depot 

On 1988 Base Closure List 
** Proposed for closure by "Base Closure and Realignment Report," April, 1991 

ALMD 
CHYPT 
JAX 
NORVA 
NORIS 
PNCLA 

PTNSY 
PNSY 
NNSY 
CHNSY 
PSNSY 
MlNSY 
LBNSY 
PHNSY 

Naval Aviation Depot Alameda 
Naval Aviation Depot Cherry Point 
Naval Aviation Depot Jacksonville 
Naval Aviation Depot Norfolk 
Naval Aviation Depot North Island 
Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola 

NAVSEA 
(SHIPYARDS) 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard* 
Norfolk Naval Shipyard 
Charleston Naval Shipyard 
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard 
Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard 

Proposed for closure and preservation by "Base Closure and Realignment Report," 
A 

April, 1991 . 

NOTE: Does not include overseas depots. 
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CODE 

APPENDIX A 
SERVICE DEPOT MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES AND CODES 

(Cont'd) 

NWSEL 
NOSlH 
NWSC 
NOSLV 
NWSYK 
NWSCH 
NUWES 
NWSCO 
NWSSB 

NESECS 
NESECP 

OC-ALC 
00-ALC 
SA-ALC 
SM-ALC 
WR-ALC 
AGMC 
AMARC 

MCLBA 
MCLBB 

NAME 

(NAVAL ORDNANCE ACTIVITY GROUP) 

Naval Weapons Station Earle 
Naval Ordnance Station Indian Head 
Naval Weapons Support Center Crane 
Naval Ordnance Station Louisville 
Naval Weapons Station Yorktown 
Naval Weapons Station Charleston 
Naval Undersea Warfare Engineering Station 
Naval Weapons Station Concord 
Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach 

SPAWAR 

Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center San Diego 
Naval Electronic Systems Engineering Center Portsmouth 

AIR FORCE 

Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center 
Ogden Air Logistics Center 
San Antonio Air Logistics Center 
Sacramento Air Logistics Center 
Warner Robins Air Logistics Center 
Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center 
Aerospace Maintenance and Regeneration Center 

MARINE CORPS 

Marine Corps Logistics Base Albany 
Marine Corps Logistics Base Barstow 

NOTE: Does not include overseas depots. 



APPENDIX B 
ESTIMATED DEPOT MAINTENANCE BUDGET 

(Then Year $ in Millions) 

This appendix provides, by Service, budget data shown in Table 1-4. 

ARMY 

FY91 President's 
Budget (Jan 90) 

DMRD 908 
Adjustments 

Other Adjustments 

Total Adjustments 

Current Estimate 

FY91 President's 
Budget (Jan 90) 

DMRD 908 
Adjustments 

Other Adjustments 145.4 102.0 91.6 156.0 235.0 

Total Adjustments 41.5 (94.5) (1 46.4) (1 43.9) (97.1) 

Current Estimate 1,496.0 1,302.6 1,285.0 1,328.0 1,382.5 

a NOTE: Outyear appropriations other than 0 & MN and 0 & MNR estimates are based on 
approved escalation factors. 



APPENDIX B 
ESTIMATED DEPOT MAINTENANCE BUDGET 

(Then Year $ in Millions) 
(Cont'd) 

NAVSEA 

FY91 President's 
Budget (Jan 90) 

DMRD 908 
Adjustments 

Other Adjustments 11.0 (222.0) (337.0) (544.0) (544.0) 

Total Adjustments (205.3) (439.4) (492.1) (793.1) (81 0.7) 

Current Estimate 4,063.5 3,754.3 3,641.0 3,613.5 3,560.7 

NOTE: Does not include NAVSEA Private Sector Contract Data. 

SPAWAR 

FY91 President's 
Budget (Jan 90) 

DMRD 908 
Adjustments 

Other Adjustments 

Total Adjustments 

Current Estimate 



APPENDIX B 
ESTIMATED DEPOT MAINTENANCE BUDGET 

(Then Year $ in Millions) 
(Cont'd) 

FY91 President's 
Budget (Jan 90) 

DMRD 908 
Adjustments 

Other Adjustments 

Total Adjustments 

Current Estimate 

FY91 President's 
Budget (Jan 90) 

DMRD 908 
Adjustments 

AIR FORCE 

FY91 FY92 FY93 FY94 FY95 

MARINE CORPS 

Other Adjustments 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total Adjustments (0.4) (0.7) (2.4) (4.6) (6.6) 

Current Estimate 97.7 88.8 106.6 93.1 91.7 

Does not include $27M M I  Tank Facilitization Cost Avoidance. 
A 



APPENDIX B 
ESTIMATED DEPOT MAINTENANCE BUDGET 

(Then Year $ in Millions) 
(Cont'd) 

JOINT SERVICE 

FY91 President's 
Budget (Jan 90) 11,751.3 11,777.3 11,402.4 12,497.5 12,823.3 

DMRD 908 
Adjustments 

Other Adjustments (353.9) (31 0.5) (92.8) (725.9) (606.5) 

Total Adjustments (691.7) (901.5) (764.0) (1,751.5) (1,934.1) 

Navy Stock Fund 1,304.0 1,215.0 1,179.0 1,219.0 1,260.0 

Current Estimate 12,363.6 12,090.8 11,817.4 11,965.0 12,149.2 

NOTE: Does not include NAVSEA Private Sector Contract Data. 

Does not include $27M Marine Corps M1 Tank Facilitization Cost Avoidance. 
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Executive Summary 

Backvrvund. Over the course of many years, with constant change in the way we equip our 
fighting forces, the Services have developed maintenance systems which have provided those 
fighting forces with the right kind of equipment, in fmt class condition, when and where 
needed. As a result of a changing world and changing requirements, the Department of 
Defense now finds itself with more depot maintenance capacity than needed. The purpose of 
this study is to help identify the best way to scale down that excess capacity and reduce costs 
without degrading current or future capability to meet our peacetime and wartime needs. 
Further, this study examines whether we are organized in a way that will enable us to act 
quickly and decisively and, if not, recommend a better organizational arrangement. 

Our study group visited a sampling of Service maintenance depots, tadked with the Services' 
leadership, talked with customers of the depots, and examined a great deal of historical 
material that has been written about depot maintenance. We examined seven management 
alternatives that were developed by the Joint Staff. The alternatives were examined against a 
set of criteria that included cost savings, capacity reduction, unnecessary duplication and 
military responsiveness. We viewed the seven alternatives not as precise, organizational 
blueprints, but simply as frameworks upon which to do comparative analysis. Such analysis 
led us to a variation of one of the seven alternatives which ultimately resulted in our 
recommendation. 

In all cases, this study only examines depot level maintenance and does not suggest in any 
way changing individual Service responsibility for integrated weapon system management. 
Before we discuss any conclusions or recommendations we want to make clear that we have a 
great deal of empathy with Service Chiefs, who are legitimately concerned about their 
continuing abiIity and accountability to provide for ready fighting forces. We understand that 
they would be particularly concerned if they were to lose close control over the maintenance 
of their equipment. 

Currently, when an operational unit is not served well by the maintenance system, a Service 
Chief has authority to make changes, reorder priorities and resources, and redirect efforts to 
correct problems or inequities. Similarly, operating units have established good working 
relationships with their individual maintenance activities. They are in continuous negotiations 
to accommodate each other's problems which usually involve money, time, quantity, and 
priorities. Because of these very real and legitimate Service concerns, we have strived to 
identlfy a maintenance system that preserves and strengthens the close ties between 
warfighters and "maintainers." 

Most of the alternatives examined do not produce substantial savings or simcant reductions 
in excess capacity and unnecessary duplication. Therefore, while each of these alternatives 
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are discussed in the body of the study, we believe that there are basically only three options 
which are serious challengers to the way we currently perform depot maintenance. They are: 

-- Executive Service, or sometimes called Single Service, management of depot level 
maintenance by major weapon systems categories. 

-- Consolidation of all depot maintenance activities under a single Defense Maintenance 
Agency. 

-- Consolidation of all depot maintenance activities under a Joint Depot Maintenance 
Command. 

We recognize that full contracting out of depot maintenance functions to commercial industry 
is also a long-term possibility. Since more or full commercial maintenance of Service 
equipment could evolve from any of the preceding approaches, it is not discussed in great 
detail herein. Because it involves the larger question of preserving the industrial base and 
more flexibility in work force levels, the whole issue of contracting out deserves further study 
in the future. 

. The current depot management structure in DOD and the 
Services has not resulted in substantial competition, interservicing, reduction of capacity or 
duplication of effort. There is nothing to indicate that continuation of the current way of 
doing business will result in any significant departure from past performance. 

We believe that the DOD currently has 25 to 50 percent more depot capacity than the 
Department will need in the future and unnecessary duplication exists throughout the 
individual Service depots, especially when viewed across Service boundaries. Closure of a 
significant number of depots will be necessary if we are to reduce excess capacity. We 
believe the only effective way to close depots is through the Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) process. The BRAC process should be a coordinated effort across Service lines that 
integrates requirements and accurately reflects unneeded facilities. This action must start 
immediately because of the necessity to provide recommendations to the 1993 BRAC 
Commission in the next few months. 

Elimination of unnecessary capacity and duplication has the potential for substantially 
reducing long-term costs. We emphasize long-term because savings from depot closures, for 
example, will not begin for three to seven years and will take several years to produce 
maximum savings. The precise value of savings that may be achieved cannot be determined 
because of all of the variables and dynamics involved. A rough estimate ranges from a low 
of two to a high of nine billion dollars over the next ten years. We are confident, however, 
that savings will be optimized only if consolidations are maximized and begin as soon as 
possible with associated workload shifts occurring over the shortest possible period of time. 
The total savings will depend upon the alacrity with which decisions are made and willingness 



to make up front investments. No attempt has been made to allocate potential savings to the 
individual Services. 

We believe that any change in organizational structure and management of depot activities 
must consider and accommodate the legitimate concerns of the customers. Of the three final 
alternatives examined, only one results in substantial cost savings, excess capacity reduction 
and elimination of unnecessary duplication while fully satisfying the need for close ties 
between the warfighters and the "maintainen." 

We recommend the establishment of a d i e d  command for depot maintenance with full 
authority to organize current Service depots as determined by the new command and as 
approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. We believe that a Joint Depot Maintenance Command 
will produce the greatest opportunities for responsiveness, efficiency and matching capacity 
with future requirements. Since it would be a unified command with Service components it 
does not appear that any change to Title 10, U.S. Code responsibilities is required. Changes 
may be required to the responsibilities specified in DOD directives that prescribe Service 
functions. 

A full discussion and listing of over a dozen conclusions and our recommendations can be 
found in Chapters V and Vl of this report. 
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CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTION 

1. Roles a m .  Department of Defense (DOD) Directive 5100.1, Functions of the 
Department of Defense and Its Major Components, assigns the Army, Navy, Air Force, and 
Marine Corps, under their respective Secretaries, the responsibility for, "Providing logistic 
support for Service forces, including procurement, distribution, supply, equipment, and 
maintenance, unless otherwise directed by the Secretary of Defense." To meet the 
responsibility to maintain its equipment, each Service operates a depot maintenance system. 

2. S m k & g g .  Depot maintenance is a key part of the total DOD maintenance effort 
and is a vast undertaking supporting over 700,000 pieces of equipment: 36,000 combat 
vehicles, 660,000 wheeled vehicles, 500 ships, and 20,200 aircraft of over 100 different 
models. Depot maintenance requires extensive shop facilities, specialized equipment, and 
highly skilled technical and engineering personnel to perform major overhaul of parts or 
completely rebuild parts; assemblies, subassemblies, and end-items. This includes reverse 
engineering and manufacturing/remanufacturing of parts, modifications, testing, and 
reclamation. Depot maintenance also requires the flexibility to accommodate readiness 
changes and problems relating to safety of flight maintenance or inspection, scheduling 
maintenance to maintain alert capabilities, and particularly, the ability to surge to meet 
contingency requirements. 

a. The depot maintenance business environment within DOD is complex and, by 
necessity, not a monolithic entity. The Services not only have multiple, diverse products, 
but they also have independently developed different depot maintenance management 
approaches to meet their unique requirements. The work done is not limited to the basic 
depot facilities but is carried out by teams dispatched to, or resident at, stations and ships 
worldwide. Additional work is performed under contract in the Continental US (CONUS) 
and overseas. It is important to recognize that depot maintenance is not only big business 
and complex but that it is not discrete and separate from the material management 
function. Depot maintenance is an integral part of cradle-to-grave, integrated weapons 
system management. Among other things, this involves design, test and evaluation, 
reliability centered maintenance, and in-service engineering. 

b. The DOD depot maintenance system employs about 130,000 DOD civilian personnel 
and nearly 2,000 military personnel. There are 29 major DOD depot maintenance 
facilities consisting of Army depots, Air Force air logistics centers (ALC), Naval aviation 
depots (NADEP), Naval shipyards (NSY), Naval electronic systems engineering centers, 
and Marine Corps logistics bases (MCLB) that perform depot maintenance (Figure 1-1). 
There are also sixteen Army and nine Navy facilities in CONUS for weapons and 
munitions depot maintenance. They are listed in Appendix M. 

c. Annually, DOD spends about 13 billion dollars for depot maintenance operations with 
about 70 percent of this expenditure accomplished in DOD facilities and the balance by 
contractors. Data for FY89-N97 are shown in Table 1-1. Figures 1-2, 1-3, and 1-4 depict 



the FY86-FY90 average Service cost share of depot maintenance, costs by major 
commodity, and the FY90 distribution by cost elements. 

Figure 1-1 Defense Depot Maintenance Facilities 
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Table 1-1 Current Estimate of Depot Maintenance Budget 
, 
CIhenYear$Wom) MBe E22 Fygl Me2 m ECs  Me6 FY97 
Army Organic 1,016.8 1,121.7 1.301.0 1,316.1 1,111.6 1,053.2 1,014.6 1,028.3 954.4 

Contract 541.2 528.2 946.0 852.7 738.2 617.5 711.1 591.5 546.8 
Total 1558.0 1,649.9 2,247.0 2,168.8 1,849.8 1,670.7 1,725.7 1,619.8 1,501.2- 

Navy Organic 4,468.6 4,918.0 4,615.6 4,839.6 4,788.4 4,857.9 5,340.1 5,388.1 5,411.0 
Contract 1,921.7 2,155.1 2,531.8 2743.9 2303.5 2,046.7 2,187.4 2,241.1 2,256.3 
Total 6,390.3 7,073.1 7,147.4 7583.5 7,091.9 6.904.6 7527.5 7,629.2 7,667.3 

Air Force Organic 2618.6 2,4421 2.568.7 2,6824 2,791.3 2,801.4 2,820.5 2,732.4 2,751.6 
Contract 1,850.6 1,687.2 1,286.4 1,144.5 1,134.1 1,017.7 909.1 970.5 986.3 
Total 4,469.2 4,129.3 3,855.1 3,826.9 3,925.4 3,819.1 3,729.6 3,702.9 3,737.9 

Marines Organic 84.0 72.3 135.0 2328 56.2 94.5 99.9 116.0 166.3 
Contract 4.4 3.1 4.2 5.1 6.8 5.7 5.4 5.4 5.4 
Total 88.4 75.4 139.2 237.9 63.0 100.2 105.3 121.4 171.7 

TOTAL Organic 8,188.0 8.554.1 8,620.3 9,070.9 8,747.5 8,807.0 9,275.1 9,264.8 9,283.3 
Contract 4,317.9 4,373.6 4,768.4 4,746.2 4,182.6 3,687.6 3,813.0 3,808.5 3,794.8 
Total 12,505.9 12,927.7 13,388.7 13,817.1 12,930.1 12,494.6 13,088.1 13,073.3 13,078.1 

Source: FY89/90 FY9OFY9 1 Program Objective Summary, JDMAG 
FY91-97 Table 1-2, DDMC Corporate Business Plan (lT9297), Oct 92 (Draft) 



Figure 1-2 Depot Maintenance Service Cost Share 
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Figure 1-3 Depot Maintenance Commodity Cost Share 
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Figure 1-4 Distribution of Depot Maintenance Costs 
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d. With the easing of geopolitical tensions and reduced defense budgets, the force 
structure is downsizing to the Base Force level and operating tempos are being reduced in 
many cases. Figure 1-5 illustrates the percent change from the FY91 to FY97 
programmed levels for depot maintenance expenditures, active component military 
personnel strength levels, DOD total expenditures, and DOD Operation and Maintenance 
(O&M) expenditures. While depot maintenance expenditures appear to remain relatively 
stable during this period, the other categories reflect the downsizing of the Department. 

Figure 1-5 Defense Programs (Percent Change from FY91) 

- Depot Malntenance - Mllltary Personnel 

DOD Expenditures * Total O&M 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------. 
Mllltary Personnel based on Active Component End Strength. 
Other percentages based on then year dollars from FY93 President's Budget. 
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3. w o r t s  To -rove Depot -rice -. Since the early 1960s, the 
Services, the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), and external agencies and 
commissions have undertaken numerous management initiatives, studies, and audits with 
recommendations for improving depot maintenance effectiveness and economies. These 
include standardizing cost accounting and reporting systems, increasing interservicing and 
competition, and varying degrees of depot maintenance modernization and centralization. 
Although these efforts resulted in some improvements, excess capacity, unnecessary 
duplication, and inefficiencies still exist. 

- - - - - - - - 

-- --- -- - - - -  

a. Some of the earlier DOD efforts were: 

50% - I I I I I 

91 92 93 94 9 5 96 97 
Fiscal Year 

(1) Calling for comparable and reliable cost accounting, performance measurement 
reporting, and capacity measurement. Universally accepted, standardized procedures 
have not yet been developed. 



(2) Directing the Services to take advantage of the facilities and capabilities of the 
other Services through interservicing agreements and having depots and private 
industry compete for work. Some progress has been made in this regard but in FY91 
interservicing was only about 3 percent of the total depot budget and savings attributed 
to competition were only 0.5 percent of the FY91 depot budget. 

(3) Consolidating some engine and avionics maintenance in the Air Force and Navy. 
The consolidation efforts fell short of the recommendations of the 1970 Blue Ribbon 
Defense Panel's Report to the President for a unified logistics command and a 1973 
General Accounting Office (GAO) report recommendation to assign a single manager 
for maintenance of specific classes of supply. 

b. The Joint Logistics Commanders (JLC) have provided senior-level guidance and 
priorities for joint initiatives and efforts to improve depot maintenance. Current JLC 
membership is the Commander, US Army Materiel Command; the Commander, Air Force 
Materiel Command; the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Logistics); the Deputy Chief 
of Staff for Installations and Logistics, Headquarters, US Marine Corps; and the Director, 
Defense Logistics Agency. In March 1980, the JLC established an organization that 
evolved into the Joint Depot Maintenance Analysis Group (JDMAG) to expedite cross- 
service coordination and to assimilate other advantages of a single manager, but have 
consistently maintained that each of the Services must retain management control of their 
respective depots. 

c. In June 1990, dissatisfied with progress, the Deputy Secretary of Defense (DepSecDef) 
concluded that substantial opportunities existed to increase the efficiency and reduce the 
cost of the Department's depot maintenance activities while continuing to effectively 
conduct their maintenance mission. He directed the Service Secretaries to develop near- 
term and long-range plans for increased efficiency, including single-siting of workloads in 
the Air Force and Naval air depots, and a plan for improved maintenance information 
management. In addition, he established a Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) 
to advise the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Production and Logistics on depot 
maintenance management within DOD. The DDMC serves as a mechanism for 
coordinated reviews of DOD depot maintenance policies, systems, programs, and activities 
and provides advice on initiatives for reducing costs. It is the mechanism for jointly 
planning, monitoring, and evaluating the implementation of management improvement 
initiatives. The DDMC is composed of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Logistics) and the JLC, who, in this case, are the designated representatives of the 
Service Secretaries. Under the direction and sponsorship of the JLC, the Services began 
execution of the DDMC strategy to increase depot efficiency and productivity by 
streamlining, restructuring, and consolidatingfunctions, while preserving the capability 
needed to ensure equipment and weapon system readiness. 

d. The Service Under Secretaries identified near-term streamlining plans that would save 
1.7 billion dollars over the period FY91-95. The DDMC formed Joint-Service study 



groups to examine 18 specific commodity areas (fmed wing aircraft, ground 
communications and electronics, small arms, etc.) to identlfy potential economies and 
efficiencies that the Services could achieve through both unilateral and coordinated 
actions. Based on the fmdings and recommendations of the commodity studies, the 
Service Secretaries, in their Joint Services Business Plan, dated February 1991, jointly 
agreed to specific actions which would result in savings of 1.15 billion dollars during the 
period FY91-FY95. The majority of the savings are from unilateral actions and include a 
total of 0.263 billion dollars resulting from interservicing. Separate joint-service study 
groups also looked at four general management areas: cost comparability, performance 
measurement, capacity/utilization measurement, and maintenance information management. 
As a result of these four general studies, OSD has published a cost comparability 
handbook, developed a system to measure performance that is consistent with Total 
Quality Management, published a production shop capacity measurement handbook, and 
established the Joint Logistics Systems Center as the DOD executive agent for depot 
maintenance systems. 

e. The Service Under Secretaries then prepared a Corporate Business Plan (CBP) that 
accumulated, in one document, their entire plan for saving 3.9 billion dollars over the 
period FY91-97. The CBP includes the 1.7 billion dollars near-term savings, the 1.15 
billion dollars of savings associated with the commodity studies, and 1.1 billion dollars of 
other savings. 

f. The Defense Management Review process has resulted in two decisions with direct 
impact on depot maintenance. Defense Management Report Decision (DMRD) 908, 
dated 17 November 1990, and DMFtD 908C, dated 12 January 1991, Consolidating Depot 
Maintenance, formalized the 6.4 billion dollars savings from FY91-FY97 recommended by 
the Service Under Secretaries to the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Production and 
Logistics in the CBP. (The 1.15 billion dollars commodity area savings described in the 
preceding paragraph have been subsumed into the CBP savings.) The annual DDMC CBP 
describes the joint Service strategy for managing the organic depot maintenance industrial 
base and achieving these savings. The 1992 CBP is, by far, the most aggressive 
promulgated to date. Near-term savings will result from downsizing both direct and 
indirect work forces, closure of facilities, cancellation of facility projects, and internal 
Service workload consolidations, including single-siting workload in the NADEPs. 
Projected near-term savings are 3.2 billion dollars. Long-range actions under 
consideration include increased interservicing, increased competition, and improved 
capacity utilization. Interservicing savings projected to be 134.7 million dollars accrue 
from greater economies of scale through consolidations, which reduce recurring cost to the 
gaining depot. The losing activity will realize savings through reduced overhead 
associated with reduced workload and facility downsizing. Competition among the depots 
and between depots and private business is projected to provide savings of 1.73 billion 
dollars. Capacity utilization savings of 1.28 billion dollars will be achieved through 
redistribution of workloads within and among the Services. The projected savings by 
Service are shown in Table 1-2. In reality, it is highly unlikely that the Services will be 



able to meet these savings without actions that will severely affect readiness and the 
ability to go to war. 

Table 1-2 Projected Joint Service Savings 

($h4ihons) FY91* Ey92 Fy93 Fy94 Fy95 Fy96 Fy97 mid 

6.2 21.1 60.0 206.9 228.4 2628 280.4 1,065.8 
Navy 274.0 392.5 513.8 614.4 755.7 543.6 4628 3.556.8 
Air Force 58.4 149.3 235.5 299.8 367.4 292.7 305.2 1,708.3 
Marine Corps 1.1 4.5 3.8 6.1 4.5 4.4 4.2 28.6 

Total 339.7 567.4 813.1 1,127.2 1,356.0 1,103.5 1,052.6 6,359.5 

* FY91 column reflects near-term savings achieved which exceeded the FY91 target of $258.8 million 
by $80.9 million. 

Source: DDMC Corporate Business Plan (FY92-97). Oct 92 (Draft) 

4. w v  Obiective. The Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study was chartered by the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CTCS) in September 1992 and was led by a group 
composed of one retired senior officer from each Service and a retired representative from 
industry. The purpose of the study was threefold: 

a. To review the existing depot maintenance structure in each DOD Service and the Coast 
Guard.' A summary of this review is presented in Chapter II. 

b. To identify and analyze altematives for reducing costs, duplication, overlap, and 
overall depot maintenance capacity. Analysis methodology is summarized in Chapter III 
and the analysis of seven alternatives is presented in Chapter N. 

c. To recommend cost effective altemative(s) to reduce duplication, overlap, and overall 
depot maintenance capacity. Any ncommendation made must ensure that the depots will 
be able to support peacetime readiness requirements, sustain forces during crisis response 
and contingency operations, and return equipment to established readiness standards upon 
redeployment. Conclusions and recommendations are included in Chapters V and VI. 

I As the study progressed it became apparent that because of the unique mission and 
relatively small requirement, there is no utility in consolidating Coast Guard depot 
maintenance activities into the DOD system. The Coast Guard currently does maintenance 
in-house or contracts out to commercial industry or the DOD, whichever is least costly and 
most responsive to their needs. Accordingly, no recommendations are made regarding Coast 
Guard depot maintenance. 
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CHAPTER I1 - TODAY'S DEPOT MAINTENANCE ENVIRONMENT 

1. Jntmductios. This chapter provides a brief description of the Services' current depot 
maintenance facilities and discusses the history of Service efforts to reduce the cost of depot 
maintenance. It also addresses opportunities for further cost efficiency and the potential for 
increased savings from interservicing, competition, and capacity reduction. 

2. D e ~ o t  D e s c w  . . . The following data on each Service's depot maintenance 
command structure and depot facilities were obtained from Service inputs and the JDMAG 
199 1 Depot Profdes. 

a. Army. Army depot maintenance is controlled by the Army Materiel Command (AMC) 
through the Depot System Command (DESCOM) and Major Subordinate Commands 
(MSC). DESCOM operates the depots and designates a prime depot for every item 
requiring maintenance. DESCOM also designates depots as "Centers of Excellence" for 
specific commodities such as electronics or gas turbine engines. MSCs are responsible for 
maintenance of specific commodities, and coordinate their requirements for depot support 
through AMC and DESCOM to ensure maximum benefit from the "Centers of Excellence" 
concept. During conflicts, Army depot maintenance teams deploy to the scene to repair 
battle-damaged equipment in order to avoid returning equipment to a depot. Table TI-1 
presents basic information on each Army depot. As noted in Chapter I, the Army also 
maintains sixteen munition depots for ammunition storage and maintenance on US 
temtory. Depot maintenance data on these depots was not available. Army munitions 
depot consolidation recommendations will require in-depth consideration of maintenance 
requirements, allowable explosive concentrations, and transportation limitations. They are 
beyond the scope of this study. Sacramento Army Depot is also not listed as it will be 
closed in FY95. 

Table 11-1 A m y  Maintenance Depots 

b. Navy. The Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) controls Navy depot maintenance 
through the Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR) for aircraft, the Naval Sea Systems 
Command (NAVSEA) for ships, and the Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command 
(SPAWAR) for space, surveillance, communications, and computer electronics. Each of 

f 

COST (SM) FY93/FY95 
DEPOT CODE SIZE (SF) Facility1 Workload TYPE OF 

Equipment (KDLH) WORK 
Anniston, AL-ANAD 
Corpus caristi, TX--CCAD 
Letterkemy, PA-LEAD 
Red River, TX-RRAD 
Tobyhanna, PA-TOAD 
Tooele, UT--TEAD 

22M 
1.4M 
1.4M 
1M 
.95M 

36W3 
6001150 
855.y137 

220/90 
1700123 

424414430 
2140/2679 
279412733 
326813606 
135611068 

Helos 
TacMsls,Ammo 
Lt Cmbt Veh, Ammo 
Electronics 
Tac Veh, Rail 



these three commands is responsible for the depot maintenance of its platforms and 
operates depots to accomplish the work mostly independent of other facilities. Navy 
aviation depots are being reorganized along commodity lines to reduce redundant facilities. 
Like the Army, Navy aviation depots and shipyards provide field support to forward- 
deployed activities during conflicts. Naval aircraft depot maintenance is normally 
performed ashore but, in the event of a conflict, depot teams can deploy with each aircraft 
carrier to repair depot-level battle damage aboard ship. Shipyard engineering and repair 
teams also forward deploy as needed to repair major equipment casualties on scene 
without requiring that the damaged ship withdraw to a Navy shipyard. Tables 11-2, II-3, 
and II-4 present basic information on each of the depots. As discussed in Chapter I, there 
are also nine Navy facilities operated by NAVSEA in CONUS that perform weapons 
maintenance and will be considered for consolidation by this study. Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard, which has four usable dxydocks, is not listed as it will be closed by FY96. 

Table 11-2 NAVAIR Maintenance Depots 

Table 11-3 NAVSEA Shipyards 

TYPE OF 
WORK 

Acft, Eng, Avionics, Msls, 
Armament 
Acft, Helos, Eng, 
Blades/Vane 
Acft, Eng, E-0, Avionics 
Acft, CV Support, Hyd Sys 
Acft, ATE, Avionics, CV 
Support, Metrology 
Acft, Generators 
Helos, Avionics 

DEPOT CODE 

Alameda, CA--NADEP-ALMD 

Cherry Pt., NC-NADEP-CHYPT 

Jacksonville, FL-NADEP-JX 
Norfolk, VA-NADEP-NORVA 
North Island, CA- 
NADEP-NORIS 
Pensacola, FL-NADEP-PNCLA 

SEE(SF) 

2.3M 

1.5M 

1.6M 
23M 
25M 

1.7M 

TYPE OF 
WORK 

Nuc Ships, Subs 
Non-Nuc Ships, CV 
NUC Ships, Subs 
Nuc Ships, Subs, CV 
Nuc Ships, Subs 
NUC Ships, Subs 
NUC Ships, Subs, CV 

FY93W95 
Workload 
(KDW 

71 12/6406 
3990/3636 
677816764 
10485/9142 
5 16114346 
617614070 

12753/12050 

DEPOT CODE 

Charleston, SC--CHNSY 
Long Beach, CA--LBNSY 
Mare Island, CA-MINSY 
Norfolk, VA-NNSY 
Pearl Harbor, HI--PHNSY 
Portsmouth, NH--lTNSY 
Puget Sound, WA--PSNSY 

COST ($M) 
Facility1 
Equipment 

2461183 

2741250 

394125 0 
3561297 
287/288 

2141218 

FY931FY95 
Workload 

(KDLH) 
25 1512438 

2591/2028 

258312240 
3373/2802 
2545/2478 

287 1/28 17 

# DRY- 
DOCKS 

3 
3 
4 
4 
3 
3 
6 

COST ($M) 
Facility/ 
Equipment 
170rn20.5 
2236D1.4 
2253p31.8 
24971216.3 
1 1%/222.6 
1123/388.1 
2011/302.4 



Table II-4 SPAWAR Depots 

c. Air Force. The Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) exercises control of Air Force 
depot maintenance and facilities. These depots are organized under the Technology Repair 
Center (TRC) and Integrated Weapon Systems Management (IWSM) concepts. The Air 
Force implemented the TRC concept in 1973 to consolidate the maintenance of depot-level 
reparables (DLRs) at specific depots along technology lines. This long standing 
centralization of capability is used up to, but not including, the highest end item level, i.e., 
type aircraft and engines. The Air Force maintains dual sources of repair for many 
commodities. IWSM provides a single point of contact for a l l  weapon system platforms 
regardless of the number of TRCs providing that support. Table II-5 describes Air Force 
depots. 

DEPOT CODE 

Portsmouth, VA-NESECP 
San Diego, CA--NESECS 

Table 11-5 Air Forre Maintenance Depots 

SIZE (SF') 

.082M 

.07m 

d. Marine Corps. Marine Corps depot maintenance is controlled by the Commander, 
Marine Corps Logistics Bases, through the Maintenance Directorate. Marine Corps depots 
maintain virtually identical capabilities to provide support for Marine Corps operational 
units depending on unit location. The Albany, GA, depot is the primary support facility 
for the Maritime Pre-positioning Force. Marine Corps depots also perform much "other- 
than-depot" maintenance to assist organizational and intermediate maintenance 
organizations. Table 11-6 describes both depots. 

COST (SM) 
Facility1 
Equipment 

3.316.4 
36140 

DEPOT CODE 

Ogden, UT-00-ALC 

Oklahoma City, OK--0C-ALC 
Sacramento, CA-SM-ALC 

San Antonio, TX--SA-ALC 
Warner Robins, GA--WR-ALC 

New&, OH--AGMC 

FY93FY95 
Workload 

(KDLH) 
689016296 

736616770 
638716032 

7289/7202 
715116605 

112811 106 

FY93/FY95 
Workload 
(KDLH) 
522/565 
6201650 

TYPE OF 
WORK 

Strat Msls, Acft, Air Mun, 
Photo/Recon, Ldg Gear, 
SIMS 
Acft, Eng, Oxygen 
Comm-Elec, Acft, Gnd 
Elec, Hyd 
Acft, Eng, Nuc Equip 
Acft, Avionics, Props, 
Life Supt 
Metrology, Nav Sys 

SIZE (SF) 

3.7M 

5.3M 
3.5M 

3.8M 
3.4M 

.47M 

TYPE OF 
WORK 

Electronics 
Electronics 

COST ($M) 
Facility/ 
Equipment 
35 1.81663.6 

1133.41526.2 
633.61503.5 

372.0/648.9 
2.57.71850.1 

243.51301.8 



Table 11-6 Marine Corps Logistics Bases 

e. Coast Guard. Coast Guard depots belong to the Department of Transportation, not the 
DOD. The Offlce of Engineering, Logistics and Development, through the Aeronautical 
Engineering Division and the Naval Engineering Division manages the depot maintenance 
system within the Coast Guard. Most Coast Guard depot level maintenance is performed 
by commercial contract. The Coast Guard depot at Elizabeth City, NC, performs 31.5 
percent of aviation depot maintenance and the Coast Guard shipyard at Curtis Bay, MD, 
performs 18 percent of ship depot maintenance. Table 11-7 describes both depots. 

Table XI-7 Coast Guard Maintenance Depots 

FY93/FY95 
Workload 

(KDLH) 
167411 180 

171811187 

COST ($M) 
Facility1 
Equipment 

85135.9 

47/23 

DEPOT CODE 

Albany, GA--MCLBA 

Barslow, CA--MCLBB 

3. Service Deoot -ce CW-Efforts. The Services have worked to reduce 
the costs of depot maintenance as their force levels have been reduced. These efforts can be 
summarized into four categories: process improvements; competition between depots and 
private industry; interservicing of depot work; and reductions in depot capacity. Each of these 
methods is discussed in the following paragraphs. 

TYPE OF 
WORK 

Amphib Veh, Wpns, 
Electronics, Tac Veh 
Amphib Veh. Wpns 
Electronics, Tac Veh - 

SIZE (SF) 

.52M 

.7M 

a Process Improvements. Improvements to the processes used to accomplish depot 
maintenance receive continuous attention by the Services. Process improvements usually 
are implemented without relying on cooperation from other Services or agencies. High 
technology processes, such as robotics and computer-assisted design and manufacturing, 
can yield major cost savings by reducing manpower requirements. Substantial investments 
may be required to install these technologies but they will be amortized by savings 
achieved by the system. After the first years of savings pay for the technology, the cost 
reductions accrued over the rest of the life of the system are pure savings for the depot 
maintenance budget.. Non-technology-based improvements, such as maintenance 

TYPE OF 
WORK 

Acft, Engines, Helos 
Ships 

EY93FY95 
Workload 

5001500 
lOO0/lOOO 

COST (SM) 
Facility1 
Equipment 

8712 
87/50 

DEPOT CODE 

Elizabeth City, NC 
Curtis Bay, MD 

SEE(SF) 

.28M 
1M 



conducted under an autonomous, fully capable team concept, improve unit costs without 
requiring an initial investment for hardware. No savings have been separately identified 
for process improvement in the CBP. 

b. Competition. Competition is projected to save 1,733.4 million dollars from FY91 
through FY97, over 27 percent of the total CBP savings. It is a method of depot cost 
reduction that has been the subject of Congressional interest since at least N91 .  It is 
important to understand some of the legislation that has affected competition in depot 
maintenance before examining the Services' efforts to expand competition. 

(1) Legislative Background. Prior to N 9 1 ,  DOD Directive 415 1.1, Use of Contractor 
and DOD Resources for Maintenance of Materiel, directed the Services to normally 
plan for not more than 70 percent of their total depot maintenance to be conducted in 
Service depots in order to maintain a private sector industrial base. Navy and Marine 
Corps depots could compete with contractors for work offered on a competitive basis. 
Army and Air Force depots, on the other hand, were not permitted to compete for 
depot maintenance work with private industry. Since FY91, Congress has authorized 
a l l  depots to compete with private industry for portions of the total depot workload 
under varying restrictions described in the following paragraphs. 

(a) The Authorization Act of JT91 authorized the Army and Air Force to 
conduct a competition pilot program with an unspecified portion of the workload 
at one Army and one Air Force depot. 

(b) The FY92 Authorization Act directed that at least 60 percent of the total 
depot maintenance funds expended by the Axmy and Air Force be used for 
maintenance performed at Service depots. This is known as the organic "core 
requirement" for depot maintenance. The FY92 Authorization Act also extended 
the competition pilot program through FY92 and FY93, but limited competition- 
eligible funds to not more than 10 percent of the non-core depot funds, or 4 
percent of the total depot funds of these Services. These restrictions severely 
hampered Service efforts to broaden competition of the depots with private 
industry. 

(c) The FY93 Authorization Act modified and broadened the guidelines on depot 
maintenance competition. The Navy was directed to maintain a 60 percent core 
requirement dong with the Army and Air Force. For Army aviation depot 
maintenance only, the core requirement was reduced to 50 percent for FY93 but 
then increased to 55 percent for FY94, and returned to 60 percent for N95 .  
Although the 10 percent limitation on the amount of non-core, competition-eligible 
workload was rescinded, the Services were directed to not draw the competition 
workload disproportionately from one or several depots. Competition procedures 
were directed to be used if the Secretary of Defense elected to consolidate tactical 
missile maintenance at a single DOD location. Any depot engaged in tactical 



missile activity when the Authorization Act was enacted was deemed eligible to 
compete. Lastly, the Services were directed to not move any workload worth 
more than 3 million dollars from a depot to a private facility unless competition 
between the depot and other facilities is used in making the selection. 

(2) FY90 Service Competition Efforts. The DDMC Corporate Business Plan FY91-95 
provided data on the amount of depot work awarded on a competitive basis by the 
Services in FY90. This data is listed in Table II-8 below. The data shows the 
percentage and value of depot work awarded on a competitive basis. The Army and 
Air Force were not authorized to compete with private industry in FY90. Navy depots 
were allowed to compete with industry in FY90 and the Navy offered 37 percent of its 
depot work for competitive bid. Other depot work for the Amy, Navy and Air Force 
was awarded through sole-source contracts or other non-competitive means such as 
vendor maintenance agreements. Marine Corps depots were also authorized to 
compete with private industry for depot work in FY90, but no Marine Corps work was 
offered to contractors through competition or any other means. 

Table It-8 FY90 Depot Maintenance Competition 

Pct of Depot Maint. Value of Depot Work 
Service Awarded by Competition Awarded by Competition 
Army 20 % $ 422 M 
Navy 37 % $ 2808 M 
Air Force 16 8 $ 734 M 
Marine Corps . 0 % $ OM 

Source: DDMC CBP for FY91-FY95 and OSD Report 7220.9M for FY90. 

c. Interservicing. Interservicing is another major component of projected long-term CBP 
savings. It is projected to generate 134.7 million dollars in savings, 2 percent of total 
CBP savings from FY91 to FY97. Interservicing achieves cost savings by transferring 
work on comparable systems to the depot of another Service to take advantage of 
economies of scale, and to often avoid the cost of maintaining dual capabilities in a 
second Service. As seen in Table 11-9, FY91 interservicing amounted to less than 3 
percent of the overall Service depot maintenance budget with the Air Force providing 66 
percent of the total. Some Services appear to do more interservicing than others. The 
Marine Corps and Air Force spent 9.8 and 6.1 percent respectively of their depot 
expenditures on work performed by other Services in FY91. The Army and Navy spent 
1.4 and 1.3 percent respectively of their total FY91 depot expenditures on interservicing. 
The Navy total includes expenditures for ships that is a virtually unique commodity to the 
Navy and is precluded from si@cant interservicing. When expenditures for ship depot 
maintenance are subtracted from total Navy depot expenditures, the Navy percentage of 
interservicing is 5 percent. The Air Force has workloads comparable to the Navy's ships 
that are exempt from.interservicing due to the nature of the work. These are large aircraft 



(e.g., B-52s, C-5s, and C-141s) and strategic missiles. No other Service has the required 
facilities. 

Table 11-9 Depot Maintenance Intelservicing 

Fiscal Year FY88 FY89 FY90 FY9 1 
Depot Maintenance Executed ($DM) (Millions) 13586.2 12753.3 14392.9 12809.3 
Depot Maintenance Interservicing ($DMI) (Millions) 
Army 7.5 13.9 17.5 31.3 
Navy 98.7 93.9 95.2 77.8 
Air Force 249.6 192.1 106.1 235.8 
Marine Corps 5.8 9.8 8 13.6 
Total 361.6 309.7 226.8 358.5 
$DMI/$DM (Percent) 2.70% 2.40% 1.60% 2.80% 

Source: JDMAG data from OSD Report 7220.9M 

d. Capacity/Workload Reductions. Since FY88, and particularly since Base Force 
reductions were approved, depot workload requirements have generally decreased in the 
Services and are expected to continue through FY95. Figures 11-1 through 11-5 summarize 
requirements and capacity trends for each Service. 



(1) The Army has embraced the "Centers of Excellence" concept in order to reduce 
its requirement for depot facilities. It will downsize its infrastructure in FY95 when 
Sacramento Army Depot closes. As shown in Figure 11-1, this will reduce Army 
excess capacity to less than 10 percent of the downsized capacity of the remaining 
depots in FY97. The remaining depots still have the capability, however, to build back 
to higher late-1980s output levels. 

Figure 11-1 A m y  Capacity and Worldoad 

Direct Labor Hours (Millions) 

35 c c 

0 I I 1 I I I 1 I I 
86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 

Fiscal Year 

- Depot Capaaty + Depot Workload Rqmts 
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(2) NAVAIR has steadily reduced its excess capacity by downsizing without closing 
any depots. As shown in Figure 11-2, NAVAIR capacity decreases are projected to 
level off in FY94. By FY97, excess capacity is less than 9 percent of the remaining 
capacity in NAVAIR depots. As with the Army, the potential still remains to restore 
some of those depots to earlier, higher production levels. 

Figurt 11-2 NAVAIR Capacity and Workload 
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(3) NAVSEA depot capacity and work is presented in terms of their limiting physical 
factor, drydock utilization. As the Navy downsizes to Base Force levels, drydock 
requirements also decrease. Some downsizing in the shipyard infrastructure is being 
accomplished by the closure of the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard in FY96, as shown in 
Figure II-3. With no further consolidation projected, excess drydockequivalent 
capacity will be more than 21 percent of that available in FY97. 

Figure 11-3 NAVSEA Capacity and Workload 
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Source: JDMAG and OPNAV N431 data. 



(4) The Air Force has downsized without closing depot facilities. Depot maintenance 
averages only about 30 percent of the logistics activity at any large ALC. 
Nevertheless, no complete CONUS depot maintenance function has been closed despite 
significant Service downsizing. The rate of decline of maintenance requirements has 
exceeded the rate of capacity reduction. As shown in Figure 11-4, by FY97 Air Force 
projections indicate that depot maintenance activities will still retain over 28 percent 
excess capacity with an increasing trend in the percentage of excess. 

Figure 11-4 Air Force Capacity and Workload 
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Source: JDMAG data from POS-87, POS-89, POS-90, POS-91 and DDMC CBP for FY-92FY97. 

(5) Marine Corps depot maintenance requirements fell steadily prior to FY91 
Operation DESERT STORM support and reconstitution. As shown in Figure 
11-5, FY91 depot workload requirements increased above the nominal depot 
capacity to support Operation DESERT STORM. This level of effort is 
required through FY95 to reconstitute equipment to pre-Operation DESERT 
STORM readiness. To accomplish this work, the Marine Corps increased depot 
civilian personnel 25 percent. Workshifts were also lengthened. By FY96, the 
Marine Corps projects its depot requirements will normalize, although at a level 
35 percent above. pre-Operation DESERT STORM levels. This requirement 



level is inconsistent with pre-Operation DESERT STORM trends but will 
reduce excess capacity at Marine Corps depots to less than 2 percent as shown 
in Figure 11-5. If FY97 requirements leveled off at the FY90 level, the excess 
capacity of the Marine Corps depots would be over 35 percent. Marine Corps 
depot capacity is projected to remain at the same level it has been since FY86. 
The slight change in capacity shown in FY91 and FY92 is due to a change in 
the OSD's capacity calculation methodology. Like the depots of other Services, 
Marine Corps depots conduct many activities other than depot maintenance. 
This activity is not reflected for the years FY89-FY91, but apparently is for 
FY92-FY97. 

F i g u ~  II-5 Marine Corps Capacity and Woridoad 

I 

0 ' I I I 1 I 1 1 I I I 

86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 
Fiscal Year 

Direct Labor Hours (Thousands) 

- Depot Capacity -t- Depot Workload Rqmts 

3500 

3000 

2500 

1500 

Source: JDMAG data from POS-87, POS-89, POS-90, POS-91 a d  DDMC CBP for FY92FY97. 

- 

#; 

2 0 0 0 1 1  

- 



4. nos~ec t s  of C u ~ ~ C o s t  Eeduc t iog~e tho&~d Future @portuniti~. While 
some savings have been achieved through competition, interservicing, and capacity reduction, 
the potential for continued success is limited without substantial new initiatives. The 
following subparagraphs discuss these limitations and describe potential opportunities for 
additional savings. 

a. Process Improvements. Faced with declining defense budgets for the foreseeable 
future, depot managers can be expected to take advantage of any process improvements 
that generate greater cost efficiency. This is true under all of the alternative depot 
organizations considered by this study. For this reason, process improvement will not be 
addressed any further in this study or used as a measure of effectiveness for the 
alternatives to be discussed. 

b. Competition. Competition does produce unit cost efficiencies and savings in depots. 
Competition savings would increase if all Services maximized the depot work they award 
competitively, vice the limited amounts seen in the FY90 statistics. CBP competition 
initiatives are projected to achieve savings of less than 2 percent of the total depot 
maintenance budget from FY91 through FY97. Competition savings are also limited by 
the core requirement that ensures that at least 60 percent of depot expenditures will be 
spent in Service depots. One additional aspect of competition that must be carefully 
managed is its potential to reduce the number of potential bidders. If contracts are 
awarded repeatedly to the same contractors, other contractors and Service depots may 
dispose of unused capabilities in a manner that precludes their future competition or 
activation to support surge requirements. The winning contractor may evolve into the sole 
source of maintenance for the commodity, resulting in increased costs as opposed to 
savings. Despite these limitations, a signiricant benefit of competition is its ability to 
move work to more efficient private facilities and other depots. Increasing competition 
could shift the lower volume commodity output of less efficient, small workload depots to 
other facilities to take advantage of economies of scale. 

c. Interservicing. The N 9 1  interservicing effort described earlier achieved only 100,000 
dollars in savings. In N 9 3 ,  the CBP projection for interservicing savings is 23.1 million 
dollars rising in FT97 to 29.2 million dollars. This magnitude of savings will only be 
possible if all Services interservice vastly more depot work than has been previously 
attempted. Each Service can argue that there is a ceiling on interservicing imposed by 
their ownership of unique platforms. But a si&~cant amount of similarity and 
commonality, particularly at the engine and component level, make interservicing potential 
many times greater than the current 3 percent. 

d. Capacity Reductions. Reducing capacity and workload, without reducing the number 
of depots, decreases expenditures for direct labor and variable overhead costs, but does not 
siflicantly decrease the costs of fixed overhead expenses. As will be shown in the 
following paragraphs, only depot closures will result in substantial savings by eliminating 
the fixed overhead of depots closed. 



(1) Depot fixed overhead includes those indirect costs of depot operations that do not 
vary with the work output of the depot. This includes general and administrative costs 
for depot plant operations, planning, and financial management. It also includes some 
of the operation's overhead costs for equipment management, production planning, 
engineering, material management, and quality assurance. KPMG Peat Marwick 
Report, Current Cost Baseline for DOD Depot Maintenance, dated 14 December 1991, 
estimates that all of the general and administrative costs, plus 50 percent of operations 
overhead, are attributable to organic maintenance management. This cost approximates 
total fixed overhead and is estimated to consume 28 percent of FY90 depot 
maintenance expenditures. Figure 11-6 shows the declining trend in depot maintenance 
workload between N90  and FY96 within DOD. 

Figure II-6 Annual Depot Maintenance Workload 
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(2) Figure II-7 shows the upward trend in the percent of the depot maintenance budget 
being expended on the estimated fixed overhead of DOD depots during the same years. 
There will be a continued increase in the percentage of depot maintenance costs that are 
due to fixed overhead, if fixed overhead does not decrease with workload. 

Figu~e 11-7 Depot Fixed Overhead Budget Impact 
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Source: J D W G  data for POS-87, POS-89, POS-90, POS-91 and DDMC CBP for FY92-FY97. 

(3) To accommodate shrinking workloads, Services have planned to reduce the 
commodity output of each depot, but not to significantly reduce the total number of 
depots. While competition and interservicing reduce costs per unit, capacity reductions 
have the potential to decrease the total costs for direct labor hours and variable overhead 
at the depots. But, like competition and intersemicing, capacity reductions do not 
significantly decrease the substantial fued overhead burden. Reducing capacity within the 
depots will push the estimated fued overhead percentage of depot costs over 32 percent 
by FY96. The redundancy and excess capacity retained at each depot will have an 
increasingly negative impact on the funds available for depot commodity output. As 
future depot maintenance budgets continue to decrease and each Service needs to capture 
more savings, fixed indirect costs will be the prime area to reduce depot expenditures. 
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1. ma-. The study analyzed seven alternatives that are summarized 
in the study Concept Paper, Appendix C. Two of the alternatives provide continued 
individual Service ownership and control of its depot maintenance organizations. Three 
provide varying degrees of "Executive Service" management in which the predominant 
Service is responsible. The two remaining alternatives remove depot maintenance 
responsibility from direct Service control. The first has two options: a Defense Maintenance 
Agency (DMA) or a Joint Depot Maintenance Command (JDMC) organization that would 
report, respectively, to OSD or CJCS. The second alternative provides for contracting out the 
entire depot maintenance operation. The analysis is based on the following two assumptions. 

a Each Service performs work of similar quality. 

b. Changing the agency responsible for work performed in a specific location would not 
affect cost. 

2. M. Each alternative was evaluated using the criteria listed below. The fmt criterion 
is the only objective measure, the remainder are subjective. 

a. Cost Savings: Relative recurring and nonrecurring costs and savings were developed 
for comparison among Alternatives B through F. 

b. Capacity Reduction: The ability to reduce excess capacity under each alternative was 
compared. 

c. Unnecessary Duplication: A comparison of how well each alternative eliminates 
unnecessary duplicate capability and unnecessary duplicate overhead structure was made. 

d. Military Responsiveness: The loss of direct control of a Service's depot maintenance 
capability could potentially degrade both readiness and a Service's ability to respond to 
crises. The impact of each alternative with respect to its ability to maintain peacetime 
readiness standards, sustain forces during crisis response and contingency operations, and 
reconstitute forces upon redeployment was examined. 

3. --. The baseline information used to analyze the alternatives is 
contained in the Depot Commodity Matrix (Appendix F) that was constructed with data 
provided by OSD, the Services, and JDMAG. The Financial and Facility portion of the 
matrix contains 34 separate data elements to describe each depot facility. The Depot 
Commodity section identifies the type and quantity of work that is done at each depot. 
Information presented is for N 9 1  and has been verified by each Service as of 5 October 
1992. 



4. AeerPgation pfPeaui~ments a - a b i l i t v .  The first step in the analysis process was to 
aggregate both the requirements for each major classification of hardware and the capability 
to meet these requirements. The Services report capacity and workload requirements by depot 
within the Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) in accordance with DOD Instruction 4 15 1.15, 
Depot Maintenance Program Policies. This document groups maintenance into nine distinct 
categories and closely resembles the commodity breakdown identified in the commodity 
matrix. Table III- 1 lists these groups and their subassemblies. 

Table III-1 Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) 

Source: DODI 4 15 1.15, Depot Maintenance Program Policies. 

I 

a. Past and present capacity and EY95 workload requirements were then reviewed. 
Capacity is defined in DOD 415 1.15-H, Depot Maintenance and Utilization Measurement 
Handbook as: "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 a facility is designed to accommodate." 
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b. The formula recommended by the JLC and incorporated in DOD 4151.15-H (draft) for 
computing capacity is: number of work positions x availability factor (.95) x annual 
productive hours (16 15). 

c. Depot capacity is a function of the physical plant and the personnel assigned with 
the level of employment being the driving factor in the calculation. The only variable 
in the capacity formula is the number of work positions which, as defined, is not 
directly affected by personnel vacancies. From the purist's viewpoint, a reduction in 
personnel levels should only affect a depot's ability to perform up to its capacity. In 
reality, when faced with a loss of manpower, most depots elect not to use equipment 
and/or decrease shop codiguration which results in reduced work positions and lower 
computed capacity levels. 

d. Using the depot's past reported capacity and FY95 workload requirements, as reported 
by the Services in accordance with OSD standards in W D  4151.15-H, analysts reviewed 
the overall depot maintenance capacity and the maintenance requirements for weapon 
systems and their sub assemblies for all Services. Figure III-1 is a summary of Service 
capacity and planned workload for FY92-FY97, less shipyards. Shipyards were not 
included, because shipyard capacity figures based upon the workload are unavailable from 
JDMAG. The reduction in workload is attributed to projected decreases in force structure. 
The reduction in capacity is attributed to the Services' efforts to optimize their depots with 
the largest single factor being across the board Service reductions in depot maintenance 
personnel. The present gap between workload and capacity does not decrease over time, 
based upon Service provided data. 



Figure III-1 DOD Depot Capacity and Workload Requirement (Less NAVSEA) 
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e. The capacity figures shown in Figure III-1, are based upon a single shift, eight 
hour, five day work week. Increasing a depot to multiple shifts would increase depot 
capacity and further widen the gap between computed capacity and workload 
requirements. For the purpose of this study, depot maintenance capacity was measured 
at the single shift level, allowing a multiple shift alternative to meet potential surge 
requirements. 

5. IdentificationpfEm-d D o m a .  The second analytical step 
involved quantifying excess capacity and identifying the dominant Service. Excess capacity 
was identified by subtracting the planned FY95 workload from the FY87 capacity. This was 
performed at the weapon system level (e.g. WBS 100, aviation) and, where data was 
available, at the sub assembly level (e.g. 101, airframes). FY87 capacity figures were used 
since it was a peak year with larger overall employment and more accurately reflected what 
work a depot facility could absorb during workload consolidation. Analysts recognize that 
some existing depots may have been reconfigured since FY87, to reflect a lower capacity. As 
a result, in order to accept added workload, depots will require reco~~guring to a larger 
capacity. Capacity of those depots which have closed or will close by FY96 was not 
included. Any deviation of the above procedure will be explained in the alternatives. Depot 
capabilities were reviewed to determine which depots perform similar maintenance in order to 
identify potential consolidations. The Depot Commodity Matrix (Appendix F), DOD 



7220.9-M, and the WBS data were the primary inputs used in this process. The dominant 
Service for each major weapon type and, where possible, their sub-assemblies was then 
determined by identifying the Service with the majority of documented man-hours. 

6.  I d e a t i f i c a t i o n a - a m .  The third step in the analytical process involved 
quantifying costs and savings. When a sisnificant excess in capacity exists, it is possible to 
consolidate requirements from a single large activity, several smaller ones, or a combination 
of different size facilities. In several cases, depot activities perform non-depot level 
maintenance functions that would still be required after the consolidation of depot level 
maintenance. As a result, the consolidation of depot level maintenance workload may not 
always result in the closurce of a site. For each alternative and for each WBS major group, 
savings and costs based on actual FY91 workload figures were estimated whenever 
consolidation occurred. To allow for proper planning and execution, the migration of 
workload would not commence until FY94 and would occur over a period of two years. Cost 
and savings were projected from FY94 through FY03. All costs and savings were adjusted, 
using FY93 constant dollars for comparison. 

a. Costs. The following one time and recurring costs were calculated for each altemative: 

(1) Personnel 

8. The cost of involuntary separations resulting from the transfer of a 
maintenance function. 

h. Personnel relocation costs. The government expense to move those personnel 
that will transfer with the function. 

G. Unemployment claims for personnel who are involuntarily separated. 

9. Early-out retirement costs. 

(2) Temporary duty costs associated with training individuals at a new facility. 

(3) Costs to move equipment to the new location. 

(4) Cost of recruiting and training people at the new location. 

(5) Costs associated with lower initial productivity at the new facility. 

(6)  Added military construction and conversion costs. 

(7) Costs associated with moving Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) warehousing and 
Defense Reutilization and Marketing Offices (DRMO) to new locations were not 



included. ' 

(8) Environmental clean-up costs. These costs have not been included in this analysis 
due to the recognition that they must be paid by DOD whether the facility remains 
open or is closed. However, a Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) decision to 
close a facility may drive a large additional unfunded environmental charge in the near 
term. As a result, other interim options such as "caretaker status" or "mothballing" 
may be needed in lieu of closing in order to provide time to program and budget for 
the added environmental charges. 

(9) Cost of disruption at the losing depot. 

(10) Cost for closing buildings and other production facilities due to closure or 
relocating workload. For example, some depot maintenance facilities occupy an entire 
basemst. Calculating closing and transfer costs for these are straightfoxward. Others 
are combined with engineering, materiel management, inventory control points, and 
other Service logistic functions on large bases with other tenant organizations. In 
these instances cost calculations are less straightforward. When a si-cant entity 
other than a depot maintenance facility remains at a base/post, closure of the basehst 
has not been considered. Additionally, the analysis has not accounted for any 
differences in transportation recurring costs that result when workload is accomplished 
at a new location. These are generally a small percent of the total maintenance cost. 

b. Savings. The following one time and recurring savings were calculated for each 
alternative: 

(1) Projected and budgeted military construction that will be canceled. 

(2) Industrial Plant 4uipment (IPE) costs for new/replacement items that are no 
longer required. 

(3) Indirect operational overhead and General and Administrative (G&A) savings. 
This includes such items as engineering, staff support, base operation and support, and 
work not identZiable to a single job order. 

' DLA conducted a macro look at Alternative E and found a potential reduction of 1000 
people with no additional facility requirements. Based on an average salary of 30,000 dollars 
per year, this has the potential to save as much as 30 million dollars per year. These 
potential savings have not been included in the analysis of any alternative. A more detailed 
study is required to determine actual costs and savings. 



7. Summam. A summary of how each of these costs and savings items were calculated is 
contained in Appendix E. To the maximum extent possible, estimates of costs and savings 
have been taken from previous studies and audits. When previous studies' costs and savings 
recommendations fall into a narrow range, a single estimate has been used. When there is 
disparity in estimating a particular cost, a savings/cost range is used incorporating the extreme 
estimates from the studies available. When projected costs are subtracted from projected 
savings for each alternative, a savings range is then calculated. It is important to note that the 
saving ranges apply to all of DOD. No attempt has been made to allocate these potential 
savings to individual services. Further, the calculated savings ranges am useful only for 
comparison of Alternatives B through F and am not "budget quality" figures, i.e., they am 
most useful for the relative ranking of Alternatives B through F in t e r n  of cost savings. 
This is due to the lack of data in a variety of areas, e.g., outyear labor rates, accurate 
workload estimates, and lack of demographics to more precisely estimate personnel costs. 
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CHAPTER IV - EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

1. -round. Seven alternatives are analyzed in this report (Appendix C) using the 
methodology outlined in Chapter III. Excess capacity was identified by subtracting the 
planned FY95 workload from the FYS7 capacity. FYS7 capacity figures were used since it 
was a peak year with larger overall employment and more accurately reflects what work a 
depot could absorb during workload consolidation. Themfore, the capacity utilization 
perrentages shown in this chapter should be only used to compare the alternatives and will 
not cornspond to the projected percentages discussed in Chapter IT. The excess capacity 
parentages in Chapter I1 am FY97 Sewice projections as contained in the CBP. Each 
alternative will be analyzed separately with cost/savings reflected. The alternatives being 
considered are grouped into three categories as depicted in Table IV-1. 

Table IV-1 Categories and Alternatives 

a Alternative A. Each Service retains its own separate depot maintenance operations in 
accordance with DMRD 908 directions to increase interservicing, streamline depot 
operations, reduce management staffs at all levels, increase competition, team with private 
industry for remanufacturing/manufacturing, etc. Additional depot closures and 
realignments will be accomplished through the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
process. The Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) will provide limited 
oversight. 

CATEGORIES 
Using Service Control 

Executive Service Control 
Control External to Services 

(1) Overview. This alternative assumes that each Service will realize the total of 6.4 
billion dollars savings from FY91 to FY97 projected under CBP guidelines, with the 
DDMC providing management oversight. It will be very for the Services to 
meet these goals and it is likely that they will be forced to take actions which will 
have severe impacts on readiness. 

ALTERNATIVES 
A L B  

C,D,&E 
F & G  

(2) Analysis. As reflected in the CBP, Services are reducing depot maintenance cost 
through the following: 

(a) Near-term savings (downsizing work forces, facility closures, project 
cancellations, internal consolidations, etc.). These savings totaled 3.2 billion 
dollars of the 6.4 billion dollars, and represent 50 percent of the CBP total. 
Savings resulting from closing one CONUS and one overseas facility are included. 



(b) Interservicing (transfer of a system's depot maintenance to another Service 
that has a facility maintaining the same or a similar system). These savings 
totaled 134.7 million dollars representing 2.1 percent of the CBP total. 

(c) Competition (of organic depots with other depots and with private industry). 
Services' competition savings are projected at 1,733.4 million dollars, which 
represents 27.3 percent of the total savings. 

(d) Elimination or storage of excess or unnecessary redundant capacity totaled 
1,283.8 million dollars, which represents 20.2 percent of the total savings. 

(3) Summary of Analysis Results. The CBP projects savings of 6.4 billion dollars that 
reduces the original projected depot maintenance budgets of the Army, NAVAIR, 
NAVSEA, Air Force, and Marine Corps by 7.0 percent from 89.8 to 83.5 billion 
dollars over FY91 through FY97. 

(a) Cost Effectiveness. Table IV-2 details the distribution of the CBP savings. 
In comparison with all other alternatives, this is the least cost effective alternative. 

Table IV-2 Effect of DMRD 908 on Projected FY91-FY97 Depot Maintenance Budget 
(Then Year $ Millions) 

(b) Capacity Reduction. The CBP is the baseline for planned consolidations of 
depot maintenance functions. As discussed in Chapter III, the utilization rates 
shown in Table IV-3 are based on NAVSEA drydock utilization, FY91 through 
FY97 maximum capacities for NAVORD depots, and FY87 capacity for the 
Army, NAVAIR, Air Force, and Marine Corps. 

ARMY 
NAVAIR 
NAVSEA 
US AF 
USMC 

Total 

Table IV-3 Alternative A DOD Depot Capacity Utilization Rates 

Current Budget 
Projection 

14,014.7 
9,781.6 

32,121.9 
26396.9 

938.7 

83,453.8 

Army 62% 
NAVAIR 56% 
NAVSEA 71% 

Original Budget 
Projection 

15,080.5 
11,230.4 
34,229.9 
28,305.2 

967.3 

89,813.3 

USAF 64% 
USMC 100% 
NAVORD 81% 

CBP 
Savings 

1,065.8 
1,448.8 
2,108.0 
1,708.3 

28.6 

6,359.5 

% Savings 
of Budget 

7.0% 
129% 
6.2% 
6.0% 
3.0% 

7.0% 

% of Total 
CBP 

16.8% 
22.8% 
33.0% 
26.9% 
0.5% 

100.0% 



The overall utilization for the aggregate is 64 percent, which is used as the 
baseline utilization rate for the rest of the alternatives considered. When 
compared with all the other alternatives, this capacity utilization rate is the lowest. 

(c) Unnecessary Duplication. The CBP is the baseline for depot consolidation, 
but leaves much redundancy and excess capacity throughout the depot 
organization. 

(d) Military Responsiveness. 

1. Peacetime Readiness. This alternative expends the peacetime depot - 
maintenance budget on individual Service-managed depot organizations with 
limited interservicing. A higher percentage of available funds must be 
committed to maintaining excess capacity and unnecessary duplication within 
Service boundaries. Each Service will invest a higher percentage of their 
fixed peacetime depot maintenance budget in depot overhead and have less 
available for direct labor expenditures. Thus, this alternative yields the least 
amount of depot maintenance funds for hardware maintenance and readiness 
support. 

2. Contingency Response, Deployment, and Reconstitution. Services believe 
that when they manage their own depot maintenance organization, the depots 
will be most responsive to their specific needs for contingency response, 
deployment, and reconstitution. No hard data was provided to support this 
contention. Surge capacity can be met by additional shifts, work hours, and 
workdays to meet total mobilization requirements. Excess capacity and 
redundancy within each Service will provide even greater support and surge 
capacity to the using Service when additional resources are provided for 
contingencies and subsequent reconstitution. 

b. Alternative B. Each Sexvice retains its own separate depot maintenance operations. 
Under DMRD 908 streamlining guidance, weapon system platforms, depot-level reparables 
(DLRs), components, and non-weapon-system equipment will be consolidated into 
"Centers of Excellence" within the using Service to the maximum extent possible. Depot 
maintenance could be performed by a contractor or in another Service's facilities. 

(1) Overview. Alternative B reduces excess capacity and unnecessary duplication by 
increased implementation of the "Centers of Excellence" concept within using Service 
managed depot boundaries. Consolidations across Service boundaries and effects of 
increased interservicing/competition were not considered for the alternative. 



(2) Analysis. The study team: 

(a) Analyzed OSD depot output data for commodities of similar technology 
maintained by multiple depots within each Service. 

(b) Reviewed JDMAG FY95 projected depot workload. 

(c) Reviewed JDMAG depot capacity data from FY87 through FY97 to 
determine utilization rates. 

(d) Projected the net cost of consolidating commodities into "Centers of 
Excellence" at sites that had demonstrated capacity to absorb that commodity with 
an objective of making other sites eligible for closure. 

(3) Summary of Analysis Results. As described in Appendix G, there is sigruficant 
potential for reducing excess capacity in each Service through consolidation of depot 
maintenance capabilities into "Centers of Excellence." In this analysis, the Anny depot 
maintenance workload was consolidated from six depots into five. The Air Force 
predicted depot workload was consolidated into five vice six current facilities. The 
Navy depot workload was consolidated from six aviation depots into four, seven 
shipyards into five, and nine ordnance centers into three. The Marine Corps depot 
workload performed at two depots was consolidated into one. 

(a) Cost Effectiveness. For comparison with Alternatives C through F, this 
alternative has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions of 1,589 
to 6,661 million dollars from FY94 through FY03 as shown in Table TV-4. 

Table IV4 Alternative B FY94-FY03 -- Rojected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Millions) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 
Annual 

FY Minimum Maximum 
94 (752) (220) 
95 (655) (167) 
% 412 959 
97 370 881 
98 37 1 88 1 
99 368 878 
00 368 863 
01 373 862 
02 365 861 
03 369 863 

Total 1589 6,661 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(752) (220) 
( 1,407) (387) 

(995) 572 
(62% 1,453 
(254) 2.334 
114 3,212 
482 4,075 
855 4,937 

1,220 5,798 
1,589 6.66 1 



(b) Capacity Reduction. The consolidations made in this alternative increased 
utilization by 18 percent. The utilization rates shown in Table IV-5 are based on 
NAVSEA drydock utilization, FY91 through FY97 maximum capacities for 
NAVORD and Marine Corps depots, and FY87 capacity for Army, NAVAIR, and 
the Air Force depots. 

Table IV-5 Alternative B DOD Depot Capacity Utilization Rates 

The overall utilization rate is 82 percent for Alternative B after all recommended 
consolidations. Further increases in the utilization rate would require extensive 
and costly establishment of new commodity capabilities at bases that have not 
demonstrated capacity for those commodities in past years, or consolidation of 
depot maintenance across Service boundaries, not considered under this 
alternative. 

Army 70% 
NAVAIR 81% 
NAVSEA 92% 

(c) Unnecessary Duplication. The consolidations recommended within each 
Service simcantly decrease and in some cases completely eliminate duplication, 
but only within Service boundaries. The final depot configuration in this 
altemative still provides duplicate capabilities among the Services. 

USAF 76% 
USMC 100% 
NAVORD 100% 

(d) Military Responsiveness. 

1. Peacetime Readiness. When compared with Alternative A, less available 
funds will be spent for excess capacity and unnecessary duplication when 
Services consolidate to "Centers of Excellence" within Service boundaries. 
However, duplication and excess capacity remain when commodities are 
considered across Service boundaries, so each Service will still pay a higher 
percentage of its peacetime depot maintenance budget for depot overhead than 
alternatives that consolidate across Service boundaries. Alternative B will 
provide more depot maintenance funds than Alternative A for hardware 
maintenance and readiness support. 

2. Contingency Response, Deployment, and Reconstitution. As indicated in 
Alternative A, Services prefer to manage their own depot maintenance 
organization. It retains more flexibility than Alternatives C through G, 
although this flexibility is somewhat less than Alternative A. Surge capacity 
can be met by additional shifts, work hours, and workdays to meet total 
mobilization requirements. Excess capacity and redundancy within each 
Service will provide even greater support and surge capacity. 



c. Alternative C. Depot maintenance management of common or similar weapon system 
platforms, (e-g., ships, fixed wing aircraft, rotary wing aircraft, large missiles, etc.) would 
be accomplished by single Services in "Centers of Excellence". Maintenance will be 
performed in the single Service's facilities, another Service's facilities or contractor 
facilities. Depot maintenance responsibility for DLRs, components, and non-weapon 
system equipment will remain in using Service's "Centers of Excellence". 

(1) Overview. Alternative C consolidates depot maintenance responsibility for each 
major type of weapon system platform under an Executive Service. The using Service 
of each weapon system retains responsibility for depot maintenance of DLRs, 
components, and non-weapon system equipment. 

(2) Analysis. The study team: 

(a) Identified weapon system platform and DLR/component responsibilities for 
each Service. 

(b) Established a workload baseline in each commodity based on FY91 workload. 

(c) Reviewed JDMAG N 9 5  projected depot workload for each commodity. 

(d) Reviewed JDMAG FY87 capacities for each commodity. 

(e) Applied FY91 percentages of work to the N 9 5  total workload and the FY87 
capacities. Marine Corps capacity was based on FY93 figures, NAVORD 
capacity was based on the maximum reported capacity between FY91 and FY97. 

(0 Consolidated weapon system platform commodity workloads to the maximum 
extent possible at the depots of the Executive Service, and DLR/component 
commodity workloads within the depots of the owning Services. 

(3) Summary of Analysis Results. As described in Appendix G, the analysis found 
little overall capacity reduction through migration of weapon system platforms across 
Service lines. The majority of depot-level maintenance is performed on DLRs and 
components, not weapon system platforms. As a result, these Services must retain 
much of their current structure to perform maintenance on the remaining workload. In 
addition, since the Services still maintain their weapon system DWcomponents, 
greater consolidation was not possible. For aircraft, with the majority of the airframe 
maintenance work migrating to the Air Force, no Air Force consolidations were 
possible. Navy was consolidated from six NADEPs to four, but three sites would still 
perform airframe maintenance since the Navy's airframe maintenance requirements 
exceeded the Air Force's excess capacity. The fourth NADEP would perform depot 
maintenance on rotary wing aircraft. Since ships/underwater ordnance capability 
resides solely with the Navy, no workload was transferred among the Services. Within 



the Navy, the work of seven shipyards was consolidated into five and nine NAVORD 
depots into three. For ground vehicles/ equipment, following the migration of Marine 
Corps platforms to the Army, the remaining Marine Corps workload was consolidated 
into a single Marine Corps depot and the workload of an Army depot was consolidated 
within the Army depot structure. Tactical and strategic missile workloads have already 
been incorporated into consolidation plans and hence, no further transfers and savings 
are possible. 

(a) Cost Effectiveness. For comparison to Alternatives B through F, this 
altemative has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions between 
1,294 and 5,141 million dollars. Table IV-6 shows the savings by each fiscal 
year. 

Table IV-6 Alternative C FY94-FY03--Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Millions) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with ~lte&tives B through F 
Annual Cumulative 

FY Minimum Maximum Minimum Maximum 

(b) Capacity Reduction. This altemative increases utilization of DOD depots by 
24 percent from 64 percent to 88 percent. Details of each Service's capacity 
utdimion is shown in Table IV-7. 

Table IV-7 Alternative C DOD Depot Capacity Utilization Rates 

(c) Unnecessary Duplication. This altemative reduces much of the duplication 
among the Services for maintenance of similar weapon system platform 

Army 74% 
NAVAIR 76% 
NAVSEA 100% 

USAF 76% 
USMC 88% 
NAVORD 100% 



(ai.frarne/hull/body/ frame) commodities. With each Service maintaining 
DLR/components independently, much duplication among the Services remains. 
The adoption of the "Centers of Excellence" concept by every Service will help 
reduce the duplication, but will not eliminate duplication totally. 

(d) Military Responsiveness. 

1. Peacetime Readiness. The splitting of repair responsibilities of weapon - 
systems and non-weapon system equipment does not complement the repair 
cycle. This splitting of responsibilities will require increased coordination and 
enhances the opportunity for something to get lost in the process. As found 
in Alternatives A and B, the Services will continue to spend available funds 
to maintain excess capacity and unnecessary duplication across Service 
boundaries. These inefficiencies will result in reducing the amount of depot 
maintenance funds for hardware maintenance and readiness support. 

2. Contingency Response, Deployment, and Reconstitution. Excess capacity - 
and unnecessary duplication will provide surge capacity across the Services. 
This is particularly true in wartime when a majority of the requirements are 
for DLRs and components, rather than for platforms. 

d. Alternative D. Each Service retains its own separate depot maintenance operations for 
weapon system platforms under the "Centers of Excellence" concept. Similar DLRs, 
components and non-weapon system equipment will be consolidated to the maximum 
extent possible in single Service "Centers of Excellence". 

(1) Overview. Alternative D consolidates depot maintenance responsibility for DLRsl 
components of weapon system platforms and non-weapon system equipment under an 
Executive Service. The using Service of each weapon system retains responsibility for 
depot maintenance of the weapon system platforms. The Executive Service is usually 
the Service that performs the largest workload of DLRsIcomponents. 

(2) Analysis. The study team: 

(a) Identified weapon system platform and DLRs/commodity responsibilities for 
each Service. 

(b) Established a workload baseline in each commodity based on FY91 workload. 

(c) Reviewed JDMAG FY95 projected depot workload for each commodity. 

(d) Reviewed JDMAG FY87 capacities for each commodity. 



(e) Applied FY91 percentages of work to the FY95 total workload and the FY87 
capacities. Marine Corps capacity was based on FY93 figures, NAVORD 
capacity was based on the maximum reported capacity between FY91 and FY97. 

(f) Consolidated DLRsIcomponent commodity workloads to the maximum extent 
possible at the depots of the Executive Service, and the weapon system platform 
commodities within the depots of the using Service. 

(3) Summary of Analysis Results. As described in Appendix G, capacity reductions 
are possible across Service lines. For aircraft, the work of six NADEPs was 
consolidated into four. The Army would require a depot as its sole source of Army 
airframe repair. All aircraft DLRs/components were consolidated into existing Air 
Force depots. For ships/underwater ordnance, the result was the same as Altemative 
B, with the work of seven shipyards consolidated into five and nine NAVORD depots 
consolidated into three. For ground vehicles/equipment, the workload of five Amy 
depots was consolidated into four. The Marine Corps would require one of its depots 
for support of its ground platforms. Tactical and strategic missile workloads have 
already been incorporated into consolidation plans, and further consolidations will not 
result in significant cost reductions under the assumptions of this model. 

(a) Cost Effectiveness. For comparison to Alternatives B through F, Altemative 
D has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions between 1,490 
and 8,148 million dollars. Table IV-8 shows the cost reduction by fiscal year. 

Table IV-8 Alternative D FY94-FY03--Rejected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Millions) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

Total 1,490 8,148 1 

Annual 
FY Minimum Marrimurn 

(b) Capacity Reduction. The consolidations recommended increase utilization 
projections by 23 percent from 64 to 87 percent. Each Service's capacity 
utilization is shown in Table IV-9. 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 



Table IV-9 Alternative D DOD Depot Capacity Utilization Rates 

(c) Unnecessary Duplication. This alternative reduces much of the duplication 
among the Services for maintenance of similar DLRs/components, but each 
Service must have an independent depot capability for its weapon system 
platforms, even when similar to other Services. While application of the "Centers 
of Excellence" concept will reduce this duplication within each Service, total 
elimination of duplication is not possible. 

Army 90% 
NAVAIR 82% 
NAVSEA 100% 

(d) Military Responsiveness. 

USAF 80% 
USMC 53% 
NAVORD 100% 

L. Peacetime Readiness. The splitting of repair responsibilities of weapon 
systems, DLRs, and non-weapon system equipment does not complement the 
repair cycle. This splitting of responsibility will require increased 
coordination and enhances the opportunity for something to get lost in the 
process. As found in Alternatives A, B, and C, the Services will continue to 
spend available funds to maintain excess capacity and unnecessary duplication 
across Service boundaries, albeit to a somewhat lesser degree. These 
inefficiencies will result in reducing the amount of depot maintenance funds 
for hardware maintenance and readiness support. 

2. Contingency Response, Deployment, and Reconstitution. Excess capacity 
and unnecessary duplication will provide surge capacity across the Services. 
With the primary wartime requirement being in DLRs and components, the 
Executive Service for these components will meet this need through additional 
shifts. 

e. Alternative E. A single Executive Service will be responsible for the maintenance of 
similar/common platforms and their DLRs, components and non-weapon system equipment 
to the maximum extent possible under the "Centers of Excellence" concept. The "Centers 
of Excellence" may be located in the Executive Service's facilities, another Service's 
facilities or contractor facilities. Total weapon system management will be the 
responsibility of the using Service. 

(1) Overview. Alternative E consolidates complete depot maintenance responsibility 
for similar weapon system platforms and their DWcomponents under an Executive 
Service. Table IV-10 shows the weapon system platform assignments among the 
Services. 



Table IV-10 Executive Service Assignment 

Tactical Missiles 
Combat Vehicles 
Automotive 
Construction Equipment 
Ground Comm-Electronics 
Ordnance 
Weapons and Munitions 
General Purpose Equipment 

Navy Ships and Ship Components 
Underwater Ordnance 

Air Force Aircraft and Aircraft Components 
Metrology 
Strategic Missiles 

(2) Analysis. The study team: 

(a) Assigned Executive Service responsibilities for each weapon system platform. 

(b) Established a workload baseline in each depot commodity based on FY91 
workload. 

(c) Reviewed JDMAG FY95 projected depot workload for each commodity. 

(d) Reviewed JDMAG FY87 capacities for each commodity. 

(e) Applied FY91 percentages of work to the FY95 total workload and the FY87 
capacities. NAVORD capacity was based on the maximum capacity reported 
between FY91 and FY97. 

(0 Consolidated all commodities to reduce excess capability and fully utilize the 
Technology Repair Center and "Centers of Excellence" concepts. 

(3) Summary of Analysis Results. As described in Appendix G, significant capacity 
reductions are possible through consolidations across Service lines. For aviation, the 
work of thirteen Service aviation depots was consolidated by transferring the work of 
five depots into the remaining eight depots. For ships/unde~~ater weapons, the 
workload of seven shipyards was consolidated into five and nine NAVORD depots 
were consolidated into three. After consolidation of the ground vehicles/equipment 
workload, five Army depots were reduced to four, as well as assuming the workload 
requirements of the two Marine Corps depots. For strategic and tactical missiles, no 
further interservice transfer would result in additional closures and savings. All 
Services' metrology work was consolidated at one Air Force location. 

(a) Cost Effectiveness. For comparison with Alternatives B through F, this 
alternative has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions of 1,761 
to 9,180 million dollars from FY94 through FY03 as shown in Table IV-11. 



Table IV-11 Alternative E FY94-FY03--Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Millions) 

(b) Capacity Reduction. The Executive Service alternative consolidates 
workloads across Service lines. Therefore, the Marine Corps and NAVAIR 
workloads are included in the Executive Services utilization rates. The 
consolidations recommended increase DOD depot utilization by 3 1 percent from 
64 percent to 95 percent, and individual Service depot utilization as shown in 
Table IV- 12. 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

Table IV-12 Alternative E DOD Depot Capacity Utilization Rates 

Annual 
FY Minimum Maximum 
94 (1,085) (346) 
95 (976) (272) 
96 510 1,330 
97 476 1,225 
98 476 1,223 
99 476 1,225 
00 472 1,200 
0 1 469 1,197 
02 472 1.200 
03 47 1 1,198 

Total 1,761 9,180 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(1.085) (346) 
(2.06 1) (618) 
(1551) 712 
(1,075) 1.937 

(599) 3,160 
(123) 4,385 
349 5585 
818 6,782 

1,290 7,982 
1,761 9,180 

(c) Unnecessary Duplication. Aviation and ground workload is transferred into 
existing Technology Repair Centers and "Centers of Excellence". This eliminates 
duplication within and among the Services for the maintenance of aviation and 
ground weapon system platforms and DLR/components. 

Army 92% 
NAVAIR consolidated 
NAVSEA la096 

(d) Military Responsiveness. 

USAF 94% 
USMC consolidated 
NAVORD 100% 

1. Peacetime Readiness. Of the alternatives considered thus far, this 
alternative best meets the test of current and future budget reductions. 
Compared to Alternatives A, B, C, and D, Alternative E has the best potential 
to standardize depot production through centralized management to the 
component level. By closing depots to remove excess capacity across Service 
lines, the most depot maintenance funds of any alternative considered thus far 



can be expected to be available for hardware maintenance and readiness 
support. 

2. Contingency Response, Deployment, and Reconstitution. While Alternative 
E provides a centralized organization that should be most flexible to workload 
changes, overall surge capacity is significantly reduced and a longer period of 
time to reconstitute forces will be required. To meet all but Total 
Mobilization requirements, capacity is still available by adding additional 
shifts, work hours, and workdays over the 5day/40-hour work week assumed 
for capacity computations. 

f. Alternative F. All depot maintenance functions will be consolidated under a single 
organization external to the Services. Individual weapons platforms, DLRs, components, 
and non-weapon system equipment will be maintained in government owned depots or 
contracted out. 

(1) Overview. Alternative F consolidates a l l  depot maintenance functions under one 
organization external to the Services, and was evaluated as two distinct options. One 
option was a Defense Maintenance Agency (DMA). The other option was a Joint 
Depot Maintenance Command (JDMC). 

(2) Analysis. The primary difference between Alternative E and the two options of 
this alternative is who is in charge of depot maintenance. Alternative E has three 
separate executives in charge. The F(DMA) option superimposes an external 
controlling agency on depot maintenance activities and eliminates Service control. The 
F(JDMC) option places central authority in the hands of a joint commander who 
executes his responsibilities through the Service components. It was assumed that the 
director of a D M .  or a joint commander would be equally as vigorous and equally as 
effective as three separate Executive Services in bringing about consolidation, 
reduction in overhead, and closure of unnecessary depots. It was further assumed that . . the "Centers of Excellence" concept can also be maxunrzed by either a D M .  or a 
JDMC. No separate analysis was conducted for this alternative. It was assumed that 
relative cost savings, capacity reduction, and elimination of unnecessary duplication 
would be no less than that in Alternative E (see Tables IV-13, IV-14, and IV-15). 
Compared to Alternatives E and F(DMA), Alternative F(JDMC) with a direct tie 
between the warfighters and the "maintainern," will provide greater military 
responsiveness. 

g. Alternative G. Contract out all depot maintenance requirements. Contract 
management would be maintained by either the Service or by a single organization 
external to the Services. The ultimate goal would be to include contract maintenance as 
part of the weapon system acquisition costs of new systems throughout their life cycle. 
When this alternative was analyzed for projected effects on depot efficiency and cost, it 
was quickly realized.that the implementation of full contractor maintenance would be an  



evolutionary process. Even if all depot work were put up for bid by private contractors, 
some DOD depots would be required to support weapon systems that do not attract 
bidders due to their low volume or use of older technology no longer available from 
commercial industry. The requirement for DOD depots is expected to decrease as force 
structure is decreased and quantities of replacement weapons are decreased. Further, after 
the first round of competitive bidding and the elimination of organic depot capability, there 
is a distinct probability that the commercialization process would become a sole-source 
environment with potentially higher costs. Finally, the size, cost, and optimal organization 
of the contract administration agency would be directly proportional to the size of the 
contracting effort and the amount of Service participation needed to provide a responsive 
depot system. This alternative would put the Services at a distinct disadvantage if their 
control of depot maintenance were completely eliminated because contract renegotiations 
would be required to implement changes in maintenance priorities and standards. Since 
profit maximization would drive private industry to size capacity solely to meet peacetime 
requirements, it would be difficult and costly to maintain surge capability to meet crisis 
and contingency requirements. Developing a contract depot maintenance organization 
which accounts for all these considerations requires a dedicated analysis and could be 
conducted as a follow-on effort to this study. 

a Table N-13 summarizes the projected relative savings ranges for each alternative. 
These ranges are the result of the use of both optimistic and pessimistic cost estimates in 
those cases where actual data was not readily available. A review of each of the variable 
and fixed cost factors is in Chapter I33 and Appendix E. 

Table N-13 Summaxy of FY94-FY03 -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constanr FY93 $MiUions) 

Alternatives 

B 

C 

D 

EgLF 

Note: Bold face print indicates best case. 

Annual 
Miaimurn Maximum 

(752) (220) 
37 1 881 
369 863 

(63 1) (527) 
310 725 
309 721 

(872) (256) 
392 1,071 
392 1,059 

(1,085) (346) 
476 1,223 
471 1,1% 

M 
94 
98 
03 
94 
98 
03 
94 
98 
03 
94 
98 
03 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(752) (220) 
(254) 2.3 34 

1,589 6,661 
(631) (527) 
(252) 1533 

1,294 5,141 
(872) (256) 
(467) 2,843 

1,490 8,148 
(1,085) (346) 

(599) 3,160 
1,761 9,180 



b. Table IV-14 summarizes the short-term net investment costs (investment costs less 
investment costs avoided) compared to long-term potential savings. 

Table IV-14 Net Short-Term Investment Costs vs Long-Tern Savings FY94-FY03 
(Constant FY 95 $Millions) 

Note: Bold face print indicates best case. 

c. Table IV-15 summarizes Service dcpot facility utilization rates derived from the 
various alternatives. 

Net Long-Term Savings 
Minimum Maximum 
1,589 6,661 
1,294 5.141 
1.490 8,148 
1,761 9,180 

Alternatives 
B 
C 
D 

E & F  

Table IV-15 Summary Utilization Raks 
(Percent Utilization of Available Capacity) 

Net Short-Term Investment Costs 
Minimum Maximum 

387 1,407 
672 1,177 
430 1,638 
618 2,061 

- 

Notes: Bold face print indicates best case 
a Based on drydock utilization 
b. Based on FY87 direct labor hours 

ARMY 

NAVAIR 

NAVSEA 

USAF 

USMC 

NAVORD 

Overall 

Alternatives 
E&F 

92 

N/A 
b 

100 

94 

NIA 

100 

95 

D 

90 

82 
b 

100 

80 

53 

100 

87 

C 

74 

76 
b 

100 

76 

88 

100 

88 

A 

62 

56 

7 1 

64 

100 

81 

64 

B 

70 

8 1 
4 

92 

76 

100 

100 

82 



d. The relative range of savings possible for each alternative will be discussed and 
compared in the following subparagraphs in the context of the overall management 
concept of each alternative: using Service Management, Alternatives A and B; Executive 
Service Management, Alternatives C, D, and E; DOD Consolidation Management, 
Alternatives F and G. 

( I )  Using Service Management Alternatives. The essential difference between 
Alternatives A and B is the source and timing of the savings. Altemative A assumes a 
total savings of 6.4 billion dollars from FY91 through FY97. AU of these savings have 
already been deducted from the Services' budgets as part of DMRD 908. Alternative 
A assumes that the individual Services meet their yearly savings goals through FY97 
and that no other consolidation and savings initiatives are implemented. Alternative A 
obtains most of its savings from the 45-60 percent of the annual depot maintenance 
costs that are direct expenditures. There is real doubt as to whether or not these 
savings can be met without serious readiness impact on the Services. Alternative B 
obtains most of its savings from workload consolidations and facility closures that 
affect the 40-55 percent of the depot maintenance budget that pays for indirect 
expenses. Alternative B savings that result from facility closures are long-term in 
comparison to Alternative A and require early added investments to make the long 
tern savings possible. The one common ingredient in both alternatives is that both 
generate savings mostly from within Service boundaries. While savings tend to come 
from different sources, there is overlap; therefore, the savings from Alternatives A and 
B are not additive in any given year or in total. 

(2) Executive Service Management Altematives. Alternatives C, D, and E provide for 
varying degrees of Executive Service consolidations, with Alternative E consolidating 
both weapon system platforms and components. Alternative E provides significantly 
greater relative savings potential than do C or D. This is due to the fact that most 
Services' depots arc responsible for the full spectrum of military hardware. 
Alternatives C and D consolidate only a portion of each depot's work and produce 
fewer consolidations, facility closures, and savings. Alternative E produces 
significantly greater savings than Alternative B. Because Alternative E considers 
consolidations across Service boundaries, it provides greater excess capacity reductions 
and eliminates unnecessary interservice duplication. Alternative E also generates 
savings from improvements to the repair process through the use of existing 
Technology Repair Centers and "Centers of Excellence". 

(3) DOD Consolidation Management Alternatives. Alternative F examined maximum 
consolidation of depot maintenance activities under a Defense Depot Maintenance 
Agency or a Joint Depot Maintenance Command. The relative savings possible from 
these options are believed to be equal to or greater than that shown for Alternative E. 



4. m c u t i v e  Summaries of m i c e  Viewg, Each Service was asked to provide their views of 
the seven alternatives and an executive summary of those views. Their executive summaries 
are provided in the following subparagraphs. Service views of the alternatives are included as 
Appendixes H through L. 

a. A m y  Executive Summary of Alternatives. 

The Army supports Alternative E for the following reasons. First, this alternative is 
responsive to readiness, sustainment, and reconstitution of our combat forces, while 
reducing capacity and duplication. Second, it is a logical management strategy, supports 
systems approach and maximizes cost savings. Third, this alternative can be quickly 
implemented and included in the BRAC 93 process. Finally, this altemative keeps the 
Services decisively engaged in the total logistics support of combat units during conflict. 
This alternative counters the DOD Consolidation initiative, which casts a purely business 
approach on depot support, and adds unneeded layers of bureaucracy into the depot 
maintenance structure. 

Alternative E meets the Services requirement to train, organize, equip, and sustain our 
forces in response to any contingency operation. Peacetime nadiness, repairbreparation 
of equipment to support deploying forces, sustainment to include providing 
personnel/equipment for a forward depot in contingency areas and reconstitution of 
deploying forces would all be accomplished under this alternative. 

This approach to depot maintenance management is clearly the best for both weapon and 
non-weapon systems. Services will achieve maximum efficiencies and effectiveness from 
the "Centers of Excellence" concept, which will decrease the repair cost for end items and 
DLRs and facilitate closing depots to reduce excess capacity. It supports other Services 
on a system basis which facilitates support of PEOs/PMs and Service maintenance 
managers in acquisition, modification, field support, etc. This alternative also avoids 
system and depot management problems of splitting management of end items and depot 
level mparables (DLRs). Workloading, workload priorities, facilities maintenance/ 
,modernization, funding, and coordination with other Services are all realistic and attainable 
under Alternative E. This is the only alternative which clearly presents "one face to the 
customer". 

To achieve immediate efficiencies and cost savings, implementation of this depot strategy 
must be included in the BRAC 93 process even if it requires some delay, e.g. 30-60 days 
to accommodate any required closures/realignrnent. Not to pursue this course of action 
will defer accomplishing any sigmficant closures/realignment initiatives until the BRAC 95 
window. 

In summary, it is critical that the Services be allowed to aggressively execute their Title 
10 responsibilities in support of our national military strategy. An external agency 
restricts the Services ability execute centralized command and control over organic depots. 



Our roles and responsibilities can not be separated. This alternative has the advantage of 
providing integrated management of weapons systems essential to Army readiness. 

Detailed Army positions on all the altematives can be found at Appendix H. 

b. Navy Executive Summary of Alternatives. 

The restructured Naval forces of the future will be optimized for joint operations to 
operate within the littoral regions of the world in support of national policy. This strategy 
requires that the Navy maintain close control over the organic infrastructure which allows 
"cradle-to-grave" program management coupled with fully integrated life cycle support 
across all levels of maintenance. 

Our Navy depots contain vital engineering and emergency support capabilities which must 
be available to meet fleet safety and readiness objectives. These capabilities are very 
tightly integrated both among the depots and with corresponding maintenance activities 
and life cycle management functions. They exist to provide urgent responses to 
unanticipated requirements, and represent the core industrial capabilities without which the 
Navy will not retain control of its own readiness. 

The progress we have made during the past two years in reducing depot costs through the 
Defense Depot Maintenance Council and the Defense Management Review process 
provides a sound framework for the difficult challenges that lie ahead. We have achieved 
near term savings from downsizing of both direct and indirect workforces, closure of 
facilities, cancellation of facility projects, and internal Service consolidation of workload. 

Long range actions include increased interservicing, additional competition kiitiatives and 
improved capacity utilization. Savings projected through FY97 is $3.55 billion. 

These results are based on the realities of the present environment and are wholly 
responsive to the future. Our present course is defined. We have actual results which 
verify the validity of the direction we have chosen. Alternative A provides for the mission 
imperatives and the greatest short and long term savings potential. It also recognizes the 
effect of reduced force levels and emphasizes the responsibility of each Service to use the 
Base Realignment and Closure process to correct any simcant imbalance between 
projected depot-level maintenance requirements and capacity. We must stay the course. 

Detailed Navy positions on a l l  the alternatives can be found at Appendix I. 

c. Marine Corps Executive Summary of Alternatives. 

The Marine Corps multi-commodity maintenance centers are small, effective organizations 
geographically positioned to reduce costs and optimize responsive support to the 
operational commanders. These activities, primarily in direct support of Fleet Marine 
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Force (FMF) and Maritime Prepositioning Force readiness commitments, devote more than 
80 percent of their direct labor hours to the maintenance/repair workload that is an 
extension of FMF capabilities and is less than total rebuild. Marine Corps maintenance 
centers conduct only one percent of the total annual DOD depot maintenance workload. 
Of this effort, 54 percent is in support of unique Marine Corps weapon systems. The 
remaining workload consists of a variety of small quantity, low dollar value items which if 
distributed to other DOD maintenance facilities would neither increase their utilization 
percentage nor decrease their overhead costs. 

The Marine Corps had proven that more savings and greater efficiencies can be achieved 
through competition and increased interservicing than originally estimated in the DDMC 
Corporate Business Plan. In fact, as the current version of the DDMC Corporate Business 
Plan indicates, the Marine Corps will continue to achieve further efficiencies/savings while 
downsizing. Therefore, it is imperative that the Marine Corps retain the capability to 
satisfy the Marine Corpsf statutory "force-in-readiness" mission while maintaining the 
surge capability required by the National Military Strategy and the Defense Planning 
Guidance. 

Alternative A is preferred by the Marine Corps as it will allow us to exceed the current 
DMRD 908 savings while retaining an adequate capability to satisfy the National Military 
Strategy and allow the Commandant to effectively exercise his responsibilities under Title 
10. Any alternative interfering with or decreasing the Marine Corpsf capability to maintain 
and repair equipment in support of amphibious missions in unacceptable. 

Detailed Marine Corps positions on all the alternatives can be found at Appendix J. 
.'L 

d. Air Forre Executive Summary of Alternatives. 

The Air Force recognized that changes to the DOD's depot system must occur. Thus, the 
Air Force supports Alternative E for thtee reasons. First, the Services retain their core 
logistics roles supporting readiness, sustainability, and reconstitution. Second, the greatest 
near and long term savings are achieved without imposing the "DOD Consolidation" 
alternative's overhead penalty. Last, this alternative can be rapidly implemented. 

Altemative E appropriately retains the core Service roles of readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstitution within the Services. It promotes a single, uniformed focal point for the 
customer. It unites maintenance responsibilities for weapon systems~latformslnon-weapon 
system equipment and exchangeables under a d i e d  management structure. Since 
representatives from the dominant supported Service are assigned to selected command 
and staff positions throughout the Executive/Single Service structure, Service parochialism 
is reduced. 

Alternative E meets the business efficiency test of current an likely DMRDs and 
maximizes DOD's flexibility in economically and efficiently using its resources. 



Production throughput is increased by further consolidating workloads under Centers of 
Excellence and Technology Repair Centers. Centralizing maintenance management 
promotes seamless technology insertion and integration among the Services. Depot 
maintenance production metrics are standardized. Unit costs and corresponding sales 
prices are reduced since expenses are distributed over a larger volume workload. Critical 
skills are retained and available to support surge requirements. Consolidation and 
downsizing reduce overhead and direct labor costs, the overhead to direct labor ration, 
duplicative facility and equipment investments, and facility and equipment maintenance 
expenses. These efficiencies can be achieved quickly with minimal expense since existing 
Service staffs need only be realigned to implement Alternative E--vice having to create a 
new organizational management structure to implement the "DOD Consolidation" 
alternative. 

In closing, the Services have an inherent role to organize, train, and equip ready, 
sustainable forces capable of responding to any situation affecting the security of the 
United States. These inseparable core roles and responsibilities must be carried out in a 
progressive and aggressive manner, combining military effectiveness enhancements with 
business efficiencies. Alternative E clearly meets these requirements while producing the 
greatest short and long tern opportunities and benefits. 

Detailed Air Force positions on a l l  the alternatives can be found at Appendix K. 

e. Coast Guard Executive Summary of Alternatives. 

The Coast Guard's mission mix (Search and Rescue, Maritime Law Enforcement, Marine 
Environmental Protection) and the current national emphasis on Coast Guard missions 
have resulted in a growth period for the Service. This growth and the resultant workload 
that is well beyond organic capacity has yielded full utilization of Coast Guard depots. 
Coast Guard platforms do not have the same sophistication of technology as DOD 
platforms, nor do they require the expensive infrastructure necessary for nuclear ships, 
submarines and high performance tactical aircraft. Coast Guard depots have focused on 
proper execution of basic depot maintenance for platforms. Component repair, with its 
high capital requirements, is primarily executed under contract and interservice support 
agreement. More than any other Service, the Coast Guard relies on DOD interservice 
support. The Coast Guard depot maintenance system is optimized to integrate organic, 
commercial and DOD depot maintenance. The resulting Coast Guard depots, with their 
austere plants and basic maintenance focus, are very cost competitive. The Coast Guard 
believes that the optimum alternative to even further consolidate Coast Guard and DOD 
depot maintenance lies in competing the consolidated DOD depots against commercial 
facilities for the repair of aviation components and large cutter shipyard availabilities. 
Coast Guard participation as an "Executive Agent Service" for small vessels should be 
limited to the geographic areas and roles discussed in Appendix L. 

Detailed Coast Guard positions on all the alternatives can be found at Appendix L. 



CHAPTER V - CONCLUSIONS 

1. General-. The analysis of previous studies and reports, visits to Services' 
depots and analyses of information provided by the Services constitute the basis for several 
general conclusions regarding DOD depot maintenance. They are as follows: 

a. The Services are doing many things right. The separate depot maintenance systems 
have been responsive to changing needs and priorities largely as a result of clear, direct 
lines of authority and close ties to the operational units that they support. The Services 
have achieved near-term savings through methods which improve production processes 
and reduce unit costs. With a few exceptions, depots have not been closed. While the 
current way of doing business is not the most efficient or economical, it has provided 
high-quality maintenance where and when needed, in both peace and war. 

b. The current depot management structure in DOD and the Services has not resulted 
in substantial competition, interservicing, or reduction of capacity or duplication of 
effort. Si&~cant excess capacity and unneeded duplication continues to exist 
throughout DOD. Services are separately repairing similar and in some cases the same 
items. Services continue to invest in similar new technology applications and develop 
separate repair capabilities for new and similar items. There is nothing to indicate that 
continuation of the current way of doing business will result in any significant 
departure from past performance. 

c. Currently, depot maintenance costs are not projected to decrease in direct proportion to 
decreasing force size (see Figure 1-5). While some of this may be attributable to changes 
in resource allocation and accounting procedures, the cost of depot maintenance remains 
relatively stable largely because of the overhead associated with maintaining dqmt 
capacity greater than that needed to support a smaller force. 

d. About 60 percent of total depot maintenance costs are attributed to direct labor and 
material. The opportunity for further reductions in this area are small because budgets 
have already been adjusted to accommodate DMRD 908. The portion of the DOD depot 
maintenance budget that is most sensitive to management action, indirect costs, amounts to 
about 40 percent or 5 billion dollars. 

e. It is easier to measure excess capacity and to identify duplication than it is to measure 
military responsiveness. For the most part, information gathered regarding military 
responsiveness was anecdotal. There is no doubt, however, that clear lines of authority 
and close association between operations and maintenance activities enhance military 
responsiveness. 

f. Both competition and interservicing offer substantial potential for greater efficiencies 
and cost reductions. The greatest opportunity for consolidation and elimination of 
duplication, however, results from closing depots. Closures also result in the greatest cost 



savings. In the short term, closures cost more, but save more in the long term. 

g. Excess capacity, when measured in terms of FY95 workload against FY97 capacity 
projected in the DDMC FY92-FY97 Corporate Business Plan (CBP), ranges from 10 
percent to approximately 28 percent depending upon Service. Excess capacity, when 
measured in terms of FY87 capacity against FY95 workload, ranges as high as 44  percent. 
FY87 was a peak workload year with larger overall employment and more accurately 
reflects what work a depot facility can absorb during workload consolidation. Excess 
capacity is significantly greater if measured against a two-shift scheme of operations as 
opposed to the current one-shift approach. Most likely, true excess capacity exceeds 
workload requirements by 25 to 50 percent. It is aclcnowledged, that there is no direct 
relationship between capacity and the number of shifts, i.e., two shifts do not provide 
double the capacity of a one-shift operation. 

h. Signrficantly greater savings are possible when consolidations occur across Service 
boundaries. Cross Service consolidation also results in greater reductions in excess 
capacity and duplication. Table V-1 summarizes the relative advantages of consolidation 
across Service boundaries. Alternative E and the two variations of Alternative F stand out 
as most advantageous. 

Table V-1 Summary Comparison of Alternatives 

Note: - Indicates not as good as current plan (Alt A) 

0 Indicates about the same as current plan 
+ Indicates better than current plan 

i. The Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process is the most effective and, most 
likely, the only way to effect the closure of depots. The Services are individually 
responsible to the Secretary of Defense for making BRAC recommendations. Early 
coordination and integration of Service proposals is essential to the identification of the 
best collective set of DOD facilities for retention. 

j. Regardless of the action taken to reduce costs and improve efficiency in Service depot 
maintenance, be it process improvement, competition, intersemicing, or capacity reduction, 
truly signrficant progress cannot be expected without some superior commander with the 
knowledge and authority to make decisions and follow through on action across Service 
boundaries. No matter what efforts are made, and the Services have worked the subject 
hard, without top-down direction they will not even be aware of the opportunities available 
to decrease capacity which will free up funds for higher priority needs or reduce the 



overall cost of defense. There have been a number of attempts to solve the problem of a 
lack of top level management oversight. The most recent attempt has been the Defense 
Depot Maintenance Council. AU attempts have been unsuccessful because they lacked a 
top level command authority to reduce excess capacity and duplication across Service 
lines. 

k. Because of the turbulence involved with any reorganization and the negative effects of 
turbulence, any recommendation for change must result in a better way of doing business. 
This includes, as a minimum, the following. 

(1) Business Considerations: 

(a) Must result in significant net savings. 

(b) Near-term costs must be affordable. 

(c) Savings must be verifiable according to accepted audit practices. 

(d) Future investments must consider the total maintenance and technology needs. 

(2) Military Considerations: 

(a) Must preserve or enhance the Services' ability to rapidly satisfy changes in 
maintenance priorities for primary weapon systems and their components. 

(b) Must preserve overall materiel readiness rather than cause any increase in the 
downtime of equipment. 

(c) Must preserve or improve the overall maintenance process rather than degrade 
it. 

(d) Must enhance rather than degrade peacetime, contingency response, 
deployment, and reconstitution capabilities. 

(e) Must preserve or enhance the ability of operational commanders to participate 
in maintenance decisions that influence their warfighting capabilities. 

2. - A m .  Taking into consideration the precautions outlined at the end of 
this chapter, relative savings potential identified through analysis, and the general conclusions 
enumerated above, the following specific conclusions have been reached regarding the choice 
of alternatives. 

a. Alternatives A and B provide neither the cost savings desired in a shrinking military 
economy or the framework necessary to respond to the changes expected in the future 
regarding the shape and size of the Services. Accordingly, a substantial departure from 
the current way of doing business is considered necessary. 



b. Alternatives C ,  D, and E all provide some degree of consolidation under an Executive 
Service. Altematives C and D do not yield the greater potential cost savings available 
under other alternatives nor do they provide the necessary framework to manage the 
changes anticipated in requirements. Therefore, Altematives C and D are excluded from 
further consideration. 

c. No final conclusions are reached regarding Alternative G, the contracting out option, 
except to say a shift toward more or full commercial maintenance of Service equipment is 
possible under any of the other alternatives and does merit further study of individual 
weapons systems and individual facilities sometime in the future. 

d. Alternative E, which provides for consolidation across Service boundaries under 
designated Executive Services, and Alternative F which provides the greatest degree of 
consolidation under either a Defense Maintenance Agency (DMA) or a Joint Depot 
Maintenance Command (JDMC), offer the greatest potential for cost reductions and more 
flexibility to handle future changes. It appears that the Secretary of Defense has the 
authority under Title 10, U.S. Code to effect any of these Alternatives. DOD directives on 
Service functions may need to be revised. The attributes associated with Alternatives E, 
F(DMA), and F(JDMC) are outlined below. An "X" under the alternatives column 
indicates possession of the attributes described. 

Table V-2 Attributes of Alternatives 

* 

A?TRIBUTES 
Significant upfront costs to downsize 
Accelerates down-sizing 
Reduces overhead 
Savings from divestitures 
Synergistic savings from similar technology 
Accelerates standard business practices 
Reduces headquarters staff 
Single manager in charge 
Manageable span of control 
Full Service participation 
Direct tie to Services/warfighters 
Single source/poi.t of contact for depot level 

maintenance/readiness 
Minimizes disruption and turbulence 
Preserves Service accountability 
Facilitates decisions on priority issues . . h 4 i w m m s  opportunity to balance 

investment in forces versus logistics 

ALTERNATZVES 
E F@MA) F(JDMC) . 
X X X 
X X X 
X X X 
X X X 
X X X 
X X X 
X X 

X X 
X X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 



3. outionam Notes. A number of precautions were taken into consideration in coming to 
the conclusions enumerated in this chapter. Readers are urged to consider these same 
precautions when coming to their own conclusions regarding the information in the study. 

a. It is difficult to accurately compare alternative ways of doing business because of the 
lack of universally applied cost accounting, performance measurement, and capacity 
measurement procedures. Therefore, the data analyzed varies in accuracy. 

b. Depot workload beyond FY95 is largely estimated by extrapolating projected work 
effort associated with the Base Force structure. Thus, if force structure changes 
substantially, depot workload will also change. Potential cost savings will decrease or 
increase depending on the scope and specific nature of the force structure change. Excess 
capacity and utilization estimates would similarly change. 

c. Various combinations of depot workload consolidations were analyzed under 
Alternatives B through F. Consolidation candidates were selected on the basis of 
historical data, Services' updates of capabilities and the Services' projected workload. 
Consolidation candidates were not visited or audited to verify the data analyzed. Thus, the 
analysis is considered very useful to draw initial conclusions but not sufficiently accurate 
to make depot closure or resource allocation decisions. 

d. It is important to note that potential savings identified apply to all of DOD. No 
attempt has been made to allocate these potential savings to individual Services. The 
calculated savings ranges are useful only for comparison of Alternatives B through F and 
are not "budget quality" figures, i.e., they are most useful for the relative ranking of 
Alternatives B through F in terms of cost savings. 

e. various consolidation combinations were analyzed to determine what effect 
such actions would have on capacity, duplication, and costs. While depots consolidated in 
various alternatives could, in fact, become candidates for closure, no final conclusions on 
specific depot closures are drawn. Selection of candidates for closure are more 
appropriately identified in the BRAC process. 
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CHAPTER VI - RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. It is recommended that the Services coordinate and 
integrate that portion of their submission to the Federal Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission that pertains to depot maintenance facilities. A coordinated effort that truly 
integrates requirements and accurately reflects unneeded facilities is essential to solving the 
problem of excess depot capacity and unnecessary duplication of capabilities. It is further 
recommended that the Air Force take the lead on aviation facilities; the Navy take the lead on 
ships; and the Army take the lead for ground systems. All Services should be full partners in 
this effort. 

2- . . hhm. It is recommended that a Joint Depot Maintenance Command 
be established. A Joint Command has all of the advantages of an Executive Service or a 
Depot Maintenance Agency with few of the disadvantages. The Army and the Marine Corps 
are organized in a manner which would require minimal effort to provide Service components. 
The Navy and Air Force should be able to establish component commands with minimum 
difficulty and without any growth in overhead. It is further recommended that the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff take the lead in developing the organizational structure of the Joint Command 
in full coordination with the Office of the Secretary of Defense. It is envisioned that the 
Command would be organized along the following lines: 

a. Mission. The mission of the Commander in Chief of the United States Depot 
Maintenance Command (CINCDEP), shall be to provide depot level maintenance for the 
Department of Defense, both in time of peace and time of war. The CINCDEP will: 

(1) Be the DOD Single Manager for depot maintenance, other than theater-assigned 
depot assets. 

(2) Be responsible for consolidations, competition initiatives, workload assignments, 
and standardization of systems and work processes, as appropriate, to maximize 
efficiency of the depot system. 

(3) Recommend depots for closure through the BRAC process when required (post 
BRAC-93). 

(4) Coordinate with the Services to assure appropriate modernization of depots. 

(5) Control the depot maintenance accounts of the Defense Business Operating Fund 
(DBOF). 

b. Forces. The Secretaries of the Military Departments shall assign depot assets, in time 
of peace and time of war, to the Commander in Chief, Depot Maintenance Command. 
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APPENDIX B 

TERMS OF REFERENCE 

FOR 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE CONSOLIDATION STUDY 

a. The demise of the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact promulgated a major shift in the 
focus of our national military strategy from global conflict to regional contingencies. 
Consistent with this shift in strategy, the Base Force concept was adopted which provides 
for a reduced force structure that is capable of meeting challenges to our regional interests. 
This downsizing, however, has not been limited exclusively to combatants. In recent years 
the Services have taken unilateral as well as collaborative measures to improve combat 
support efficiency to include their respective depot systems. Most recent measures were 
initiated in response to Defense Management Report Decisions (DMRD) 908 and 908C, 
both titled Consolidating Depot Maintenance, dated 17 November 1990, and 12 January 
1991, respectively. While successful in achieving their objectives, they have not kept pace 
with the changes that have taken place in the world or the impact of these changes on our 
national military strategy. Accordingly, the Department of Defense (DOD) and the 
Services must consider further consolidation of our military depot maintenance systems. 
Each Service maintains its own depot maintenance system that includes management 
structures, overhead, and facilities to plan, program, and perfom assigned missions. As 
force structure and equipment densities shrink, so must the depot level maintenance 
infrastructure required to maintain them. 

b. On 17 August 1992, the Director, Joint Staff, issued a tasker, with guidance, for the 
development of an issue paper on Depot Maintenance Consolidation. Suspense for 
completion of the issue paper was 4 September 1992. 

c. Additionally, the US Coast Guard, which is a component of the Department of 
Transportation and maintains a depot maintenance complex similar to the Services, albeit 
smaller, was invited to participate in this study and share in its benefits. 

IL PURPOSE. These terms of reference establish the mission, organization, operation and 
duration of the Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study. 

IIL D S I O N .  To review the existing depot maintenance structure in each of the DOD 
Services and the Coast Guard; identify and analyze alternatives for reducing costs, duplication, 
overlap and overall depot maintenance capacity; recommend cost effective altemative(s) to 
existing maintenance structures that will continue to support peacetime readiness, sustainment 



of force during crisis response and contingency operations, and immediately return equipment 
to established readiness standards upon redeployment. 

IV. ORGGNTZA=. 

a. The Directorate for Logistics (J-4), will serve as the Joint Staff lead agency for the 
Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study. J-4 representatives will be responsible for 
administrative support functions of the study group including the consolidation and 
ordering of input when required. 

b. The Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study will be composed of an Executive 
Working Group, a staff group, staff group facilitators and a support staff. 

c. The Executive Working Group will be formed from retired generallflag officers and 
one private sector industry executive of commensurate stature. The Executive Working 
Group will include retired generallflag officers from each of the following Services: 
Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps. One member will be designed as the Director, 
Executive Working Group. 

d. The staff group will be formed and consist of the representatives from each of the 
Services and the Coast Guard. The staff group will be assigned representatives from J-4 
who will serve as the group facilitators. There will be a separate facilitator for each of the 
alternatives under consideration. The facilitators will meet with the staff group in turn to 
lead analysis of their respective alternative. A 5-4 Division Chief will serve as the 
coordinator for the st& group, however, each Service representative is responsible for 
keeping their respective Service Chiefs appraised of the Findings and conclusions of the 
Executive Working Group. 

e. Each Service representative is responsible for informing the study executives of past or 
current actions or thoughts that they deem important to the study effort. In addition, 
Service representatives will advise 5-4 of their input to facilitate record keeping. 

V. QPERATIONS. 

a. Staff group facilitators will meet periodically with the 5-4 Division Chief Coordinator 
on an as required basis for workloading, coordinating issues, etc., with respect to tasking 
issued by the study executives or collectively determined essential by the Service leaders. 

b. The staff group will meet as required to formulate, analyze, and discuss separate 
alternatives. 

c. The staff group facilitators will then brief the results of staff group findings to the 5-4 
Division Chief and other staff group facilitators. The initial product of the staff group will 



be an issue paper with a set of alternatives for changing the existing depot maintenance 
structure. The paper will be provided to the Executive Working Group for evaluation. 
This does not preclude Service leaders/facilitators from direct communications with the 
study executives. 

d. The Executive Working Group will receive briefings from the staff group 
representatives, review and analyze alternatives, and present their assessment and 
recommendations for cost effective depot maintenance consolidation to the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. The Executive Working Group is not limited to the specific set of alternatives 
developed by the staff group. 

VL DURATION. The Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study Group will brief the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff by 9 November 1992. These terms of reference will remain in effect for a 
period of 1 year to allow for additional taskings as required unless specific action is taken 
sooner to negate them. 

Enclosure 



DEFINITION 

Depot Maintenance. 

The maintenance performed on materiel requiring major overhaul or a complete rebuild of 
parts, assemblies, subassemblies, and end items, including manufacturing, macation, 
modernization, repair, testing, and reclamation as required. Depot maintenance provides 
stocks of serviceable equipment by using a combination of special skills, equipment, and 
facilities for repairs that are not available in lower level maintenance activities. 

Enclosure to Terms of Reference, Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study 
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APPENDIX C 

CONCEPT PAPER 

L DESCRIPTION OF ISSUE 

With the demise of the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact, our military strategy has changed 
from global to regional scenkios and has moved away from prolonged conflict to shorter, 
decisive conflicts. In this environment, the focus of maintenance depots must be to support, in a 
cost effective manner: peacetime readiness, buildup of forces in response to contingencies, 
sustainment of forces during conflict, and the immediate return of equipment to established 
readiness standards. In a regional contingency environment, decreases in stockage levels require 
a highly xsponsive depot maintenance capability for both major end item equipment and 
components. 

The Base Force goal for EY95 represents a DOD decrease of up to 25 percent of the FY91 force 
levels in both the active duty and reserve components. As weapon system inventories are 
decreased, so too must the depot level maintenance infrastructure needed to support them. Each 
Service maintains a separate depot maintenance capability as well as a separate management 
structure to plan, program and perform separate Service depot work. In many instances, more 
than one Service is performing depot maintenance on the same or similar equipment. As force 
structure and total depot maintenance requirements decrease, overhead costs become a larger 
percentage of the cost unless action is taken to restructure depot maintenance. 

There are a number of alternatives for restructuring the Services' current depot maintenance 
organizations and workloading methodology. These alternatives provide a spectnun of possible 
solutions to align the depot structure with future Service requirements. 

IL ALTERNATIVES 

Each Service retains its own separate depot maintenance operations in accordance with DMRD 
908 directions to increase interservicing, streamline depot operation, reduce management staffs at 
all levels, increase competition, team with private industry for remanufacturing/manufacturing, 
etc. Additional depot closures and realignments will be accomplished through the Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process. The Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) 
will provide limited oversight. 



. . ve B In-Service ~ e r n e ~ f C o n s 0 1 1 d a ~ o n  . .   to "Centers of Excelience12 

Each Service retains its own separate depot maintenance operations. Under DMRD 908 
streamlining guidance, weapon system platforms, DLRs, components' and non-weapon system 
equipment! will be consolidated into "Centers of Excellence" within the using Service to the 
maximum extent possible. Depot maintenance could be performed by a contractor or in another 
Services' facilities. r 

Consolidate_ Wea~on Svstem Platforms into .TOW Service "Centers of Excellence C I1 

Depot maintenance management of common or similar weapon system platforms, (e.g., ships, 
fixed wing aircraft, rotary wing aircraft, large missiles, etc.) would be accomplished by single 
Services in "Centers of Excellence." Maintenance will be performed in the single Service's 
facilities, another Service's facilities or contractor facilities. Depot maintenance responsibility for 
DLRs, components' and non-weapon system equipmen? will remain in using Service's "Centers - 
of Excellence." 

Alternative D Ind~v~dual . . ~W~~PfWeaDonSvstemPlatformsh'%entersQf 
&xcellence" with DLRs. C o w n t s '  &Non-Wea~on Svstem ~ a u i ~ m e n t 2  Consolidated - in 
m l e  Service "Centers of E~ce l l ence~~  

Each Service r e t a h  its own separate depot maintenance operations for weapon platforms under 
the "Centers of Excellence" concept. Similar DLRs, components1 and non-weapon system 
equipmen? will be consolidated to the maximum extent possible in single Service "Centers of 
Excellence." 

Alternative E Consolidation &.~milar/Common Platforms. DLRs. Components' m d  Non- 
~ S v s t e m E a u i D m e n t 2 ~ n d e r S i n e l e ~ c u t i v e  SerPice 

A single Executive Service will be responsible for the maintenance of similar/cornmon platforms, 
and their DLRs, components1 and non-weapon system equipmen? to the maximum extent 
possible under the "Centers of Excellence" concept. The "Centers of Excellence" may be located 
in the Executive Service's facilities, another Service's facilities or contractor facilities. Total 
weapon system management will be the responsibility of the using Service. 

Alternative F DOD C o n s o m  . . 

All depot maintenance functions will be consolidated under a single organization external to the 
Services. Individual weapon platforms, DLRs, components1 and non-weapon system equipmen? 
will be maintained in government owned depots or contracted out. Government owned depots 
could be government operated (GOW) or contractor operated (GOCO). 



. . ve G Co- 

Contract out all depot maintenance requirements. Contract management would be maintained at 
either the Service level or by a single organization external to the Services. The ultimate goal 
would be to include contract maintenance as part of the weapon system acquisition costs of new 
systems throughout their life cycle. 

Footnotes: 1. Components: hydraulic actuators, gas turbine engines, aircraft landing gear, 
inertial navigation systems, etc. 

2. Non-Weapon System Equipment: automatic test equipment, ground support 
equipment, general purpose vehicles, etc. 
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APPENDIX D 

STUDY PLAN 

I. Approve Terms of Reference. 

11. Receive baseline briefings on Service depot maintenance programs, and historical 
items. 

m. Review concept paper to establish a common understanding of problems and 
alternatives; agree on baseline alternatives to be analyzed. 

IV. Define current business environment; how we perform depot maintenance now? How 
the world situation, collapse of communism, Base Force and shift to a regional focus 
have changed the volume and timing of what depots must produce. Collect data on: 

- Financial Aspect (Appendix F) 

- Facility Characteristics (Appendix F) 

- Depot Commodity Workload (Appendix F) 

V. Evaluate/assess current business environment; how can we better perform depot 
maintenance? 

- Identify the following: 

-- Excess capacity 

-- Duplicative capability 

-- Overhead cost 

VI. Assess each alternative in concept paper IAW Director for Strategic Plans and Policy, 
J-5, guidelines (Appendix C). Develop estimates of cost savings for each alternative 
(Appendix E). Criteria for selection of alternatives should include both military and 
business considerations: 

- Military considerations. Any recommended change must preserve or enhance 
military capability and readiness by: 

-- Preserving or enhancing Service Chiefs' ability to rapidly satisfy changes in 
priorities of primary weapon system depot level maintenance. 



-- Decreasing rather than increasing downtime of equipment. 

-- 'Improving or sustaining (rather than degrading) the quality of the repair 
process. 

-- Enhancing rather than degrading peacetime, contingency response, regional 
war, mobilization, and reconstitution capabilities. 

- Business considerations. Any recommended change must result in significant net 
savings and: 

-- Jusufy turbulence associated with change (judgment call). 

-- Ensure that near term investment costs are not prohibitive. 

VII. Reach conclusions. 

VJII. Develop recommendations. 



APPENDIX E 
- 

Worbload Consolidation Calculation 

1. w u c t i ~ p .  The procedures used to determine potential cost savings resulting from 
migrating workloads among the depots were taken from established references and 
previously accepted methodologies. Recurring and non-recurring costs associated with a 
movement of work were identified. The transition of work from one depot to another was 
spread over a 2 year period. The following primary references were used during this 
effort: 

a. DOD Depot Maintenance and Maintenance Support Cost Accounting Handbook, 
DOD 7220.2%~, Table 18 computer runs. 

b. DDMC Corporate Business Plan IT 1992-1997, October 1992 (FY 1993 data). 

c. JDMAG Depot Profdes 1991, May 1991, Depot Profile Size Attribute. 

d. National Defense Budget Estimates for FY 1993, OSD(C) March 1992. 

e. Service POM 94 MILCON Submissions data. 

f. DDMC Joint Service Engine Study, January 1991. 

g. Marine Corps Option Paper, 11 April 1990. 

h. DDMC DOD Tactical Missile Study, 18 January 1991. 

i. Joint Services Update of the Tactical Missile Maintenance Consolidation Savings 
and Cost Analysis, 1 August 1992 (rev. 26 August 1992). 

j. Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC) Air Logistics Center (ALC) Closure and 
Relocation Model, 2 March 1992. 

k. Service Commodity Matrix-Appendix F, Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study. 

1. Service Budget Estimate Submissions, EY 1994/1995. 

m. Analysis of Depot Maintenance Consolidation Proposals (Green Book), Naval 
Aviation Depot Corporate Board, 22 February 1990. 



a. Each alternative sought to increase capacity utilization throughout DOD. In doing 
this, most alternatives contained a series of options that could be characterized as: 
centralizing the workload by pulling up the work from the smaller depots, 
decentralizing the work by pushing down the work from the larger depots, and the 
movement of work from mid-size depots to others. 

b. The cost spreadsheets ran all options using the actual FY91 financial data from the 
transferring depot(s) and the gaining depot(s). FY91 actual hours attributed to the 
migrating work and the cost associated with that work were extracted from Reference 
la, listed on the previous page. The gaining depot is assumed to pick up the work at 
the gaining depot's labor rates. The total FY94 depot maintenance personnel levels 
from Reference l%, were used to determine non-recurring costs. The cost calculations 
provide a relative cost measure of work moved from one location to another using 
N 9 1  actual accounting costs. These relative costs are not "budget quality" cost 
estimates. 

c. The calculations accounted for non-recurring costs of severance pay, 
unemployment, early retirement, relocation, TDY, movement of equipment, 
facilitylequipment shutdown, cost of disruption, recruitment of personnel, training, 
MILCON avoidance, productivity loss at the gaining site, and plant equipment. 
Recurring costs included operations overhead, and general and administrative (G&A). ' 

All costs were adjusted to FY93 constant dollars for comparison. 

3. Becumng. Total direct labor costs for the migrating workload were determined by 
commodity direct labor hours (DLH) multiplied by the direct labor rates of the gaining 
depot(s). Recurring costs (labor, material, other, G&A, and operations overhead) are 
determined by two methodologies that provide a range of costs. The Low method 
assumed 35 percent of the total work cost at the losing depot(s) does not transfer 
(Reference If). The High alternative transferred 100 percent of the labor, material, and 
other and assumed that 30 percent of both G&A and operations overhead did not transfer 
(from Reference lj). Savings were gained from workload consolidations and 
improvements to the repair process through the use of Technology Repair Centers (TRCs) 
and "Centers of Excellence" (COE). 

a. MILCON Avoidance. MILCON avoidance includes the cost of approved and 
scheduled MILCON that would no longer be required as a depot closes or a workload 
specifically impacted by the MILCON is repostured. MILCON avoidance is 
determined in two ranges with one being the transfer of none of the MILCON 



requirement (total cost avoidance), the other with all of the requirement (all MILCON 
costs transferred to the gaining depot). The study team utilized data from References 
lb, le, lk and 11. No projects listed as "unfunded requirements" were used. 

b. Industrial Plant Equipment (IPE) Avoidance. This area includes the cost of 
approved and scheduIed IPE from Reference lk, that would no longer be required as a 
depot closes. Costs are computed in two ranges with one being the transfer of none of 
the equipment (total cost avoidance), the other with all of the plant equipment 
requirements (all cost transferred to gaining depot). Where partial workload transfers, 
a proportional amount (based on relative DLHs) of future equipment purchases is 
costed in a like manner. Future, more detailed studies might more closely tie specific 
equipment purchases directly to commodities. 

c. Severance Pay. 

(1) The ratio of involuntary-to-voluntary separations will vary with many factors, 
most notably the availability of other government activities in the area. Fifteen 
and 55 percent (References If and lg) of the total depot employment was used to 
estimate the low and high range of involuntary separations respectively. 

(2) Severance pay costs are derived by taking the range of personnel that would 
be involuntarily separated multiplied by the average direct labor rate multiplied by 
640 hours. (Based upon an average Federal Service time of 13.4 years, with one 
week's pay for up to 10 years of service and 2 weeks pay for every year after 
ten.) 

d. Early-Out Retirement. This cost is based on data used in Reference lj. The 
calculation uses 10 percent of the work force multiplied by 17,604 dollars, the annual 
annuity, multiplied by 5.9 years which represents the number of years the annuity is 
paid because of early-out retirement. 

e. Unemployment Compensation. Unemployment compensation is based on a 
reemployment percent of 25. The computation was based on 212 dollars per week for 
39 weeks multiplied by the number of unemployed as a result of workload movement. 
The cost is based on data used in Reference lj. 

f. Relocation Costs. Based on data used in the DDMC Joint Service Engine Study 
(Reference If), relocation costs were estimated as 31,600 dollars multiplied by 15 
percent of the civilian personnel originally dedicated to that workload. Where military 
personnel are direct workers at the losing depot, it is assumed that they were replaced 
on a one-for-one basis at the gaining depot by civilian labor. Where partial depot 
transfer (work/commodity) occurs, special Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) 



Table 18 (Reference la) reports were generated allocating appropriate cost categories 
and DLHs to the work/commodities selected for transfer. Direct labor personnel 
assigned to each commodity were assumed to equal the ratio of the commodity DLH to 
depot total DLH. 

g. TDY Costs. Cost of TDY associated with a smooth and orderly transfer of the 
workload was estimated to be 150,000 dollars to cover travel and expenses for each 
gaining depot. 

h. Movement of Equipment. This area measures the cost associated with the 
removal, shipment, and installation of equipment necessary to perform maintenance on 
the migrated workload. Based on the DDMC Joint Service Engine Study, Reference 
If, the total transfer cost is estimated as 22 percent of the total book value of the plant 
equipment at the transferring depot. The factor of 22 percent is the sum of 2 percent 
to de-install, 6 percent for packing, crating, and handling, 4 percent for transportation 
and 10 percent for unpacking, uncrating, and installation. The book value of the 
equipment is obtained from Reference lc. 

i. Recruitment Cost. The number of new hires was based on References If and lj. 
The methodology assumes 85 percent of the civilian workers dedicated to the migrating 
workload would be recruited at the new facility. The recruitment cost is this number 
of people times 200 dollars. 

j. Training Costs. The cost associated with the training of new hires is determined 
by multiplying the number of new hires times 33 percent times the direct labor rate 
times 5.6 months (References If and lj). 

k. Facility/Equipment/Equipment Shutdown Costs. This item includes costs for 
closing buildings and other production facilities because of closure or reposture of 
single site workload. The current recognized value for this is 1.13 dollars per square 
foot. This value was used per OSD direction in BRAC-91 and represents only the cost 
to mothball the facility. Source is Reference lm. 

1. Productivity Loss. Loss of productivity results from the realignment of work to 
new activities. Two sources were used to provide a high and low estimate. Based on 
the Joint Services Update of the Tactical Missile Study (Reference li) a 3 year effect 
was used with the first year productivity loss being 26 percent of the direct labor cost, 
the second being 12 percent and the third year 5 percent (High). Based on Reference 
If, the team took a 1 year loss in productivity of 10 percent of the direct labor cost 
(Low). 



m. Cost of Disruption (Losing Depot/Workload). Completion of work-in-process will 
become increasingly inefficient at a closing or losing facility because of low morale, 
supply and material shortages, tear down of equipment, etc. Based on Reference lm, 
disruption cost was determined based on the following formula; (0.25 multiplied by 
the hours transferred multiplied by the losing depot's labor rate) multiplied by 2. This 
cost was based on a 2 year transition. 

5. Miscelianeou. Additional MILCON and equipment, above that currently programmed 
for a losing or gaining depot, may be required but were not priced. 
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APPENDIX F 

DEPOT COMMODlTY MATRIX 

L A depot-commodity matrix was created for this study to provide a quick reference of each 
maintenance depot's mission by commodity, financial data and facility characteristics. These 

A 

factors are oriented vertically. Depots, which are listed horizontally, are grouped into three 
categories: Aviation, Shipyards and Ground Equipment depots. An "x" was placed in the 
commodity section for a depot only if that commodity represented 5 percent or more of that 
depot's workload. As a result, all the work performed at a depot may not be reflected in the 
matrix. - 

IL The matrix consists of 27 pages. When properly arranged, it will form a 3 x 9 page 
document. Individual pages should be oriented as indicated in- Table F-1. 

- 
Table F-1 Commodity Matrix Orientation Scheme 

IIL The information contained in the matrix was provided by OSD, JDMAG and the Services. 
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bepot Commodity Matrix - Appendix F 
AGMC ALC ALC ALC 

viation 
- Newark Ogden Oklahoma Ci Sacramento - - -- - - - - 

inancial -- -A 

3udget (91 actual192 budget)- S 84177.2 437.1 --- 14364 536.11497.8 - - 458.71423.3 -- --  - 
- --- -- - 

%lian Personnel (# peopIel70) 1 12?---- 5457 5935 - - - 5337 
- -- - -  

J 785 41 20 4613 -- 4038 
Direct - 
- -. --- -- 
Indirect - J 335 1 337 1 322 1 299 

Military Personnel (# people/%) 10 .. 1 36 45 - 49 
-- - 

J 0 94 - 14 -- 25 
Direct ~~. - - .- -- 
Indirect- _ J 10 42 31 - 24 -- 

-- 

utilization (%) - 
-- . - 
1 Shift- S 71 .OO% 81.20% 84.00% - - 90.00% -. - -  

- -  - 
s 19.40%- - - 1 5 0 ~ ~  - 11.10% ----- -- 

9.00% 
2 Shifts - -- - - - - - 

9.60% 2.90% 4.9070 1 .OO% 3 Shifts 
p- 

s 
'- 

-- - 

5 Day Workweek S -- 100.00% 100.00% --- 1 00.00?'0 1 00005i - - -  
-- - -- 
7 ~a~ workweek S 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% .- - -  - 0.00% 

-- -- - 
Overtime S 2.30% 7.60% 7.30% 5.50% 

--- 
lnterservicing ($170) FY91 -- - - --- ---.. 

J 3408 366 - - ' 1 5 _ _ - -  967 
Army - - - .- . - .- 

J 831 3 4008 3455 1 1561 
Navy - 
Air Force J NIA NIA N ~ A  N ~ A  

- - 
Marine Corps J 0 54 0 - 454 - 
-- - - - 

Coast Guard S 
9.4 

-- 
FY91 workload Value ($K) 0 1 231 26 454002 - 

434434 
-- - -- 

71 6597 

Depot Size (s@k((_covered) J 472M* - 3.7M" 5.2M" 3.546M  ̂
- - 
J 72* 6 6 9 ~  4885*- 2949* 

Acreage - ---- - 
Storage Space -- 

J 1 OOK* 1 208K* 253K* 539K' 
covered - - - 
uncovered J 

291 7- 

J 301.8' - - - - -  663.6* 526.2* 503.5; Equipment Value($M) 
Facility Value($M) J 243.5* - 351.8+ 1 .%.4i' 63=* - 
Access -- 
Air (distance to airport) S 0.25 8 15 14 

- -- - . 

Rail (yln) S Y Y Y Y 

Water (yln) S N N N 1 5 ~  .. 
... 

Road (miles to Interstate) S I-70(1 OM/) I-1 5,l-80(.25Mi) 1-35,l-40&25~i) -- .......... I-5,l-80(1?5Mi) 
- ....... . .. 

MILCON (past 10 yrs, prod related)($)<) S 6,70< 73,200 129.1 00 72,100 
-.-- --- 
MILCON (SYDP)($K) S 0 8,600 14,900 - - - - - 59,500 - -. . - - . 

.. 
.. Plant Equipment ..._. (past . 10 years)($)<) S 57,406.. . -. ...... - 140,668 -- - - -- . . ... . 172,251 1 77,446 

- - 
Plant Equipment (SY DP)($K) 

91,600 . . - . - . - 
_ - - - S 

-. 
9,700 58,600 127,939 -- 

...... . . . . . . . .  
Capacity Utilization(%) . J 75% 96% . .- - -- - - 93% - 84% ..- . 

.... ...................... 
.. ... Workload (DLH) J 1,232 --- 6,875 -. .- 7,072 6,495 - . . 

............ - ... 
Capacity (DLH) J 1,644 7,150 7,644 7,705 

- 

S= _ _  Service provided, -- 0= OSD provided, -- J= JDMAG provided - r - r -  -1 
"ervice vice JDMAG provided -- 
~ R & r e ~ - r e f ~ ~ ~ > - ~ ~ ~ s ~ ~ ~ ~ 5 )  -- 

1 1/9/92 
920----- 
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ALC 
Sacramento - 

- 

- 

---- 

-- - 

-- - 
X 

- -- 

ALC --- - 

Oklahoma City 

- 

I 

ALC 
0gden 

. 

- 

- AGMC -- -- 
Newark 

-- 

- - 

- 

- -~ 

X 

-- 

S 
s 
s 
S 
S 
S - 
S 
S 

- S 
S 
S 
S --- 

- S 
S 
S -- 
S 
S 
S 
S 

. S - 
S - 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S -- 
S 
S -- 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
--- S - 
S 
S 
s 
S- 
S 
S 
S 
S - 
S 

- 

- 

Submarine - -- 
Nuclear Propulsion 

--conventional - - ~ropulsion 
Radar - -- -- 

Comm/Nav/Electronics -- ---- 

Fire Control --- System 
WeaponsIGuns -- - 

- Service Craft -- - 
Vehicles -- 

Armored Vehicles -- - -- 
Chassis 
Powertrain - 

Fire control System 
WeaponIGun - - - - - -- - 

Wheeled Vehicles .-- - 

Chassis - -- - 
Powertrain - - 
WeaponlGun - 

Artillery - 
Towed - 

Chassis --- - - -  
Powertrain -- 
Fire Control System -. -- - -  
Weapon 

Self-propelled . 

Chassis - - 
Powertrain -- - 
Fire Control System - 
Weapon 

~onstruction~ehicles - - - - 
Powertrain -- - 
Chassis -- - 

General 
Powertrain 

C h a s s i s  
  ail -- - 

Communications-Electronic - - -- - - - -- -- - 
Ground 
Satt -- 

OrdnanceMTeaponslMunitions - -- 
~orp&s/~ines -- - 

Chemical - .  
Small Arms - - - - - - - 
Conv. munitions -- - - -- 

Metrology - - - -  - - 
Automatic Test Equipment 

1 1/9/92 9:20 
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- -- 

- NADEP ----- 
Jacksonville 

?I31 9.6 

NADEP 
~lameda 

?1378.0 
----- 

ALC 
San Antonio 

61 8.51550.2 

Depot Commodity Matrix 
-- - - - - - -- - -- - - 

Aviation -- 

Financial - 
9udget ( 9 - 1 7 - - ~ -  - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - 

6602 
4807 -- 
1795 

38 
16 
22 

- 

- 

-- 

S 
3284 - - 
1718 . 
1566 

32 
0 

32 

86.00% 
i4.0@/~-' - -- 

0.00% 
1OO.OOYo 

036% - -- 
8.60% 

3673 
N/A 

53207 
0 

354339 

2.3M 
138 

1 83 
246 

Y 
N 

ALC 
Warner-Robins 

467.11493.4 -- 
25% 

- - - - -- - - 1507 
1032 - - 

30 
0 

30 

89.00% 
10.00% - -- 

- 1 .OO% -- 

100.00% 
0.06?/0 - -  - 

11.91% 

626 
N/A 

4947 
0 

258565 

1.6M 
96 

250 
393 

Y 
N 
Y 

1 Shift -- 
2 Shifts - --- 
3 Shifts - - -- - - - - - - 
5 Day Workweek - - - - - - - - - 
7 Day workweek - ----- 
Overtime - -- 

Interservicing ($/YO) FY91 - . - - - - 
Army 

Navy-- - 
Air Force -- - 
Marine . - Corps 
Coast Guard - --- -- 

FY91 Workload Value ($K) -- 

Facility 
Depot Size (sqft) (covered) 
Acreage - - - - - -- 
Storage Space 

covered - 
uncovered . - -- 

~ q u b n t  Value($M 
~an?ityv&e@i) 
Access 
Air (distance to airport) 
~ail(y/n) - -. . -- 
Water -- (yln) --. 

Road (miles to Interstate) - - - -- - - - - - - - - - 
MILCON (past 10 yrs, prod reIated)($K) 
MICON - ~SYDP)($K) ---- 

Plant Equipment (past 10 years)($K) -- - - - - - -- - 
Plant Equipment (SYDP)($K) - -  - 
Capacity ~tilizationi%) - - - 
Workload (DLH) 
capacity (DLH) - 

Civilian - Personnel (# people/%) 
Direct 
Indirect - 

Military Personnel (# people/%) - - - - - - -- - - 
Direct 

-- 

Indirect - 
Utilization (94) 

90% 

-- - - 

" Service vice JDMAGgrovided 
** F i ~ r e s  reflect 3'years-(93:%) 

1 1 19/92 9 :20 

S 
s 
S 
S 
S 
S 

J 
J 

1 ~ -  

J 
S 
0 

J 
J 

J 
J 
J 
J 

S 
s 
S 
S 

S 
S 
S 
S 
J 
J 
J 

J 
J 

J 
J 

2,915 

5780 
4326 - - -- - 

1452 
54 
30 -- 
24 

- 

2,693 

- - 

- 

- 87.00% -- - - - 
10.00% 
3.00% -- - 

69.00% - - -- 

31 .00% 
8 3 0 ~ 0  

1 608 -- - 
41 49 
NIA 

9 

566352 

3.371 M* 
8720' 

. 88.00% 
1 1 .oO% --- 
1.00% 

1 00~oOYo 

- O ~ / O  -- 

12.40% 

-- 70 
5238 -- -- 
N/A 

0 
21.2 

87371 5 

3.784M' 
4660' 

850.1' 
257.5' 

10 
Y 

US129,l-75(8 Mi) 
51400 

1 065 

646.9' 
372' 

15 
Y 

N- N 
I-10,l-35(.25Mi) 

81,600 - -- 
32,800 

159,5301 ---- - 
59,815 - -  - . 

87% 
7,046 --. 

8,075 - 

27,200 
192,103 
156,405- 

92% 

-- 8,193 -- 
8,935 
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NADEP . -  - -  
Alarneda 

X 

X 
X 

NADEP 
~acksonvi l le 

- 

X 

-- 

X 
X 

--- - 

-- -- . - - 

- 

- 

. -- 

S - 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S - 
S 
s 
s 
s 
s 
S -- 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S - - 
S - 
S 
S 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S - 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 

ALC - - -- - 
Warner-Robins 

X 
X 
X 

Commoditv (at least 5 - - - - - - - - - - - - % of workload) 
Aircraft -- - -- 
Aircraft, Fixed Wing 
~ n g n e  

.- 

~ ro~e l l e r  
Landing Gear 
~irframe-- 

- - 

ALC - --- 
San Antonio 

X 

X - 

- c a m i r  - - 

X --r- 

- - - - - - 

-- - 
Small (<=2 engines) - - - - - - - - 
Large (>2 engine<) - -- - - - - - - - 

CommINav Equipment -- - - -  
Instruments -- 

~echa6cal Systems - 
Ord/Guns - - -  -- 
Radar 
Simulators -- 

GSEJAGE - - -- -- - 

Aircraft, - Rotary Wing 
Engine 

-- -  lade -. - -- 
Landing - Gear 
Airframe 

C o m m i ~ a v  Equipment 
Instruments - -- 
Mechanical Systems -- -- -- 
~ r d l ~ u n s  
Radar - -- 
Simulators -- - 

GSEIAGE - - - - - - 
Remote Piloted Vehicles -- - -- 

Missile 
Strategic Airframes - --- 
Tactical kirframes 
~ r o ~ u l s i o n / ~ a ~ l o & ~ x ~ l o s i v e  - - - - -- - 

Syport & Launch Equip - - - - -- - - - 
Guidance & Control - - - - -- - - - - 

Shy 
s - -- 

Nuclear Propulsion - -- . - - - - - 
Conventional Propulsion 
~ a d a r  -- .- 

Comm/Nav/Electronics - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Fire Control System - - - -- - 
WeaponsIGuns - - - - 

Surface -- 
Nuclear Propulsion - - --- - - 
conventional-~ro~ulsion - - - - - -- - 

S 
S 
S -- 
S 
S 
S 
S - 
S 
S 

Radar -- 
Comrn/Nav/Electronics -- - - -- - - - - - 
Fire Control System - - - - -- - - 
Weapons/Guns 

1 1/9/92 9:20 
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- - -  NADEP . - 
Jacksonville 

--- 

- 

- 

- 

- -- - -- - - 

- 

- 

-- 

- -- -- - - 

NADEP 
~lameda 

. 

-- ALC - - 
San Antonio 

-- 

- 

- - - - - - - 

- - - - - - -- 
Submarine - -- 
Nuclear .- ~ropulsion 
conventional ~ ro~u ls ion  -- -- - 
Radar 
Comm/Nav/Electronics - -- - 

- 
s 
S 
s - 

S 
S 
S- 
S 
S 
S -- 
S 
S 
s 
S 
S 

- 
- 

Fire Control System -- - - - -- - 
Weapon -- .-  

Self-propelled -- -- 
Chassis -- 
Powertrain - 

Fire Control System 
Weapon -- - -  - -  

Construction Vehicles -- 
Powertrain -- 
Chassis 

General - -  - 
Powertrain 
Chassis 

Rail - - - - -- - - - - 
Communications-Electronic - 

Ground -- - 

S a t t  
Ordnance/WeaponslMunitions - - - - - -- - 

TorpedosJMines -- -. 
Chemical -- - - - - - - 

ALC -- 
Warner-Robins 

-- - 

- 

-- Fire -- Control - System 
~eapons/~uns -- -- - 

Service Craft - -  --- - 
Vehicles -- - - 
Armored - Vehicles 

Wheeled --- - vehicles - 
Chassis -- 
Powertrain - - - - - - - 
Weapon/Gun 

A r 4 1 1 e r ~  - -  - 

Towed 
chassis - - 

Powertrain - - - - - - - - 

Chassis 
. -- 

Powertrain .- -- - -- - 
Fire Control System 

-. -- 
~eapon/~u; - 

-S 
S 
S 
S 

s - 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S 
S 
-. 

S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 

Small Arms - - - - 
Conv. munitions 

Net ro~o~~- -  - - 

Automatic Test Equipment - 

- 
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Depot Commodity Matrix 
Aviation -- 

-- -- - - -- 
Fingncial -- 
Budget (91 actual192 budget) - - - - - - - - - -- - - 
Civilian Personnel (# people/%) - .. - - - - -- 
Direct 
Indirect - - 

Military - - -- Personnel (# people/%) 
Direct 
Indirect - 

-utilization f%) 

7 Day Workweek . - 

Overtime -- -- 
Interservicing ($I%) FY91 - -- - - - - 
Army -- - -- 
Naw 

-- -. 
I z S i z e  -- - -- (sqft) (covered) 2.5M -- 1.7M 

- 

S 
. 

j 
J 

J 
J 

Air ~ o r c e c  -- .. . . . .~.. . - 
Marine Corps - - . - . . - 
Coast Guard -- - . -. -. . - - . - -. 

FY91 Workload Value ($K) 
. -- - - - - . . .. . - - -. - 

I Acreaae IJ I 1721 362 1 326 1 1141 

- S 
S 

J 
J 

I Storaae S~ace I I I I I I 

NADEP - - -  
Norfolk 

?/325.6 -- 
3985 .- - 

2061 -- -- 
1 924 

34 
0 

34 

J 
J 
S 
0 

covered JJ . I 

0.00% 
9.28% 

80 .- - 
NIA 

NADEP 
~ o r t h  -- Island 

?/316.5 
3365 
1858 
1 507 

32 - 
0 

32 

14 
0 

25291 5 

I 
- 

Road (miles to Interstate) - - - - - - S -. 

MILCON (past 10 yrs, prod related)($K) S 25,000 30,600 -- - .- - -- -- - - -- 
MILCONISYDP)IIGK) s 17.200- 1.560"" 

0.00% - 
14.99% 

390 
NIA 

Access -- 
Air - (distance - -. to - - - airport) . 

Rail (yln) -. 

Water fvln) 

Service vice JDMAerovided -- 

** Rgu6s reflect 3 y- 
. . - . . , .. . - . . . .. . - - . - 
1 1 19/92 9 :20 

- NADEP - - - -- . 
Pensacola 

?I3344 -- 

3408 
1776 
1 632 

40 
0 

40 

1 0206 .- -. 
314 

331 598 

NADEP - . - - - - - 
Cherry .- Point 

?/360.e 
2767 
1 44C 
1 327 

91 
C 

30 

0.00% - . . - 
14.76% 

3578 
NIA 

S 
S 
S 

-- -. - -- 0.000/0 
17.73% 

1 0806' 
NIA 

1 28726 -. 

4 

364336 

9720 -- 
104 

239827 
--- . 

- Y 
Y 
Y 

Y 
Y 
Y 

Y 
Y 
Y 

Y 
Y 

20M 
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NADEP - - - - - - - 
Cherry Point 

X 

X 
X 

X 

- 

X 

X 
X - - - - 

X 

X - 

-- -- - --- - . 

- - - -- - 

NADEP 
6saco la  

-- - 

X 
X 
X 
X 

NADEP - 

North Island 

X 

X 
X 
X 

- 

- -- ~ a d a r  
Simulators - -. -- 
GSEIAGE -- - - - - -- 

Aircraft, Rotary Wing -- 
Engine -- 
Blade 
Landing - - Gear 
Airframe 
~ o m m l ~ a v  Equipment - - - -- 
Instruments - - - - -- - 
Mechanical-systems - - - - - - - 

OrdJGuns -- -. 

NADEP -- 
 orf folk 

X 

~ommoditv -- - -.--- (at least - 5 % of workload) 
Aircraft - 
Aircraft, Fixed Wing 

- 
- 

Engine 
propeller 
Landing - Gear -- 
Airframe - --- - -  

Small (<-2 engines) 
~ a r ~ e  (>2 engines) -- 

-. 

- 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
s 

S 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S -- 

S 
S 
S 

~omml~a ;  Equipment -- - - - - - - 
Instruments 

M e c h a n i c a l  - -- systems 
OrdIGuns 

- -  

- -- - 

- 

Radar 
simulators -- 
GSEIAGE - -  

Remote Piloted Vehicles 
Missile -- -- - 

Strategic Airframes 
~ a c t b l  ~irframes -- - - - - - - - - - - - 
Propulsion/Payload/Explosive 

-support & ~aunch ~ G i p  - - - - --- - - - - 
Guidance & Control - -- 

Ship - 

carrier 
~uclear Propulsion -- 
conventional ~6pulsion - -- 
Radar 
~&m/Nav/~lectronics -- - 
Fire control system 

.- - -- - -. - 
WeaponsIGuns - -  -- -- 

Surface -- 

Nuclear Propulsion - - - - - - - - - 
Conventional Pr~uls ion -- 
Radar - --- 
Comm/Nav/Electronics - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Fire Control System -- - -. -- - - 
~ e a ~ o n s l ~ u n s  - -- 

1 1/9/92 920 
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S -- 
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. . ... - - - . - - - . . 

NADEP-- - - - - . -. .. . -- - 
Cherry Point 

.. . . - - 

. - -. 

NADEP . - - 
Pensacola 

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

Submarine - . . . 
Nuclear Propulsion . .. . 

conventional Propulsion 
, - . .- . - - 

Radar 

S 
S -. 
S 
S 

NADEP - . -. - .- .. . - - 
Norfolk 

-- - 
- NADEP - - . . . - - 

North Island 
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USCG -- -- 
Elizabeth City 

42.7143.8'"" 
36l 

251 - 183.4% 
5011 6.6% - 

-- 53 
- 36167.9% - 

17132.1 % 

83.00% -- -  - -  . 
17.00% 

-- 0.00% 
100.00% - -  

0.00% - -- 

5.00% 

0 
0 
0 
0 -- - 

N/ A 
4391 5 

283K" -- . 
39' 

51.7K' 
i 8 ~ *  

2' 
25.4' 

Y 
Y 
N 

Yl4mi 
TBD 

' TBD 
1,141 - - -  
1,501 

0.9982* -- - 
499* 
500" 

F 
&ny - - - - Depot - - - 

Corpus Christi 

328.51350.2 
31 37 
i945 
11-e-- 

2 

0 - 
2 

95.00% 
2.00% 
3:G% 

1 oo.oo./o - 
0.00% - -- 

15.30% 

N/A 

1 6803 -. -~ 
871 3 

0 

-- 41 7565 

2.2M 
1 86 

1.5M 
- 93 
362 

YIOmi 
Y/I&~ 
YII 5mi-l 

1-3711 Gi' --- -- 
-- 34,000 

21,200 
1 17,200 -- 

122,700 
78% 

4,042 -- - - 
5,155 

Depot Commodity Matrix - 
ka t ion  

Financial 
Budget - - -- - (91 - - actual192 . -- - budge9 - 

Civilian Personnel (# peoplelo/o) --- --  
Direct - -- 
indirect - - 

Military Personnel (# people/%) - . 

Direct 
- 1ndiFe2 
Utilization (%) - - -- - - - 
1 Shift -- -- 
2 Shifts -- - 
3 shifk -- - -- -- - - - -- - --- - - 
5 Day Workweek ----- 
7 Day Workweek 
Overtime - - --- - - 

Interservicing ($I%) FY91 -- 
Army 

Air -- Force 
Marine Corps - -- - - - - - - 

Coast Guard 
FE~ Workload Value ($K) 

-- 
Facilitv 
Depot Size (sqft) (covered) - - - 
Acreage - -  - 
Storage Space 
covered -- -- - 
uncovered - - - - - -- 

Equipment Value($M) - -- 
F_agty Value($M) 
Access -- 
Air (distance to airport) -- 
Rail (yln) -- - 
Water iyln) -- 

Road (miles to Interstate) - - - -- - - - - -- -- - -- 
MILCON (past 10 y r s , ~ o d  related)($K) - 

MILCON (SYDP)($K) - - - -- - -- -- - 
Plant Equipment (past 10 year3{$K) 
~ h n t ~ ~ u i ~ m e n t ( ~ ~ ~ ~ ) ( $ ~ )  - - -- - -- - - - - - - - - 
Cap@@ Utilization (%) - -- - - 
Workload (DLH) 

. - - - - - -- 
Capacity (DLH) -- 

Service vice JDMAG provided - - - - - - . -- - - - - - -- 
" -- Figures - - - - reflect - -- - - 3 years . - p3-95) 
'** Reflects FY92 ~ctua i /~Y%i-~ud~et  
1 1/9/92 9:20 

Appendix - 

- S 

J 
J 

J 
J 

S - 
S - 

. . S 
S 
S 
S 

J 
J 
J 
J -- 
S 
0 

J - 
J 

J - 
J 
J 
J 

S 

. 
s 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S - 
J 
J 
j 

- 



INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



Propeller 

- - . -- 
Airframe -- - - - 

-- Large (>2 -- engines) - 

-- - -- - 

Commoditv tat least STo of workload) - -- -- 
Aircraft 
Aircrafl, Fixed Wing -- - -- - - 
Enaine 

ComrnINav Equipment - . -. ..... .. I instruments I S  I x x I 

- - 

S 
S - 
S 

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

Simulators 

- - 
Army Depot 

corpusChristi 

G S E I A G E  -IS-- - -- 
Aircraft, Rotary Wing -- -- - - - S -- 

Mechanical Systems 1 . .  __ _ 1 S1 X X .I 

USCG - -- 
Elizabeth City 

X 
X 

S 
S 
S 
S 

Engine - 

Blade 
 andi in^ Gear -- -- 
~irframe - 
CommINav Eq9ment - - - - - - - - -- 
Instruments 

Radar I S  I 

X 

Simulators IS / I X I 

- - -- 

X I 
S - 
S 
S 
S 
S - 
S 

X - -- 

X 
X 

Nuclear Pro~ulsion IS / I I 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

-- GSEZGE -- 

Remote Piloted Vehicles - - - - -- - -- - 
Missile - 

Strategic - Airframes 
~actical - - . ~ i r f  ramis . - 

Pr~ulsion~Payload/Explosive - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Support & Launch Eguip - - - - . -- - - 

Guidance & Control -- 

Ship - 
Canier - -- - -- 

X 
X 
X -- 
X 
x 
X 

Fire - .- Control - . System - 
Wea~onslGuns i s s 1  S 

s - 
S 
S 
S 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S 
S - 

Conventional Propulsion / S 

x 

Radar - - - - 
Comm/Nav/Electronics -- 

S- .- 
S 

Surface -- -- ----- 
Nuclear Propulsion - - -- - - - C Conventional ~ro~uls ion -- - 
Radar 

S 
S - 
S 
S 
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USCG 
~lizabeth C i  

- - 

Submarine - - - - - - -- 

-- 

S 

Army Depot- -- - - 
Corpus Christi 

.- 

-- 

Nuclear Propulsion -- - - -- - - -- 
Conventional Propulsion 

- ! w a r  - 
Comm/Nav/Electronics -- - 
Fire Control - - - System 
WeaponsIGuns . -- - - - - - 

Service Craft - -- 
Vehicles -- 

Armored Vehicles - - - - - - - - 
Chassis 
Powertrain - - 

Fire Control System - - - - - 
WeaponIGun - -  - 

Wheeled -- vehicles 
Chassis 
Powertrain - 
WeaponIGun -- 

~ r t i l i e r ~ ~  
Towed -- - 

Chassis -- 
Powertrain 
Fire Control System -- - 
Weapon 

Self-propelled 
Chassis 
Powertrain - - - - -- - 

S 
S 
s 
.- 

S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S - 
S -- 

.- S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
s 
S 

Fire Control - System 
Weapon -- 

~onstructi%n Vehicles 
P o w e r t r a i n  - 

Chassis 
~eneral  

Powertrain 
c h a s s i s  - -- 
Rail 

~ommunications-~lectronic - -- - - - - 
Ground 
Satt -- -- 

OrdnanceMleaponslMunitions - 
TorpedosIMines 
Chemical - 

s 
S 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S 
s - 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 

Small Arms 
Conv. miniions - - - - - -- 

Metrology -- --- 
Automatic Test Equipment 

1 1 19/92 9 :20 
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- - - 
NSY 

Charleston 

485.21423.2M 
5766 
3455 
231 1 

59 
0 

59 

100.00% 

- --- 100.00% -- - 

1 2.1 0% 

0 
NIA 

- 0 
420 

- 
44731 8 

-- 590 -. 

220.5" 
1702' 

5M 
Y 

-- -- -- Y 
-- 1-26 - 

12.9M** 
2 . 8 ~  

121.5M 
3 7 . 6 ~  - - 

84% - 
7,565 

. -- --- 

- -- 
NSY 

Norfolk 

676.01680.1 - - M 

9%. 
59% 
3998 - - 

1 03 
0 

1 03 

-- 
100.00% 

100.00% 

4.90% 

0 
N ~ A  

0 
38 

- - -- 
102941 5 

3.6M 
1275 

21 6.3" - 
2,497' 

Y 
Y 

. - - Y . 
1-64 

36.3M*' -- 

36.4M 
207.4~ 

. -  35.2M 
1 03% 

12,755 

-- 

NSY 
Philadelphia 

-. 51 8.81452.4M - -- 
61 99 
3903 
2296 

42 
14 
28 

100.00% - 

100.00% 

14.00% 

0 
NIA 

0 
1 

-- 
81 771 +*' 

7M 
904 

189" -- - 
2.371 + 

3M 
Y 

--- Y 
1-70,l-95 
25.1M" 

0 
1 1 6 . 3 ~ -  

- - 6.3M 
90% 

8,308 

Depot Commodity Matrix 
- -  - -- - -- -- 

Ships 

Fingncial 
~ud~et- (91 actual192 budget -- 
Civilian - Personnel (# p~ople!/~) 
Direct - - 
Indirect - 

Military Personnel (# people/%) 

-- D i r e c t  -- 

Indirect - -- J 1 05- 
Utilization (%) - -- - - - -- - 
1 Shift -- - S 

~ 100.00% -. --- 
2 ~hiGs- S 
3 shifts S 
5 Day Workweek S-- 100.00% 
7 Day workweek S 
overtime - S 9.70% 

Interservicing ($Ph) -- 
Army J 0 
~av-y -- - - J N/A 
Air Force - J - 0 
Marine Corps -- - - - - - J 0 
Coast ~ u a r d  -- - - S - - --- - - -- 

-1 Workload Value ($K) 0 94453"" 

Facility - - 
Depot Size (sqft) (covered) J 3.9M - -. 

Acreage - J 298 - 
Storage Space - -- 
covered -- J 
uncovered -- - -. . - - J 

Equipment - - - - Value($M) - J 388.1" - -- 
Facility Value($M) J 1,123' 
Access 
Air ( d i s t a n t  - .---- S 4M 
Rail (yln) -- - S YIO -- 
Water (yln) S Yl1 
Road (miles to Interstate) - - - - - -- - - -- - - s 1-95 

MlLCON (past 10 yrs, prod related) -- - - - - - - -- - - - S 52 .2w  -- -- 
MILCON (SYDP) - S - 14.9M 

P lan t  -- Buipment - (past - - 10 years) S i 0 7 . 4 ~  
Plant Equipment (SYDP) - -  S --- 34M 
b&dock ~tilization(~/o) -- -- J 36% 
workload-(~ii;r) -- - --- J 6,130 
Capacity - (DLH) - -- - j 
-- 

S= Service provided, 0= OSD provided, J= JDMAG provided 
i -&-&G jDMiG +;"Ad- -- 

"* Reflects past -- 7 - - years -- -- - vice 10 
'** Apparent reporting error 
11/9/92 9:zo- 

S 

J - - 

J - 

J 

-- 
NSY 

~orkmouth 

41 2.31382.2M - - -- 
6027 
3301 

27%. - - 
105 

0 
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NSY 
~harleston 

- .- 

-- 

-- -- -- - 

- 

NSY 
  or folk 

Comm i -- -I % of orkl 
Aircraft -- 

Aircraft, Fixed Wing - - -- - - - - - 
Engine - -  

Propeller . 

Landing G r  -- -- - - - 
Airframe - -. 

Small (<=2 engines) 
~ a r ~ ~ ( > ~  engines) . 

CommINav Equipment - -- -- - 
lnstruments - -- - - - - 
Mechanical Systems -- . -- - - -- 

_ Ord/Guns__ - - -  

-- Blade -. 
Landing - -  Gear 

- - Airframe - - - -- -- - 
CommlNav Equipment -- 
lnstruments 

. - - - . - - - - 
Mechanical Systems -- - -- -- 
0rd/Guns 
~ a d a r  -- 

Radar -- 
Simulators 
GS~IAGE - - - - - - - - 

Aircraft, Rotary Wing - 
Engine -_ - 

NSY 
~hiladel~hia 

- 

S 
S 
S 
S 

s 
S 
S 

NSY 
portsmouth 

- 

S 
S 
s 
s- 
S 

S 
S 
S 
S 
S 

-- 

-- 

S 
S - 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 

- 

-. 

X X 

-- 
x 
X 

~imuGtors 
GSEIAGE - -- 

Remote Piloted Vehicles 
Missile 

Strategic Airframes -. - - - - - - - - - - 
Tactical Airframes 
~ro~u ls ion~a~ load /~x~ los ive  - -- -- - - - 
Support . & Launch - - . - Equip 
Guidance & Control - - -- 

Ship 
~ a m e r  

- -  - 

-- 

-- 

-- 
x 

~ u c l e ~ ~ r o ~ u l s i o n  - 

conventibnal Propulsion 
Radar - 
Comm/Nav/Electronics -- - - - - - 
Fire Control System -- - - - - 

-- WeaponsIGuns - - 
Surface 

~ u c h a r  - Propulsion 
conventional ~ro~uls ion - -- - - - 
Radar - -- - 
Comm/Nav~Electronics - - - ---- -- - 
Fire Control System - -- -- - 

WeaponslGuns 

1 1/9/92 920 

S -. 

S 
S 
s 
S 
S- 
s 
S 
S -- 
S 
S 

- 

I 

F-5-B 

S 
S 
S 
S - 
S - 
S 
s 
s 
S -- 
S 
S 
S 
s 

X 
X 
X 

1 
I 

1 
X 

I 

I 
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- - 

Submarine -- - -- 
Nuclear Propulsion 

P - - - -- - -- - 
Conventional Propulsion 

P - -  
Radar - 
~omm/Nav/Electronics . - - - - - - -- - 
Fire --- Control System 
~eapons l~uns  - - -- - 

3rvice - craft - - -- 

Vehicles -- - - -  
Armored Vehicles --- 
Chassis -- 
Powertrain -- - 
Fire -- --- control System 

~ e a p o n / & n  
Wheeled vehicles - -- -- 

- 

Chassis ---- 
-- - Powertrain 

w e a p o n / ~ ~ "  - - 
Artillery 
TOW& -- - 

Chassis - -- 
Powertrain 

I 

I 
- -- NSY NSY 

~ o r t s m d o t ~ ~ ~ e ~ < h i a '  
I 

- - - - - 
Fire Control System -- 

Weapon ~- - - 
Self-propelled 

Chassis -- .- - 
Powertrain -- .-- 

Fire Control System - 
Weapon 

Construction Vehicles -- -- - . - -- 
Powertrain - - 
Chassis - -  

General 
~owsra in  -- 
chassis - 

Rail -- 
Communications-Electronic ---.a 

Ground 
Salt 

- - - - 
Small Arms -1s t--- I 1 -  I _t_____-- 

S 
S 
s 
S 
S 

- S] 
s 
S 

s 
S 
S 
S 
S 
s - 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
s 
s 

Ordnance/Weapons/Munitions -- - 
~ o ~ d o s / M i n G  -- - 
Chemical 

Conv. munitions S 1 

S I 

Automatic Test Equipment S- 

NSY 

S - 
S 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S 
s 
S 
s 
S 
s -- 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 

NSY 

S 
s 
S 

X 
I 

I 
I 

I 

Norfolk 

X 
x 

IS/[- 

-- 

- 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

, 
I 

Charleston 

X 

-- -- - -- 

I 

- 

I 

I 
I 

-- 

I 

I 

1 
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Pearl Harbor 

Depot Commodity Matrix 
1 

I 

NSY - NSY - 

. 

- . 

* Service vice JDMAGgrovided 
. 

** - .- Reflects - . . - - -. past . . 7 years vice 10 - . .. -. -- 
*** Apparent reporting error 
11/9/929:20 

Mare Island Long Beach 

385.7/363.2M 

4541 - -.- 
2366 
21 75 

52 
0 

52 
Utilization (O/O)_ - - - 
1 shift - 

2 Shifts --- 
3 s h i f ! i  - 
5 Day Workweek - --- - 
7 Day Workweek -- - - 
Overtime .- - - -- - -. 

Interservicing_($P/o) 
Army - - 
Navy 
Air Force .---- - 
Marine Corps -- - 
Coast - Guard-- -- - 

FY91 Workload Value ($K) 

Facility - 
Depot Size (s*) (covered) 
Acreage 
Storage Space 
covered - - - - - - - - - 
uncovered - - 

~qu$m&t Value($M) 
~acil$ Value($M) -- - . - - - 

7 5 %  59.2~ 
I - ini 
6863 
4708 
1 34 

0 
134 

Finallcial__- -- 
Bud et (91 actual192 budget) 9 - - .- - - - - - - -- 
Civilian Personnel (# people/%) -- - - 

Direct - .. 

~ndirect- - -- - - - - - 
Military Personnel (# people/%) 
Direct -- - - - 
Indirect -- 

100.00% 

100.00% 

- 6.00% - - 

0 
N/A - 

0 
52 

298006 

100.00% 

100.00% 

11.10% -- -- - - 

0 
N/A 

0 
0 

598696 

s - 

S - 
S 
S 
S 
- S 

J 
J 

J 
j -. 
J 
J 

S 

J 
J 

J 
J 

I 

10.7M* -- 
5548 

331.8' 
2,253* 

-- 
483.81497.2~ 1 288.7/310.1 -- M 

100.00% 

6033 
3742 

100.00% 

- 0 
N/A 
712 

0 

287528 

J 
J 
J 
J 
S 
0 

2.5M" 
21 4 

--- . 

281.4* 
2,235.6' 

4292 
2379 

----.- I 
100.00% j N)O.OO% 

I 
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I 

Depot Commodity Matrix - I -- 

3round - - - ~ r m ~ D e ~ o t  --- - Army Depot Army Depot , Army - Depot 
Anniston Letterkenny ~ e d  River I Tooele 

=inancia1 - .- - - - -- - - - .- 
I 

Budget (91 actual192 budget) 
.- - 

S - - 265.81253.8 -- - -- 163.4/155.1 
~ivilian~ersonnel(# - people/%) 2739 1818 - - 

Direct - J i808 1127 -- 

Indirect J 931 691 796 
Military Personnel (# people/%) 4 13 
- Direct - dJ - ---- 0 _ - -  0 

Indirect /J  1 41 13 1 8 / 
Utilization (94) - -- - . - - -- - 1- I 
1 Shift - 
2 Shifts - .. .- - - 

3 Shifts - - - -- i s 1  2.00%] -- 9.00%( 3.00%] 5.mc 
5 Day Workweek . - - S 
7 Day workweek -- 

- S 
Overtime - S - - 8.90% -- - 6.60% -- 1 3.40% 5.1 -- @ 

Interser3v ($Ph) 1 
Army J NIA N/A NIA N/ 
Navy - __- J 1 61 9-, 669- ---- 156 - 66 
Air Force J 337 116 0 346 - - 

Marine Corps - -- J - 2021 1 378 9 183 
Coast - Guard S 

FY91 Workload Value ($K) 0 355671 41 565 216128 1 7822 

-- -- - - 

Facility I 
-- - 

Depot Size (s@) (covered) - - - 1.5M - - -- - - -- -. - - J 1.4M - -- - 1.4M 
Acreage - - J 18113 1951 1 19081 4409 
Storage Space I 

covered IJ -. I 5 . 8 ~  .- - I I 2.51 
uncovered _ _ - - ----AJ 2.3M .. . 

Equipment Value ($M) I J 117 150 
Facility Value ($M) - - - - - - -- - J 1 38 600 855 
Access I 
Air (distance to airport) S 60mi 60mi 20mi - -- -- 
Rail . (yln) S Y 
Water (y/nj j s 1 80mi -- N I 

v i L n  
Road (miles to Interstate) / s 1-20 - 1-81 1-30 UT36,l-8 - -. - - - - . . -. . . - - . -- - - . - 

MILCON -- . . - . (past - . . - - 10 - - yrs, prod related) /s 1 5000 . 0 5860 I 3700 
MILCON -- - (SYDP) - - . IS 1150 6820 290b-6--- 
Plant Equipment (past 10 years) ! S 104300 - -. - - - - - 70000 1 10700 11210 
. - - . . . . . -. . - . . - . 
Plant Equipment (SYDP) -- . - . . - - ~  .. - ..- -. 

45700 ; ;*-.--. 65700 - .- 62200 .- .. - 3350 
' 

Capacity Utilization(%) - -. - . . . . . . - . - . . - . -. - -. 85% 83% 81"/0j 82E , 
Workload (DLH) -- . .- - - i j 3,670 . 2 , i 5 7 2 , 7 8 6  1 2,19 . 

Capacity --- (DLH) - ! J 4,330 2,590 3;454 ' 2,67 
1 1  

--- - - - - - I -- -- - 

S= Service provided, 0= OSD provided, J= JDMAG provided 

- 
*Service vice JDMAGgrovided 

! -pi- 
--- - - - 

I 
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Depot Commodity - Matrix 
Army - . - . . - Depot - MCLB 

-- - Tobyhanna -- Albany Barstow 
Financial I 

Utilization - . . . . . (%) 
1 Shift 
2 Shifts - .. - - - - - 

3 Shifts -- 
5 Day Workweek . . . . - 

- 

7 Day Workweek 
.. - - . -- 

- 

Overtime 
lnterse&icing ($P/o) -- - - .- - - - 
Army 
Navy 
Air .-- . Force . . -. 

Marine Corps -- - - - - -- - - . 

Facility 
Depot Size (sqft) (covered) - 
Acreage - 

Storage Space . . 

covered -- 

uncovered -- 

Equipment Vgge ($M) 
Facility Value ($M) 
Access -- 
Air (distance to airport) 
Rail (yln) -- 
Water (y/n) -- - -  
Road (miles to Interstate) 

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

S 
S 
S 

S -- 
S 
S 

J -- 
J 
J- . . 

J 

-- 
Budget (91 actuaW92 budget) - -- - . - - - -- - - IS 
Civilian Personnel (# people/%) 1 

Coast Guard -. -. - . - -- .- - -- -- 

-- - . - -- FY91 Workload Value 

J 
J 
- -. 
J 
J 
J 
J 

S 
S 
S 

--- - . - -- -- 

Direct 
Indirect - 

Military Personnel (# people/o/o) -- - - 
- Direct 

Indirect - 

97.50% 

2.30% -- . - 

1 - -- MILCON - - - (past - - - - 10 - yrs, prod related) IS'  34600' 

60.7~163.7~ - -- 

822 
494 
328 
1 23 -- 
100 
23 

153.411 73.2 
2525 

1793 - -. 
732 

3 
0 
3 ---- 

J 

J - 

J 
J 

99.40% --A 91.30% 
0.60% - .. 8.30% 

156392 

1 193 

-- - - -. 

90 
220 

22mi 
Y 

1 2 0 ~ i  

79.3Ml51.3M 
756 
373 
383 - 

1 35 -- 

45 
90 

0 0 
59989 

S 1-380 
1118~ 

0.20% 

4.80% 
is 
NIA 
422 

3086 
1730' 

1.53M 

.48M - 

89 

. 
.19M" 
1 . 4 ~  

35 
26 

1 Orni 
Y 
N 

0.00% 040% 
100.00% 100.00% 

~- I - - -- 
25.20% 1 5.60% 

1 633 81 1 . 
633 1 80 . . .. 

20 - 13 
NIX'- N/A 

27% 
1 6 . 5 ~  -- - 

14.3M 
12&% 
1501 
1,169 

I 

. 6 9 ~  
355 

. 1 3 ~ '  
1.7M 

23 
47 

5mi 
Y 
N 

US1 9(2),US82(2) 

MILCON (SYDP) --- - 

IS, ojf-%%-- Plant Equipment (past 10 years) 
. - - - - - - - - - I S  65500 

Plant . Equipment - - - --- - (sY*) - - - [ r 6 9 G o 0  1 5.1 M 

*Senrice vice JDMAG provided 

-- - - - -- -- 
1 1 /9/92 9:09 

F-9-A 

I-40(1), 1-1 5(1) 

- 
Capacity Utilization(%) -- i~' & 
workload (DLH) , J  i 3,336 
capacity -- (DLH) 1J I 5,207 

1 45'10 --- --  
1,582 
1,091 

I 
- -- - -- -- - - -- I 

I 

I 
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-- -- - 
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X 
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-- -- - - . - - - - .- - -- 
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--L 7- - 

~ornrn/~av/~le&onics . . - -. .. . . - - .- IS; 
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-- - -  -- 
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APPENDIX G 

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE A 

1. overview. Alternative A assumes that each Service will retain its own separate depot 
maintenance operations in accordance with DMRD 908. DMRD 908 directs the Services to 
increase interservicing, streamline depot operations, reduce management staffs at all levels, 
increase competition, team with private industry for remanufacturing/manufac~ing, etc. 
Additional depot closures and realignments will be accomplished through the Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process. The Defense - Depot Maintenance Council 
(DDMC) will provide management oversight. 

2. Coporate Business Plan. The DDMC Corporate Business Plan (CBP), EY92-97, October 
1992 (draft) is the source document for the analysis of Alte&ive A in Chapter IV. 
Savings/projected savings are presented in this draft plan that describe the joint Service 
-strategy for managing the organic depot maintenance industrial base during the remainder of 
the 1990s and beyond. The main focus is on achieving the 6.36 billion dollar savings during 
FY91 through FY97 called for in DMRD 908 and DMRD 908C. The plan details savings 
attributable to both near-and long-term Service actions. Near-term savings are downsizing of 
both the direct and indirect work force at depot installations, closure of facilities, cancellation 
of facility projects, and internal Service workload consolidations. Long-range actions a .  
interservicing, competition, and capacity utilization. In addition to describing the strategy for 
achieving DMRD 908 savings, this plan also provides the joint Service Depot Maintenance 
Vision Statement of the Fuhtre for FY95 and Beyond, (CBP, Appendix A). 

a. Cost savings. Table G-1 provides the details of Services' projected savings. 

Table G-1 Service Projected Savings FY91-FY97 
($ Millions) 

L 

MARINES 
I 

0.0 
2.5 
25.8 
0.4 

28.6 

, 
Near-tern 
Interservicing 
Competition 
Capacity Utilization 

Total 

ARMY 

339.2 
8.9 

138.7 
579.0 

1065.8 

NAVAIR 

448.8 
52.6 
555.9 
391.5 

1448.8 

NAVSEA 

1755.2 
0.7 
69.8 
282.3 

2108.0 

AIR FORCE 

664.4 
70.0 

943.3 
30.6 

1708.3 



Alternative A establishes a standard against which to measure the other alternatives, 
except for cost savings. The other alternatives provide cost savings projections relative 
to each other only. 

b. Capacity Reduction. The CBP facility consolidations maintain the cunent inventory of 
depots, other than the previously scheduled closings of Sacramento Army Depot and 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. After these closings, the DOD capacity utilization rate will 
be 64 percent, the baseline for all other alternatives. 

c. Unnecessary Duplication. Even after all initiatives of DMRD 908 are complete, 
substantial unnecessary duplication and excess capacity will exist within each Service as 
well as among all Services. This provides for the highest level of unnecessary duplication 
of all the alternatives. 



APPENDIX G 

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE B 

1. Overvie~.  Alternative B consolidates within Service boundaries. As a result, 
consolidation computations will be treated sequentially for each Service, beginning with the 
Army. It should be noted that FY87 capacity figures were used in the analysis of Alternatives 
B through F since it was a peak year with larger overall employment and more accurately 
reflects what work a depot facility could absorb during workload consolidation. The N 8 7  
capacity figures were used to determine excess capacity and utilization rates for Army, Air 
Force, and NAVAIR depots. Marine Corps capacity was based on FY93 figures, NAVORD 
capacity was based on the maximum reported capacity between FY91 and N97.  Capacity of 
depots earmarked for closure was not considered in this study. 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-2, the six Army depots are projected by JDMAG to have a 
workload of 16,500 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The FY87 capacity of Army depots was 26,700 KDLH, a capacity excess of 
10,200 KDLH over the FY95 workload projection. Based on this capacity, Army 
depot utilization would be 62 percent. The Army has concentrated most technologies 
into "Centers of Excellence" with the exception of a few specific systems where the 
cost of moving specialized facilities would exceed the savings potential over the 
remaining life of the system. ANAD is the sole Army facility configured for heavy 
combat vehicles and all Services' small arms. CCAD performs Army and Air Force 
helicopter depot maintenance. LEAD is responsible for a l l  Services' tactical missiles, 
RRAD for light combat vehicles and artillery, TEAD for automotive and rail, and 
TOAD for all Anny electronics. 



Table G-2 Comparison of Army Depots 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

b. Potential Consolidations. Excess Army depot capacity was reduced by consolidating 
automotive and other relatively low-tech commodities maintained at four Army depots into 
three of the above facilities. 

c. Summary. 

EX- S 

2600 

400 

1 100 

2100 

2100 

1900 

10200 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of the work of six Anny depots into five has the potential to achieve 
depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 142 to 548 million dollars during 
FV94 through FY03, as shown in Table G-3. An in-depth study of Army munitions 
depots may yield additional savings through consolidation. 

FY87 CAPACITY 

4600 

4800 

3800 

4800 

3200 

5500 

26700 

DEPOT 

ANAD 

CCAD 
LJ3D 

RRAD 

TE AD 

TOAD 

Total 

Table G-3 Alternative B (Army) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

I 3 9 5  WORK 

2000 

44-00 

2700 

2700 

1100 

3600 

16500 

U Total 142 548 11 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Altematives B through F - 
Annual 

FT Minimum Maximum . 
94 (35) 3 
95 (27) 9 
96 23 69 
97 26 68 
98 26 68 
99 26 67 
00 26 66 
0 1 26 66 
02 25 66 
03 26 66 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(35) 3 
(62) 12 
(39) 81 
(13) 149 
13 217 
39 284 
65 350 
9 1 416 

116 482 
142 548 



(2). Capacity Reduction. Assuming the workload of one depot is absorbed by three 
others, projected utilization will increase by 8 percent from 62 percent to 70 percent. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within the Army is reduced by 
highly specialized "Centers of Excellence" for each commodity. 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-4, the six Naval aviation depots are projected to have a 
workload of 14,700 KDLH in N95. 

(2) The capacity of these depots in FY87 was 26,400 KDLH, a capacity excess of 
11,700 KDLH over the IT95 workload projection. Based on this capacity, NAVAIR 
depot utilization would be 56 percent. 

(3) NADEP-PNCLA provides specialized support to Navy and Air Force helicopters. 
The others primarily support fixed-wing aircraft. NADEP-CHYPT primarily supports 
Marine Corps aviation platforms. The Navy maintains two other depots for the depot 
maintenance of Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) electronics. 
These depots are not considered NAVAIR depots but do have a combined projected 
EY95 electronics depot maintenance workload of 1,200 KDLH and FY87 capacity of 
1,100 KDLH. A portion of this work is avionics depot maintenance. 

, 
Table G-4 Comparison of NAVAIR Depots 

(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

b. Potential Consolidations. Excess NAVAIR depot capacity at six facilities was reduced 
by consolidating the workload at four remaining facilities along the following lines: 

DEPOT 

NADEP-ALMD 

NADEP-CHYPT 

NADEP-JAX 

NADEP-NORVA 

NADEP-NORIS 

NADEP-PNCL A 

Total 

(1) Airframes and Airframe Accessories/Components. 

FY95 WORK 

2400 

2000 

2200 

2800 

2500 

2800 

14700 

FY87 CAPACITY 

4800 

3000 

3400 

5800 

5800 

3600 

26400 

EXCESS 
I 

2400 

1000 

1200 

3000 

3300 

800 

11700 



(a) NADEP-PNCLA has large fixed facilities required for helicopter dynamic 
components and rotor blades. It is also located in close physical proximity to high 
priority Air Force Special Operations Forces (SOF) operational units and is well 
suited to continue to provide Air Force and Navy helicopter support. 

(b) The fixed-wing M a m e  and airframe accessories/components workload of 
five depots was consolidated into three depots. 

(2) Engines and engine accessories/components. The engines and engine 
accessories/components workload of NADEP-ALMD, NADEP-JAX, NADEP-CHYPT, 
NADEP-NORVA and NADEP-NORIS was consolidated into three depots. 

(3) Avionics. The avionics workload of all NAVAIR depots was also consolidated 
into three depots. Additionally, the SPAWAR electronics depot maintenance workload 
should be reviewed with a goal of transferring the avionics workload from these 
NAVAIR depots to the SPAWAR depots, or consolidating the SPAWAR depot 
maintenance workload at NAVAIR depots. If the latter alternative were considered, 
further SPAWAR consolidation would be possible. Additional study is required in this 
area. 

c. Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of the work of six NAVAIR depots into four has the potential to achieve 
depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 343 to 1,747 million dollars from 
FY94 through FY03, as shown in Table G-5. Consolidation of SPAWAR electronics 
depots may yield additional savings. 

Table G-5 Alternative B (NAVAIR) -- Rojected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 
r 

Annual 
FY Minimum Maximum 

94 (159) (40) 
95 (142) (32) 
96 75 227 
97 81 228 
98 82 228 
99 81 228 
00 82 228 
0 1 81 226 
02 81 227 
03 8 1 227 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(159) (40) 
(301) (72) 
(226) 155 
(145) 383 
(63) 61 1 
18 839 

100 1,067 
181 1,293 
262 1,520 
34 3 1,747 



(2) Capacity Reduction. With work from two depots absorbed by the others, 
projected utilization increases by 25 percent from 56 percent to 81 percent. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAV4IR is reduced iy 
highly specialized "Centers of Excellence." 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) A long-term shipyard capacity limitation is its physical limitation expressed in 
drydock-equivalents. A drydock-equivalent is the number of drydocks at a facility 
multiplied by the drydock utilization index for that shipyard. The drydock utilization 
index used @ the annual index provided by OPNAV N-431 to JDMAG, which includes 
annual days for ship docking/undocking and drydock maintenance. When the total of 
drydock-equivalents for all Navy shipyards is divided by the-number of Navy 
drydocks, a Navy drydock utilization rate results. As shown in Table G-6, the seven 
NAVSEA shipyards are projected by JDMAG to have an average drydock utilization 
rate of 71 percent in EY9.5. A check of projected utilization through FY97 shows this 
rate to be relatively constant as older, maintenance-intensive ships are retired and the 
naval force is restructured. A conservative goal for drydock utilization would be a 
factor of 1.0 or (100 percent), representing one ship-year for each drydock. 
Contingency capacity is available by acknowledging that more than one small ship can 
be docked in each drydock when required. This may reduce schedule flexibility as 
both ships must be docked and undocked at the same time. Floating drydocks 
available at shipyards offer further contingency capacity. Subjective limitations on 
shipyard capacity in addition to the facilities include the skills of the work force, 
complexity of the work, and the maximum concurrent work a shipyard can manage. 
Some of these factors can be overcome in the long-term by expanding work forces and 
management staffs. Because a measure of the limit imposed by these factors over the 
long-term was not available, drydock utilization was the only factor used in this 
analysis. 

(2) Puget Sound and Norfolk are considered essential shipyards for their nuclear 
carrier drydocking capabilities. Because other nuclear capable sites can service 
submarines, they offer a more flexible capability, although much of the projected 
workload reduction is due to the retirement of nuclear powered cruisers and attack 
submarines. Long Beach is not staffed with nuclear capable personnel but has one 
large, modem drydock located near major southem California homepoas that is 
capable of docking nuclear carriers. There are three other Navy drydocks not included 
in this analysis (two at Norfolk and one at Pearl Harbor) that are no longer in use. 



Table G-6 Comparison of NAVSEA FY95 Dydock Utilization Rates 

1 Total I - 26 

SHIPYARD 

Portsmouth 

Norfolk 

, Charleston 

hget Sound 

Mare Island 

Long beach 

I Pearl Harbor 

DRYDOCKS 

3 

4 

3 

6 

4 

3 

3 

b. Potential Consolidations. The utilization rate of 71 percent indicates that almost one of 
every three drydocks is unused, on the average, at all times. Acknowledging the priority 
of nuclear capable and carrier capable shipyards on each coast, the work of at least two 
shipyards, one on each coast, was consolidated into the other five shipyards to improve 
this utilization rate by 21 percent to a projected 92 percent. Excess capacity in the two 
remaining east coast shipyards would still remain above 45 percent. Further consolidation 
or reduction of a shipyard capability to a Ship Repair Facility could be made if the 
remaining facility is adequate for a l l  nuclear work projected. 

UTILIZATION 

INDEX (%) 

20 

28 

c. Summary. 

DRYDOCK- 

EQUIVALENTS 

0.60 

1.12 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of the work of seven shipyards into five has the potential to achieve 
depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 702 to 2,701 million dollars from 
FY94 through FY03 as shown in Table G-7. 



Table G-7 Alternative B (NAVSEA) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

1 Annual I Cumulative 
FY Mioimum Maximum 
94 (350) (130) 
95 (302) (95) 
96 174 386 
97 169 363 
98 169 363 
99 168 363 
00 169 363 
01 168 363 
02 169 362 

(2) Capacity Reduction. With the work of two shipyards absorbed by the other 
facilities, the projected FY95 drydock utilization rate will increase by 21 percent from 
7 1 percent to 92 percent. 

Minimum Maximum 
(350) (1 30) 
(652) (225) 
(478) 161 
(309) 524 
(140) 887 

28 1,250 
197 1,613 
365 1,976 
534 2,338 

03 168 363 
Total 702 2,701 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVSEA is reduced, 
particularly when commodity and component consolidation is pursued following 
consolidation of shipyards. 

702 2,701 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-8, the six Air Force depots are projected by JDMAG to 
have a workload of 34,000 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The EY87 capacity of Air Force depots was 53,100 KDLH, an excess capacity of 
19,100 KDLH over the IT95 workload. Based on this capacity, Air Force depot 
utilization is 64 percent. 

(3) The Air Force has concentrated many technologies into Technical Repair Centers 
(TRC), similar to the Army's "Centers of Excellence" concept. Nonetheless, many 
redundant sources of repair are retained at other facilities. AGMC's highly accurate 
Type I precision measuring equipment capability, made possible by its geographic 



location, provides a capability to repair precision inertid navigation systems that does 
not exist elsewhere in DOD. 

- 
Table G-8 Comparison of Air  Force Depots - 

(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

b. Potential Consolidations. The maintenance workload of one ALC was consolidated at 
the remaining facilities along the following guidelines: 

(1) Airframes and Airframe Accessories/Components. Airframe and airframe 
accessories/cornponents depot maintenance conducted at 00-ALC, OC-ALC, SA-ALC, 
SM-ALC and W-ALC was consolidated into four of these five depots. Source of 
Repair (SOR) responsibilities for specific aircraft was transferred to depots with excess 
capacity that are currently SOR for other aircraft of the same or similar size, mission 
and technology. 

EXCESS 

5600 

3600 

5700 

2500 

1500 

200 

19100 

DEPOT 

OC-ALC 

00-ALC 

SA-ALC 

SM-ALC 

WR--ALC - 

AGMC 

Total 

(2) Engines and Engine Accessories/Components. Engine accessories/components 
depot maintenance was consolidated at two depots where engine maintenance is 
conducted to extend the initiative already undertaken by the Air Force for engines. 

(3) Avionics and Ground Electronics. Electronics and technologies related to 
maintenance of sensors and communications were consolidated at one electronics 
maintenance TRC. This required consolidation of many widely varying technologies 
(infrared, microwave, flight instruments, etc.), in addition to electronics used in several 
environments (air, land, space). 

FY95 WORK - 
6800 

6300 

7200 

6000 

, -  6600 

1 100 

34000 

(4) Instruments and Metrology. These commodities were consolidated at the one 
small specialized, non-airframe depot. 

FY87 CAPACITY 

1 2400 

9900 

12900 

8500 

8100 

1300 

53100 



(5) General Purpose Equipment. Support of Air Force electronic general 
purpose equipment was consolidated at one depot. 

c. Summary 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Altematives B through F, 
consolidation of the work of six Air Force depots into five has the potential to achieve 
depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 368 to 1,317 million dollars from 
FY94 through FY03, as shown in Table G-9. 

Table G-9 Alternative B (Air Force) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

(2) Capacity Reduction. When the work of one large ALC is absorbed by the 
projected excess capacity of the other depots, the utilization will increase by 12 percent 
from 64 percent to 76 percent. 

03 79 161 
Total 368 1,3 17 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Like Army "Centers of Excellence", the Air Force TRC 
concept provides a framework for eliminating duplication. Consolidation of six depot 
maintenance activities into five and a concurrent review of workload assignments at 
those five will reduce duplication within the Air Force. 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(164) (41) 
(31 1) (82) 
(184) 148 
(105) 323 
(26) 497 
5 3 67 1 

131 832 
21 1 994 
289 1,156 

r 

368 1,317 

6. Marine C o w .  

Annual 
FY Minimum Maximum 

94 (164) (41) 
95 t 147) (41) 
% 1 27 230 
97 79 175 
98 79 174 
99 79 174 
00 78 161 
01 80 162 
02 78 162 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table (3-10, the two Marine Corps depots are projected by JDMAG 
to have a workload of 2,400 KDLH in EY95. 



(2) The FY87 capacity of Marine Corps depots was over 2,400 KDLH, exactly the 
workload of EY95. No excess capacity results in a computed utilization rate of 100 
percent. 

(3) Both depots have similar, redundant capabilities, although restrictive environmental 
laws may make one site preferable to the other. MCLBA directly supports the 
Maritime Pre-positioning Force through its Blount Island facility in Jacksonville, 
Florida. 

Table G-10 Comparison of Marine Corps Depots 

11 DEPOT 1 FY95 WORK I FY87 CAPAClTY 1 EXCESS II 

b. Potential Consolidations. The projected post-Operation DESERT STORM workload 
for each Marine Corps depot is 1,700 KDLH in FY93. This demonstrates an ability to 
expand capability more than 35 percent above computed capacity figures. Following the 
completion of Operation DESERT STORM reconstitution, the FY96 workload of the two 
depots declines to a total of 2,200 KDLH. This figure is 35 percent greater than the 
workload of EY90, the last year unaffected by Operation DESERT STORM requirements. 
Considering Base Force reductions, this projection of future workload may be high due to 
the inclusion of other-than-depot-level maintenance. Taking advantage of the additional 
capacity demonstrated during Operation DESERT STORM reconstitution, and expanding 
capacity by transfer of production equipment from one depot to the other, all projected 
Marine Corps depot maintenance was consolidated at one "Center of Excellence". 

MCLBA 

MCLBB 

Total 

c. Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of the work of two Marine Corps depots into one has the potential to 
achieve depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 33 to 170 million dollars from 
FT94 through FY03 as shown in Table G-1 1. 

1200 

1200 

2400 

1 100 

1300 

2400 

None 

100 

None - 



Table G-11 Alternative B (Marine Corps) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

11 Annual Cumulative 
FY Minimum Maximum 

94 (21) (7) 

(2) Capacity Reduction. If one depot assumes the entire Marine Corps workload of 
2,200 KDLH, excess capacity will remain zero. 

Minimum Maximum 

(21) (7) 

03 - 9 23 
Total 33 170 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within the Marine Corps is 
eliminated by having one "Center of Excellence." 

33 170 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-12, NAVORD has Naval Surface Weapons Centers, 
Naval Underwater Weapons Centers, and Naval Weapons Stations at nine 
separate sites. The nine sites are projected by JDMAG to have a workload of 
4,550 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The FY87 depot maintenance capacity of NAVORD facilities was 27,925 KDLH. 
This capacity has been significantly reduced by the effects of the transfer of much of 
the ordnance maintenance workload to the Army, reduced requirements for depot 
maintenance on new weapon systems, and the smaller fleet size. Computation of 
utilization based on this FY87 capacity would yield a utilization rate of 15 percent, an 
inaccurate representation of capabilities of depots which have been permanently 
downsized. A more accurate reflection of capacity of NAVORD facilities is the 
maximum recent capacity demonstrated since FY91 and in projections through FY97. 
This capacity is projected to be 5,590 KDLH, 1,330 KDLH over the FY95 workload 



projection. Based on this capacity, NAVORD depot utilization is 81 percent. 

(3) NSWC Louisville supports Navy surface gunnery. NUWC Keyport is the sole site 
for support of the Navy's underwater weapons. NWS Yorktown is the sole site for 
support of Navy mines. NSWC Crane is resident on a Army facility and primarily an 
electronics depot. Depot maintenance work is a relatively minor function of NAVORD 
facilities. They primarily perform research, development, intermediate maintenance, 
and ordnance storage/issue. The equipment used for depot maintenance is a very 
small fraction of NAVORD facilities, and no cost of consolidating this equipment was 
included in this analysis. 

Table G-12 Cornpanson of NAVORD Depots 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

b. Potential Consolidations. Excess NAVORD capacity was used to consolidate the 
ordnance depot workload into three depots along the following lines. 

DEPOT 

NS WC-Indian Head 

NS WC-Louisville 

NUWC-Keyport 

NWS -Charleston 

NWS-Concord 

NWS-Earle 

NWS-Seal Beach 

NWS -Yorktown 

NS WC-Crane 

Total 

(1) The NUWC is a unique facility required to support the development, test and 
maintenance of naval underwater weapons. 

(2) One NSWC absorbed the workload of the other two. 

W95 WORK 

210 

1440 

1840 

30 

10 

30 

230 

70 

690 

4550 

(3) The depot maintenance workload of the five NWS's was consolidated at one NWS 
with additional support provided by NUWC and the remaining NSWC. 

(4) The ordnance electronics depot maintenance of all NAVORD depots was 
consolidated into other depots supporting Navy electronics, NADEP-NORVA and 

MAX CAPACITY 

200 

1170 

2600 

50 

150 

50 

460 

60 

850 

5590 

EXCESS 

None 

None 

760 

20 

140 

20 

230 

None 

160 

1330 



NADEP-NORIS, and the two SPAWAR depots at Portsmouth, VA, and San Diego, 
CA. 

c. Summary. 

(I) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of the depot maintenance work of nine NAVORD depots into three has 
the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions of I to 178 million dollars 
from FY94 through N03, as shown in Table G- 13. 

Table G-13 Alternative B (NAVORD) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

I1 A M ~ ~ I  I Cumuiative 
FY Minimum Maximum 

94 (23) (5 )  

(2) Capacity Reduction. This consolidation of nine depots into three eliminates FY95 
capacity excess. 

Minimum Maximum 

(23) (5) 

03 6 22 
Total 1 178 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVORD is eliminated 
by the consolidation of nine depots into three. 

1 178 

a. Cost Savings. Aggregating the above Service cost reductions, for comparison to 
Alternatives C through F, Alternative B consolidations have the potential to achieve depot 
maintenance cost reductions ranging from 1,589 to 6,661 million dollars during FY94 
through FY03, as shown in Table G-14. 



Table G-14 Alternative B (DOD) -- hojected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 
11 Annual I Cumulative 

b. Capacity Reduction. The total utilization of DOD depots after the consolidations 
recommended under Alternative B rises from 64 percent to 82 percent. 

FY Minimum Maximum 

94 (752) (220) 

c. Unnecessary Duplication. The "Centers of Excellence" concept reduces or eliminates 
unnecessary duplication within each Service, but simcant duplication will exist among 
the Services after the consolidations recommended in this alternative. 

Minimum Maximum 

(752) (220) 



APPENDIX G 

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE C 

1. Overview. 

a. Alternative C consolidates depot maintenance responsibility for each major type of 
weapon system platform (fixed/rotary wing aircraft, ships/underwater ordnance, ground 
vehicles/equipment, missiles) under an Executive Service. The using Service of each 
weapon system retains responsibility for depot maintenance of depot-level reparables 
@LR)/components of the weapon system platforms. 

b. Following these guidelines, the weapon system platform and DLRIcomponent 
commodity responsibilities were distributed as shown in Table G-15. 

Table G-15 Alternative C Distribution of Commodity Responsibilities 

c. Capacity and work projections provided by JDMAG did not distribute commodities 
in detail for other-than-aviation maintenance. FY91 workload, distributed by Work 
Breakdown Structure categories in DOD 7220.9-M, was used to establish a workload 
baseline in each commodity. The FY91 percentage of work in each commodity was 
applied to the FY95 total workload and the FY87 capacities. If an airframe/hull/ 
body/frame commodity generated less than 8 KDLH work at any depot, that work was not 
transferred to the Executive Service depots. 

COMMODI'IY 

Aircraft 
FixedIRotary Wing Airframes 
All Aircraft Components/DLRs 

Ships/vnderwaterOrdnance 
Hulls and All Components 

Ground Vehic les/Equipment 
Vehicles Hull/Body/Frame 
Artillery/Vehicles Armament 
Vehicle Components 
Ground Comm-Electronics 
General Purpose Equipment (GPE) 
Ordnance 

Missiles 
Tactical 
Strategic .. 

RESPONSIBLE SERVICE 

Air Force 
Using Service 

Navy 

Army 
Army 

Using Service 
Using Service 
Using Service 
Using Service 

Air Force 



a. Capacity vs Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-16, fixed wing/rotary wing aircraft depots were 
projected by JDMAG to have an airframe workload of 19,700 KDLH in N 9 5 .  

(2) The FY87 capacity of the aviation airframe depots was 29,600 KDLH, a 
capacity excess of 9,900 KDLH over the FY95 workload projection. Based on 
this capacity, depot airframe utilization would be 67 percent. As stated above, 
the Air Force would be the Executive Service for aIl aviation airframe depot 
maintenance while the using Services would retain DLR/component 
maintenance in their depots. Since the total FY95 air£rame depot maintenance 
workload is projected to exceed the IT87 capacity of the existing Air Force 
depots, airframe work was transferred to appropriate Air Force depots until it 
reached FY87 capacity limits. The remainding workload was left at using 
Service depots. 

Table G-16 Comparison of Aviation Depot Airframe Capacity and Workload 

(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

b. Potential Consolidations. 

DEPOT 
OC-ALC 
00-ALC 
SA-ALC 
WR-ACC 
SM-LUX 
NADEP- ALMD 
NADEP-CHYPT 
NADEP-JAX 
NADEP-NORVA 
NADEP-NORIS 
NADEP-PNCLA 
CCAD 

Total 

(I)  Army. No consolidation of Army aviation depot activities was possible since the 
Army requires its only aviation depot for DLR/component repairs. 

EY95 WORK 

2900 
2200 
2000 
3300 
2400 
500 
600 
800 
1300 
1200 
1200 
1300 
19700 

EY87 CAF'AClTY 
4400 
4300 
3100 
3700 
3100 
lo00 
1400 
1 100 
1900 
2400 
1500 
1700 
29600 

EXCESS 
1500 
2100 
1 100 
400 
700 
500 
800 
300 
600 
1200 
300 
400 
9900 



(2) Navy. To obtain a range of potential savings, three analyses of potential 
consolidations were conducted. They compared consolidation of residual 
airframe work and Navy DLR/component work into: 

(a) two large NADEPs; 

(b) three mid-size NADEPs; and 

(c) four smdl NADEPs. 

c. Aircraft Summary. - 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of aviation airframe depot maintenance into all existing Air Force depots 
to the maxirnurn extent possible, with consolidation of aircraft DLR/components within 
depots of the using Service has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost 
reductions ranging from 351 to 1,511 million dollars during FY94 through FY03, as 
shown in Table G-17. The maxirnurn savings were obtained by consolidating the six 
NADEPs into four. 

Table 6-17 Alternative C (Aviation) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $M) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

(2) Capacity Reduction. Assuming the workload of the Air Force depots is 
maximized for airframes, CCAD is retained after migrating aviation airframe work, and 
six NADEPs are consolidated into four, the projected total Air Force depot capacity 
utilization will increase from 64 to 76 percent and Navy depot capacity utilization from 
56 to 76 percent. 

Annual 
FY Minimum Maximum 

94 (197) (380) 
95 (181) (53) 
% 88 248 
97 91 243 
98 92 242 
99 92 242 
00 91 242 
0 1 92 242 

I 02 9 1 243 
03 92 242 

Total 35 1 1,511 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(197) (380) 
(378) (433) 
(290) (185) 
(199) 58 
(107) 300 
(15) 542 
76 784 

168 1,026 
259 1,269 
35 1 1,511 



(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Reduced duplication in the aircraft airframe commodity 
is eliminated although substantial duplication still remains within and among the 
Services for depot maintenance of aviation DLRs/components. 

3. Shi~s/Undexwater Weapons. The methodology employed in Alternatives C, D, and E 
differs from Alternative B in that Altemative B's capacity analysis was based on drydock 
capacity vice direct labor hours as in Alternatives C, D, and E. These separate paths lead to 
the same conclusions. Capacity utilization figures for Alternative B and Alternatives C, D, 
and E differ since they have different foundations. Ship and underwater weapons 
commodities offer no potential for consolidation under any Service other than the current 
using Service--the Navy. A summary of those conclusions follows. 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-18, shipyards were projected by JDMAG to have a 
workload of 50,200 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The FY87 capacity of the shipyards was 75,500 KDLH, a capacity excess of over 
25,300 KDLH over the FY95 workload projection. Based on this capacity, shipyard 
capacity utilization would be 67 percent. 

Table G-18 Comparison of Shipyard Capacity and Workload 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

b. Potential Consolidations. In addition to the Philadelphia shipyard which will be 
closed by FY96, the workload at two additional shipyards was consolidated into the 
remaining five. 

DEPOT 
I 

Portsmouth 
Philadelphia 
Norfolk 
Charleston 
Puget Sound 
Mare Island 
Long Beach 
Pearl Harbor 

Total 

FY95 WORK 
4000 
4000 
9100 
6400 

12000 
6800 
3600 
4300 

50200 

FY87 CAPACITY 
7800 

10200 
14300 
8800 

12600 
8900 
6200 
6700 

75500 

EXCESS 
3800 
6200 
5200 
2400 
600 

2100 
2600 
2400 

25300 



c. Shipyard Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. The savings resulting from the consolidation of the work of 
seven shipyards into five is the same for Altematives B, C, D, and E, and has 
the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions of from 702 to 2,701 
million dollars from EY94 through FY03. A summary chart of these reductions 
is shown in Table G-7. 

(2) Capacity Reduction. With the work of two shipyards absorbed by the other 
facilities, the projected capacity utilization rate will increase by 33 percent from 67 to 
100 percent based on direct labor hour workload requirements. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVSEA is reduced, 
particularly when commodity and component consolidation is pursued following 
consolidation of shipyards. 

d. NAVORD Depots. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Altematives B through F, 
consolidation of the depot maintenance work of nine NAVORD depots into three has 
the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions of 1 to 178 million dollars 
from IT94 through FY03. 

(2) Capacity Reduction. This consolidation of nine depots into three eliminates the 
EY95 capacity excess and brings them to 100 percent capacity utilization. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVORD is virtually 
eliminated by the consolidation of nine depots into three. 

4. Ground Vehicles/EauiDment. 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-19, and as broken down in Table G-15, the depots 
performing ground equipment platform maintenance were projected by JDMAG to 
have a workload of 1,700 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The N 8 7  capacity for ground vehiclejequipment platforms was 2,600 KDLH, a 
capacity excess of 900 KDLH over the FY95 workload projection. Based on this 
capacity, ground vehicle/equipment platform capacity utilization would be 65 percent. 
As stated above, the Army would be the Executive Service for all ground vehicles and 
equipment while the using Services maintain responsibility for vehicle 
DLRs/components. The Army has concentrated most technologies into "Centers of 
Excellence" with the exception of a few specific systems where the cost of moving 



specialized facilities would exceed the savings potential over the remaining life of the 
systems. ANAD is the sole Army facility configured for heavy combat vehicles and 
all Services' small arms. LEAD is responsible for all Services' tactical missiles, RRAD 
for light combat vehicles and artillery, TEAD for automotive and rail,-and TOAD for 
all electronics. Marine Corps depots are virtually identical in depot maintenance 
capabilities to provide independent support to operating forces based on geographic 
location. 

Table G-19 ~ o m p h s o n  of Ground Vehicles/Equipment (Platform) Depots 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

b. Potential Consolidations. 

DEPOT 
ANAD- - 
LEAD 
RRAD 
TOAD 
TEAD 
MCLBA 
MCLBB 

Total * 

(1) Army. The five Army ground depots were consolidated into four. 

(2) Air Force. No Air Force depots were consolidated due to their support of 
aviation commodities. 

FY95 WORK 
200 
100 
200 
200 
100 
500 
400 

1700 

(3) Marine Corps. As discussed in Alternative B, the Marine Corps has 
projected the workload for each of their depots to be 1,700 KDLH in FY93. 
This figure exceeds the EY87 capacity by 35 percent. Therefore, in the case of 
the Marine Corps, the FY93 workload projection figure was used as the baseline 
for depot capacity. Taking advantage of this additional capacity and with the 
migration of 37 percent of the Marine Corps workload to the Army, all the 
Marine Corps' workload was consolidated into a single depot. 

c. Ground VehicleJEquipment Summary. 

FY87 CAPACITY 

600 
200 - 

300 
400 
100 
500 
500 

2600 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of land hull/body/frames, and artillery/vehicle armament into 

EXCESS 
400 
100 
100 
200 

0 
0 

100 
900 



Army depots has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions 
ranging from 240 to 751 million dollars during a 9 4  through FY03, as shown 
in Table G-20. 

Table G-20 Alternative C (Ground) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

(2) Capacity Reduction. Consolidating the Army ground equipment 
maintenance depots from five to four, the projected capacity utilization will 
increase by 5 percent from 62 percent to 67 percent. Marine Corps capacity 
utilization will drop from 100 percent to 88 percent. 

Annual 
FY Minimum Maximum 

94 (62) (1 1) 

03 44 94 
Total 240 75 1 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication in ground 
vehicle/equipment platform maintenance is eliminated although some duplication 
still remains among the Services for depot maintenance of DLRs/components 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(62) (1 1) 

240 751 

5. Missiles. 

a. Tactical Missiles. Ongoing initiatives have consolidated much of the tactical 
missile work at LEAD. Some Navy work remains at NAVORD depots. After the 
consolidation into three NAVORD depots above, the transfer of this tactical missile 
work to LEAD would not permit further consolidation of NAVORD depots. Cost 
reductions from this transfer were negligible although the consolidation would decrease 
the unit costs for tactical missile maintenance. 

b. Strategic Missiles. This commodity has already been consolidated under the Air Force 
at 00-ALC and no cost reductions were found. 



6. Summary. 

a. Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, Altemative C 
consolidations have the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions ranging 
from 1,294 to 5,141 million dollars during FY94 through FY03, as shown in Table G-21. 

Table G-21 Alternative C FY94-FY03--Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant EY93 $Million) 

94 (63 1) (527) 
95 (546) (145) 
96 306 756 
97 309 724 
98 310 725 
99 309 724 
00 309 721 
0 1 309 721 
02 310 721 
03 309 721 

Total 1,294 5,141 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

b. Capacity Reduction. The total capacity utilization of DOD depots after the 
consolidations recommended under Altemative C rises from 64 percent to 88 percent. 

Annual 
FY Minimum Maximum 

c. Unnecessary Duplication. As discussed for each of the commodities above, Altemative 
C reduces much of the duplication among the Services for maintenance of similar weapon 
system platforms. By requiring each Service to provide its own support for 
DLRs/components of those platforms, duplication among the Services remains for these 
commodities. Adoption of the "Centers of Excellence" concept by every Service will help 
reduce the total duplication, but total elimination is not possible under this alternative for 
the DLRs/components. 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 



APPENDIX G 

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE D 

a. Alternative D consolidates depot maintenance responsibility for depot-level reparables 
(DLRs)/components of weapon system platforms along similar technology lines under an 
Executive Service. The using Service of each weapon system retains responsibility for 
depot maintenance of the weapon system platforms. The Executive Service is usually the 
Service with the largest inventory of the DLR/component. 

b. Following these guidelines, the weapon system platform and DLR/component 
commodity responsibilities were distributed as shown in Table G-22. 

Table C-22 Alternative D Distribution of Commodity Responsibilities 

c. Capacity and work projections provided by JDMAG did not distribute commodities 
in detail for other-than-aviation maintenance. FY91 workload, distributed by Work 
Breakdown Structure categories in DOD 7220.9-M, was used to establish a workload 
baseline in each commodity. The EY91 percentage of work in each commodity was 
applied to the FY95 total workload and the EY87 capacities. If a DLRIcomponent 
commodity generated less than eight KDLH work at any depot, that work was not 
transferred to the Executive Service depots. 

COMMODITY 

Aircraft 
Fixed/Rotary Wing Airframes 
All Aircraft Components/DLRs 

Ships~UnderwaterOrdnance 
Hulls and All Components 

Ground Vehicles/Equipment 
Vehicles Hull/Body/Frame 
Artillexy/Vehicles Armament 
Vehicle Components 
Ground Comm-Electronics 
General Purpose Equipment (GPE) 
Ordnance 

Missiles 
Tactical 
Strategic 

iL 

RESPONSIBLE SERVICE 

Using Service 
Air Force 

Navy 

Using Service 
Using Service 

b y  
-Y 
Army 

A r m y  
Air Force 



2. Aircraft. 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-23, Service depots were projected by JDMAG to have an 
aircraft DLR/component workload of 28,900 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The N 8 7  capacity of the aircraft DLR/component depots was 53,900 KDLH, a 
capacity excess of 25,500 KDLH over the FY95 workload projection. Based on this 
capacity, depot aircraft DLR/component utilization would be 54 percent. As stated 
above, the Air Force would be the Executive Service for all aircraft DWcomponent 
depot maintenance while the using Services would retain airframe maintenance in their 
depots. After all aircraft DLR/component work was consolidated to Air Force depots, 
the other Service depots were consolidated to the maximum extent possible using FY87 
capacities. 

Table G-23 Comparison of Depot Aircraft DLRIComponent 
Capacity and Workload 

(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

DEPOT 
OC-ALC 
00-ALC 
SA-ALC 
WR-ALC 
SM-ALC 
NADEP-ALMD 
NADEP-CHYPT 
NADEP- JAX 
NADEP-NORVA 
NADEP-NORIS 
NAPED-PNCLA 
CCAD 
LEAD 
RRAD 
TOAD 

Totals 

FY95 WORK 
3900 
3000 
4400 
3200 
1800 
1900 
1400 
1400 
1400 
1200 
1700 
3100 
200 
100 
200 

28900 

FY87 CAPAClTY 
8100 
5500 
9800 
4400 
5500 
3800 
1600 
2300 
4000 
3400 
2100 
3400 
None 
None 
None 

53900 

EXCESS 
4200 
2500 
5400 
1200 
3700 
1900 
200 
900 

2600 
2200 
400 
300 

None 
None 
None 

25500 



b. Potential Consolidations. 

(I)  Army. No consolidation of Army aviation depot activities was possible as the 
Army required its sole source of airframe repair. 

(2) Navy. The work of six NADEPs was consolidated into three for airframe repair, 
and one other NADEP, performing only helicopter maintenance. 

c. Aircraft Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of aircraft DLR/component depot maintenance into existing Air Force 
depots and consolidation of the airframe commodity within depots of the using Service 
has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 420 
million dollars to 3,641 &ion dollars during FY94 through FY03, as shown in Table 
G-24. 

Table G-24 Alternative D (Aviation) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant EY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

11 Annual I Cumulative 

I EY Minimum Maximum 

94 (318) (63) 

(2) Capacity Reduction. The fixed-wing airframe workload of six NADEPs was 
consolidated into three. The projected aviation depot aircraft DLR/component capacity 
utilization rate increased by 8 percent from 54 percent to 6 2  percent. Total Navy 
aviation depot capacity utilization increased fiom 56 to 82 percent and Air Force depot 
capacity utilization will increase from 64 to 80 percent. 

Minimum Maximum 

(318) (63) 
95 (291 ) (35) 
96 1 28 497 
97 129 464 
98 129 464 
99 128 463 
00 1 29 463 
01 129 463 
02 128 462 
03 129 463 

Total 420 3,641 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication in the aircraft DLRIcomponent 
commodities is reduced although substantial duplication still remains within and among 

(609) (98) 
(48 1) 399 
(352) 863 
(223) 1,327 
(95) 1,790 
34 2,253 

163 2,7 16 
29 1 3,178 
420 3,641 



the Services for depot maintenance of airframes. 

3. -/Underwater W e a ~ o n ~ .  The methodology employed in Alternatives C, D, and E - 
differs from Altemative B in that Alternative B's capacity analysis was basedupon drydock 
capacity vice direct labor hours as in Altematives C, D, and E. These separate paths lead to 
the same conclusions. Capacity utilization figures for Alternative B and Alternatives C, D, 
and E differ since they have different foundations. Ship and underwater weapons 
commodities offer no potential for consolidation under any Service other than the current 
using Service--the Navy. A Summary of those conclusions follows. 

a. NAVSEA Shipyards. 

(1) Cost Savings. The savings resulting from the consolidation of the work of seven 
shipyards N o  five is the same for Altematives B, C, D, and E, and has the potential to 
achieve depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 702 _to 2,701 million dollars 
from FY94 through FT03. A summary of these cost reductions is shown in Table 
G-7. 

(2) Capacity Reduction. With the work of two shipyards absorbed by the other 
facilities, the projected capacity utilization rate will increase by 33 percent from 67 to 
100 percent based on direct labor hour workload requirements. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVSEA is reduced, 
particularly when commodity and component consolidation is pursued following 
consolidation of shipyards. 

b. NAVORD Depots. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of the depot maintenance work of nine NAVORD depots into three has 
the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions of 1 to 178 million dollars 
from FY94 through FY03. 

(2) Capacity Reduction. This consolidation of nine depots into three eliminates FY95 
capacity excess, bringing them to 100 percent capacity utilization. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVORD is virtually 
eliminated by the consolidation of nine depots into three. 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-25, ground vehiclelequipment DLR/components depots were 



projected by JDMAG to have workload of 15,500 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The FY87 capacity of the ground vehiclelequipment DLR/components depots was 
26,900 KDLH, a capacity excess of 11,500 KDLH over the FY95 workload projection. 
Based on this capacity, ground vehicle/equipment depot utilization would be 58 
percent. As stated above, the Army would be the Executive Service for all vehicle and 
equipment DLRs/components. b y  depots would also assume Executive Service 
responsibilities for general purpose equipment and ordnance while the using Service 
would retain depot maintenance of vehicle hull/body/frame. The Army has 
concentrated most technologies into "Centers of Excellence" with the exception of a 
few specific systems where the cost of moving specialized facilities would exceed the 
savings potential over the remaining life of the systems. Anniston is the sole Army 
facility configured for heavy combat vehicles and all Services' small arms. LEAD is 
responsible for all Services' tactical missiles, RRAD for light combat vehicles and 
artillery, TEAD for automotive and rail, and TOAD for all electronics. Marine Corps 
depots are virtually identical in depot maintenance capabilities. 

Table G-25 Comparison for Ground VehiclesIEquipment 
(DLRI Components) Depots 

(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

b. Potential Consolidations. 

(1) Anny. The workload of the five Army ground depots were consolidated into four. 

DEPOT 
ANAD 
LEAD 
RRAD 
TOAD 
TEAD 
MCLBA 
MCLBB 
00-ALC 
S A-ALC 
SM-ALC 
WR-ALC 

Total 

FY95 WORK 
1700 
2400 
2500 
3200 
1000 
700 
800 
500 
800 
1800 
100 

15500 

-87 CAPACITY 
4000 
3600 
4500 
5100 

' 3100 
600 
900 
500 
1700 
2800 
100 

26900 

EXCESS 
2300 
1200 
2000 
1900 
2100 
None 

100 
None 

900 
lo00 
None 
11500 



( 2 )  Air Force. Although ground cornrnunications-electronics and general purpose 
equipment are consolidated at Army depots, no Air Force depots could be consolidated 
due to their support of aviation commodities. 

(3 )  Marine Corps. As discussed in Alternative B, the Marine Co~ps has projected the 
workload for each of their depots to be 1,700 KDLH in N 9 3 .  This figure exceeds the 
FY87 capacity by 35 percent. Therefore, in the case of the Marine Corps, the FY93 
workload projection figure was used as the baseline for depot capacity. Taking 
advantage of this additional capacity and with the migration of 37 percent of the 
Marine Corps workload to the Army, all the Marine Corps workload was consolidated 
into a single depot. 

c. Ground Vehicle/Equipment Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of land vehicle DLRIcomponents, ground cornrnunications-electronics, 
and general purpose equipment into Army depots has the potential to achieve depot 
maintenance cost reductions ranging from 366 to 1,628 million dollars during FY94 
through FY03. The cumulative annual distribution of these potential reductions is 
shown in Table G-26. 

Table G-26 Alternative D (Ground) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 
Ir A M U ~  I Cumulative 

FY Minimum Maximum 

94 (182) (58) 

(2) Capacity Reduction. Assuming the workload of the Army depots are consolidated 
from five to four and two Marine Corps depots are consolidated into one, the projected 
ground Army depot utilization will increase by five percent from 82 percent to 87 
percent. Since the work remaining at the one Marine Corps depot was a small portion 

Minimum Maximum 

(1 82) (58) 

03 88 21 1 
Total 366 1,628 

366 1,628 



of their overall workload requirement, the Marine Corps depot utilization dropped from 
100 percent to 53 percent. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication in the ground 
vehikle/equipment commodity is reduced although some duplication still remains 
among the Services for depot maintenance of commodities common to land vehicles 
and artillery. 

Missiles. 

a. Tactical Missiles. Ongoing initiatives have consolidated much of the tactical missile 
work at LEAD. Some Navy work remains outstanding at NAVORD depots. After the 
consolidation into three NAVORD depots discussed in sub paragraph 3.b., above, the 
transfer of this tactical missile work to LEAD would not permit further consolidation of 
NAVORD depots. Cost reductions from this transfer were negligible although the 
consolidation would decrease the unit costs for tactical missile maintenance. 

b. Strategic Missiles. This commodity has already been consolidated under the Air Force 
at 00-ALC and no cost reductions were found. 

6.  Summary. 

a. Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, Alternative D 
consolidations have the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions ranging 
fiom 1,490 to 8,148 million dollars during ~ ~ 9 4  through FY03 as shown in Table (3-27. 

Table G-27 Alternative D FY94-FY03--FYojected Relative Savings 
(Constant N 9 3  $Million) 

94 (872) (256) 
95 (766) (174) 
96 387 1,130 
97 392 1,072 
98 392 1,07 1 
99 39 1 1,070 
00 39 1 1,059 
0 1 392 1,059 
02 391 1,058 
03 392 1,059 

Total 1,490 8,148 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

Annual 
FY Minimum Maximum 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 



b. Capacity Reduction. The total utilization of DOD depots after the consolidations 
recommended under Altemative D rises by 23 percent from 64 percent to 87 percent. 

c. Unnecessary Duplication. As discussed for each of the commodities above, Altemative 
D reduces much of the duplication among the Services for maintenance of similar weapon 
system platform DLR/components. By requiring each Service to provide its own support 
for the hull/body/fiame of similar weapon system platforms, duplication among the 
Services remains for these commodities. Adoption of the "Centers of Excellence" concept 
by every Service will help reduce the duplication. 



APPENDIX G 

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE E - 

1. Overview. 

a. Alternative E consolidates complete depot maintenance responsibility for similar 
weapon system platformsand their depot-level reparables (DLRs)/components under an 
Executive Service. The Executive Service is usually the Service that has the largest 
inventory of the DLR/component. Work distributions among depots were made using the 
best information on commodities and depot capabilities available to the analyst. 

b. Following these guidelines, the weapon system platform and DLR/component 
comniodity responsibilities were distributed as shown in Table G-28. Metrology was 
added as a commodity because consolidation of metrology support would be a logical 
extension of this alternative that consolidates all types of depot maintenance under a 
minimum number of Executive Services. 

Table G-28 Alternative E Distribution of Commodity Responsibilities 

c. Capacity and work projections provided by JDMAG did not distribute commodities 
in detail for other-than-aviation maintenance. FY91 workload, distributed by Work 
Breakdown Structure categories in DOD 7220.9-M, was used to establish a workload 
baseline in each commodity. The N 9 1  percentage of work in each commodity was 
applied to the FY95 total workload and the FY87 capacities. If a DLRIcomponent 
commodity generated less than 8 KDLH work at any depot, that work was not 
considered. 

COMMODITY 

A i r d  
Strategic Missiles 
Metrology 

Tactical Missiles 
Combat Vehicles 
Automotive 
Construction Equipment 
Ground Communication and Electronics 
Ordnance, Weapons & Munition 
General Purpose Equipment 

Ships 
Underwater Ordnance 

RESPONSIBLE SERVICE 
1 

Air Force 
Air Force 
Air Force 

Army 
Army 
Army 
Army 
-Y 
MY 
Army 

Navy 
Navy 



2. Aircraft. 

a. Capacity vs. Workload 

(1) As shown in Table G-29, Service depots were projected by JDMAG to have an 
aviation workload of 47,200 KDLH in FY95. AGMC was not a candidate for 
consolidation in the aircraft analysis but was considered separately under metrology. 

7c 'fco 
(2) The W87 capacity of the aviation depots was ?-&-OQ KDLH, a capacity excess of 
28,200 KDLH over the FY95 workload projection. Based on this capacity, depot 
aircraft DLR/component utilization would be62 percent. As stated above, the Air 
Force would be the Executive Service for all aviation depot maintenance. After all 
aircraft DLFUcomponent work was consolidated to Air Force depots, the other Service 
depots were consolidated to the maximum extent possible using EY87 capacities. 
Unique capabilities of depots were considered and retained such as SA-ALC large 
aircraft hangars, "Technology Repair Centers" (TRCs), and CCAD/NADEP-PNCLA 
and CHYPT rotary wing facilities. 

Table G-29 Comparison of Depot Aviation 
Capacity and Workload 

(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

DEPOT 
OC-ALC 
00-ALC 
SA-ALC 
WR-ALC 
SM-ALC 
NADEP-ALMD 
NADEP-CHYPT 
NADEP- J A X  
NADEP-NORVA 
NADEP-NOFUS 
NADEP-PNCLA 
CCAD 
LEAD 
RRAD 
TOAD 

Total 

EY95 WORK 
6800 
5100 
6400 
6500 
4200 
2400 
2000 
2200 
2800 
2400 
2800 
3100 
200 
100 
200 

47200 

FY87 CAPACITY 
12400 
8000 

11200 
8000 
6000 
4800 
3000 
3400 
5800 
5800 
3600 
3400 
None 
None 
None 

75400 

EXCESS 
I 

5600 
2900 
4800 
1500 
1800 
2400 
lo00 
1200 
3000 
3400 
800 
300 

None 
None 
None 

28200 



b. Potential Consolidations. Analysis was conducted on consolidation of workloads from 
large depots into small depots, consolidation of a large depot and several small depots, and 
consolidation of all small depots into the large depots. The analysis concluded that 
consolidation of a number of small depots and one large depot was the most feasible. 
This consolidation took advantage of the Technology Repair Centers (TRCs) resident in 
larger depots and the unique capabilities of three smaller depots. The consolidation 
includes the foUowing. 

(1) Anny. Anny's aviation depot activities consisted solely of rotary wing airframe 
and dynamic components. The Air Force acquired this depot as part of the Executive 
Service for all aviation. 

(2) Navy. The workload requirement of four NADEPs was consolidated into the 
remaining depots. 

(3) Air Force. The aviation workload from one depot is consolidated hto the 
remaining depots. 

c. Aircraft Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of aviation depot maintenance into four existing Air Force depots, two 
NADEPs, and CCAD has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions 
ranging from 776 to 4,700 during IT94 through FY03. The cumulative annual 
distribution of these potential reductions is shown in Table G-30. Note that the break 
even point for the low savings exreme is seven years. 

Table G-30 Alternative E (Aviation) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

11 Annual I Cumulative 
FY Minimum Maximum 
94 (512) (143) 
95 (493) (135) 
96 258 699 
97 221 620 
98 220 619 
99 220 619 
00 215 605 
0 1 216 605 
02 215 606 
03 216 605 

Total 776 4,700 

Minimum Maximum 

(5  12) (143) 
(1,005) (278) 

(747) 421 
(526) 1,041 
(306) 1,660 
(86) 2,279 
129 2,884 
345 3,489 
5 60 4,095 
776 4,700 



(2) Capacity Reduction. Assuming the workload of four NADEPs and one ALC are 
consoIidated, the projected utilization will increase from 62 to 94 percent. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Duplication in the aviation~cornmodities is ~ i ~ c a n t l y  
reduced. 

3. Shi~s/Underwater W e a ~ o n ~ .  The analysis of ships/undenvater weapons for this 
Alternative were identical to that of Alternatives C and D as ship and underwater weapons 
commodities offer no potential for consolidation under any Service other than the current 
using Service, the Navy. A summary of those conclusions is as follows. 

a. NAVSEA Shipyards. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through G, 
consolidation of the work of seven shipyards into five has the potential to achieve 
depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 702 to 2,701 million dollars from 
FY94 through FY03. 

(2) Capacity Reduction. With the work of two shipyards absorbed by the other 
facilities, the projected FY95 utilization rate will increase from 67 to 100 percent based 
on direct labor hour workload requirements. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVSEA is reduced, 
particularly when commodity and component consolidation is pursued following 
consolidation of shipyards. 

b. NAVORD Depots. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of the depot maintenance work of nine NAVORD depots into three has 
the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions of 1 to 178 million dollars 
from FY94 through FY03. 

(2) Capacity Reduction. This consolidation of nine depots into three eliminates FY95 
capacity excess. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVORD is reduced 
by the consolidation of nine depots into three. 

4. Ground Vehicles/Eaui~ment. 



a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-31, ground vehicle/equipment depots were projected by 
JDMAG to have workload of 17,300 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The FY87 capacity of the ground vehicle/equipment depots was 29,500 KDLH, a 
capacity excess of 12,300 KDLH over the FY95 workload projection. Based on this 
capacity, ground vehicle/equiprnent depot utilization would be 58 percent. As shown 
in Table G-26, the Army would be the Executive Service for all ground vehicles and 
equipment. Army depots would also assume Executive Service responsibilities for 
general purpose equipment, artillery, and ordnance. ANAD is the sole Army facility 
configured for heavy combat vehicles and all Services' small arms. LEAD is 
responsible for all Services' tactical missiles, RRAD for light combat vehicles and 
artillery, TEAD for automotive and rail, and TOAD for all electronics. Marine Corps 
depots are virtually identical in depot maintenance capabilities. - 

Table G-31 Comparison of Ground Vehicles/Equipment Depots 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

LEAD 
RRAD 
TOAD 
TEAD 
MCLBA 
MCLBB 
00-ALC 
SA-KC 
SM-ALC 

1300 
2100 
2100 
2100 
None 

200 
None 

900 
1000 

EXCESS 
2600 

FY87 CAPACITY 

4600 

DEPOT 

ANAD 

b. Potential Consolidations. 

-95 WORK 
2000 

WR-ALC 
Total 

(I) Army. The work of five Army depots were consolidated into four. 

(2) Air Force. Ground communications-electronics and general purpose equipment 
depot maintenance was consolidated at Army depots. Since this work was conducted 
at the same depot which was consolidated under aviation, no further depots were 
consolidated. 

100 
17300 

100 
29500 

None 
12300 



(3) Marine Corps. The work of two depots was consolidated into the Army depots to 
take advantage of the "Centers of Excellence" concept. 

c. Ground Vehicle/Equipment Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of land vehicles, ground comunicationselectronics, and general purpose 
equipment into Army depots has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost 
reductions from 28 1 to 1,600 million dollars during FY94 through FY03. The 
cumulative annual distribution of these potential reductions is shown in Table G-32. 
Note that the break even point for the low savings extreme occurs after seven years. 

Table G-32 Alternative E (Ground VehicleslEquipment) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 
1 ~ n n u a l  I Cumulative 

(2) Capacity Reduction. Assuming the workload of five Army depots is consolidated 
into four, and two Marine Corps depots are consolidated into the Army, the projected 
utilization will increase from 58 to 92 percent. 

FY Minimum Maximum 

94 (201) (68) 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication in the ground 
vehiclelequipment commodity is eliminated. 

Minimum Maximum 
(201) (68) 

5. Missiles. 

a Tactical Missiles. Ongoing initiatives have consolidated much of the tactical missile 
work at LEAD. Some Navy work remains outstanding at NAVORD depots. After the 
consolidation into three NAVORD depots, the transfer of this tactical missile work to 



LEAD would not permit further consolidation of NAVORD depots. 

b. Strategic Missiles. This commodity has already been consolidated within the Air 
Force at 00-ALC. 

a. Capacity vs Workload. There are three metrology laboratories. The Air Force lab is at 
AGMC, the Navy lab is being consolidated at NADEP-NORIS, and the Army lab is at 
Redstone Arsenal, AL. Specific capacity and workload statistics were not available for all 
locations. 

b. Potential Consolidations. A 29 January 1991, JLC/DDMC report titled "A Study of the 
Services' Primary Standards Laboratories for the Joint Logistics Commanders and the 
Defense Depot Maintenance Council", was reviewed to obtain costs for consolidation 
analyses. The most cost effective consolidation was to establish the Air Force as the 
Executive Service and consolidate metrology support at AGMC. 

c. Metrology Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. After a consolidation cost of 8 million dollars, annual savings of 
1.54 million dollars would begin accruing in the sixth year. Cummulative savings 
through FY03 are 8 million dollars. 

(2) Capacity Reduction. AGMC metrology capacity would be expanded during 
consolidation. The facility would operate very close to 100 percent capacity. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. All unnecessary metrology duplication within and 
among the Services would be eliminated. 

7. Summary. 

a. Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, Alternative E 
consolidations have the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions ranging 
from 1,761 to 9,180 million dollars during FY94 through FY03 as shown in table G-33. 



Table G-33 Alternative E FY94-FY03 -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

b. Capacity Reduction. The total utilization of DOD depots after the consolidations 
recommended under Alternative E rises from 61 percent to 95 percent. 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

c. Unnecessary Duplication. As discussed for each of the commodities above, Alternative 
E reduces virtually all duplication among the Services for maintenance of similar weapon 
system platforms and DLR/components. 

Annual 
FY Minimum Maximum 
94 t 1,083 (346) 
95 (976) (272) 
96 510 1,330 
97 476 1,225 
98 476 1,223 
99 476 1,225 
-00 - 472 1,200 
01 469 1,197 
02 472 1,200 
03 47 1 1,198 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(1,085) (346) 
(2,061 (618) 
(1351) 712 
(1,075) 1,937 

(599) 3,160 
(123) 4,385 
349 5,585 
818 6,782 

1,290 7,982 
1,761 9,180 



APPENDIX G 

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE F 

1. Overview. Alternative F considers the creation of a single manager to control all depot 
maintenance within DOD. Two different and distinct options are examined. One is a 
Defense Maintenance Agency (DMA) reporting to OSD and the other is a Joint Depot 
Maintenance Command (JDMC), a unified command, reporting to the National Command 
Authority (NCA) through the CJCS. The basic difference between Altemative E and 
Alternatives F(DMA) and F(JDMC) is who is in charge. In Altemative E, there are three 
separate Service Executives in charge of depot maintenance. In Altemative F(DMA), there is 
a central agency is charge of a l l  depot activities. In Alternative F(JDMC), there is a unified 
commander in charge of four separate Service components. It is assumed for the purpose of 
this analysis that both options under Alternative F would result in no less consolidation and 
elimination of duplication than is possible in Alternative E. Therefore, the analysis developed 
for Altemative E is also applied to both options in Alternative F. 

2. DMA. A DMA involves the creation of a central authority that is superimposed over the 
existing depot maintenance system with full responsibility and authority to change, manage, 
and operate the depot maintenance effort DOD-wide. A DMA implies removing the 
responsibility for depot maintenance from the Services and placing it in the hands of a central 
authority. Basically, the Services would purchase depot level maintenance from the DMA. A 
DMA would: 

a. Directly own, control, and operate applicable depot level maintenance facilities, other 
than theater assigned depot assets. 

b. Be responsible for consolidations, competition initiatives, workload assignments, capital 
investment decisions, and standardization of systems and work processes, as appropriate, 
to maximize the efficiency of the depot system. 

c. Work to Service specified technical aspects of work packages. 

d. Negotiate with the Services on time schedules and costs. 

e. Ensure adequate depot capacity for peacetime and surge requirements. 

f. Submit and defend depot budget requirements. The Services would control the funds 
authorized for depot level maintenance. 

g. Develop BRAC recommendations (post BRAC-93). 



3 M .  A JDMC would be the central authority for depot maintenance with full 
responsibility and authority to change, manage, and operate the depot maintenance effort. In 
this case, however, the Services would have a fully participating role through their Service 
components, including ownership and operation of those depots that remain active after 
consolidation decisions are made by the Joint Commander. A JDMC would: 

a. Be responsible for consolidations, competition initiatives, workload assignments, capital 
investment decisions, and standardization of systems and work processes, as appropriate, 
to maximize the efficiency of the depot system. The ownership and day-to-day control of 
the individual depot facilities would remain with the appropriate Services. 

b. Negotiate time standards and costs with the users. 

c. Work to Service specified technical aspects of work packages. 

d. Ensure adequate depot capacity for peacetime and surge requirements. 

e. Coordinate consolidated submission of depot budget requirements. The Services would 
control the funds authorized for depot level maintenance. 

f. Develop BRAC recommendations (post BRAC-93). 



APPENDIX G 

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE G 

1. over vie^. Alternative G considers contracting the entire depot maintenance workload to 
private industry either through industry facilities or government-owned/contractor-operated 
(GOCO) facilities. Depot maintenance management and contract coordination would be 
provided by a new OSD-level organization or Service organizations. In either case, the 
contracting agency would: 

a. Assess contractor capabilities before awarding a contract. 
b. Provide pricing and negotiation support. 
c. Support source selection. 
d. Manage the contract after award. 
e. Provide technical support. 
f. Accept the contractor's work and assure payment. 

2. Effect on Com~etition. Competition is one of the principal strategies of DMRD 908. 
Public-private and public-public competition improves efficiency by stimulating overhead cost 
reduction and improved productivity. 

a. Competition Pilot Program Results. In response to the FY91 congressional authority 
for a competition pilot program described in Chapter II, each Service opened selected 
depot maintenance work to competition. Some competition involved private bidders, as 
well as public bidders from more than one Service. Of the 18 workloads awarded with an 
annual value of 87 million dollars, organic depots won 14 awards. Table G-34 displays 
the results of N 9 1  competition, including projected savings resulting from the awards. In 
EY92, of fourteen workloads awarded, organic depots won eight. The projected savings 
from competition for FY91 through FY97 are 22.76 rndlion dollars. 

b. Competition Without Public Depots. The public-private pilot program demonstrated 
that organic depots are competitive with private industry and probably provide an incentive 
for private indusay to improve efficiency and submit competitive bids. This alternative 
eliminates organic public depots and leaves only private-private competition. Without the 
competition of the depots to drive industry to cut costs commercialized maintenance would 
probably result in much lower savings than those resulting from public-private savings 
realized in N91. The competitive environment that produces savings today could evolve 
into a sole-source environment with significantly greater costs. 



Table G-34 Depot Maintenance Competition FY91 Pilot Program Results 

Previous Award FY91-97 
Service Workload Work Site Winner Savings ($M) 

Army T63-700 Engine CCAD CCAD 3.13 
PATRIOT Launch Station LEAD LEAD -0.09 
MI13 Engine RRAD Detroit Diesel 0.42 
M44 1 - 112 Ton Engine TEAD TEAD 0.36 
MILVANS ANAD Genco -0.03 
AN/TPQ-36/37 SAAD SAAD -0.38 
RT-524 TOAD TOAD 1.49 

4.90 

Air Force G-5615 Gearbox SA-ALC Standard Aero 6.40 
F-16 Software IV&V 00-ALC Logicon 0.70 
TF33 Vanes & Shrouds Contract Chromalloy 1.30 
ANfI'RC-97A SM-ALC SM-ALC 0.70 
ANJARC- 186-UHF WR-ALC WR-ALC 1.70 

10.80 

Marine Corps M923 5-Ton Truck MCLBB TEAD 6.89 
AN/rpB-1D MCLBA Loral 0.17 

7.06 

DOD Total 22.76 

Source: DDMC CBP (FV92-97) 

3. Limits &Contractor Maintenance. This alternative will create several new limitations that 
are discussed in the following subparagraphs. 

a Old Technology Maintenance. Service depots maintain many weapon systems built 
with older technology. Such systems often require reverse engineering to produce parts no 
longer available from commercial vendors. This situation will become even more 
prevalent as lower defense procurement budgets necessitate extending weapon system life 
cycles. Work on older systems is often too small in volume or too difficult to be 
attractive to private industry. It is also very difficult to predict the scope and details of 
work required on older systems before the actual effort is begun, thereby resulting in 
costly, non-competitive contract revisions. After the attractive and high profit work is 
awarded to private indusuy, the Services can be expected to be left with essential work on 
older weapon systems that has traditionally been performed by rhe organic depots. For 
this reason, some GOCO facilities on cost-plus contracts will probably be essential. 



b. Capacity Expansion. Commercial industries can be expected to size their capacity to 
peacetime requirements. It would be expensive to maintain excess capacity for short-term 
surges in output which are critical to meeting military contingencies. 

- 
c. Weapon System Management. Unlimited competition would substantially complicate 
weapon system management. Instead of dealing with one or a small number of military 
commands for depot maintenance of a weapon system platform, a manager may have to 
balance the efforts of a large number of contractors throughout the country, each of which 
has been awarded the mahtenance of components of the platform. 

d. Exposure to Unplanned Interruptions. Service depots are seldom, if ever, exposed 
to work stoppages caused by problems with labor, such as strikes or job actions. They 
are also virtually immune to bankruptcies and corporate reorganizations which can 
bring eutput of-private industry to a complete and unexpetted halt. At most, Service 
depots experience these problems when their vendor suppliers have unplanned 
interruptions. The depots counter these temporary delays with alternate sources of 
supplies or internal reconfigurations to produce components organically. Complete 
contractor depot maintenance exposes the entire maintenance function to these 
problems which can interrupt output for long periods and severely degrade readiness 
and warfighting abilities in a very short order. 

e. Contract Flexibility. Service depots experience frequent changes to programmed output 
and system maintenance requirements. Modifications to contracts to support program 
changes could be costly and time consuming. 

a. cost Savings. Cost savings for Alternative G were not computed. The cost savings 
from competition using the current system of public-private competition are highly 
variable depending on the source used. Eliminating the public element from competition 
will result in even greater variability which is not predictable. Contract maintenance may 
yield initial cost savings, but actually become more expensive as duplicate capabilities are 
discontinued and contracts tend to become sole-source. No dollar comparison of 
Alternative G can be made relative to Alternatives B thru F. 

b. Capacity Reduction. Since all Service depots are closed or become GOCO, any 
unnecessary capacity within the Services is eliminated. Service capacity will be zero. 

c. Duplication. As with capacity reduction, all Service depots are eliminated along with 
all duplication. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF FOR LOGISTICS 

WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0500 

DALO - SMM 2 6 OCT 1992 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHAIRMAN, JCS DEPOT MAINTENANCE STUDY GROUP 

SUBJECT: Army's Input to the JCS Depot Maintenance 
Study--Information Memorandum 

SLL - 
1. This is in response to your request that each service 
evaluate the seven alternatives proposed to achieve even greater 
depot maintenance efficiencies and prepare an issue paper on the 
role of Army depots at reduced service levels (Tabs A & B). 

2. As you well know, we submitted an alternative to the study 
group, which in essence provides for single service management of 
a weapon system, all its components, and depot level reparables. 
We think this alternative creates a logical management strategy 
and supports the system management approach to depot maintenance. 
It also maximizes cost savings while maintaining responsiveness 
to contingency requirements, peacetime readiness, sustainment and 
reconstitution of our forces. 

3 .  We are looking forward to the outcome of your study. 

% f L L  
2 Encl LEON E. SALOMON 

Lieutenant General, GS 
Deputy Chief of Staff 

fo r  Logistics 

CF : 
AMCCG 
DAMO-ZA 
ASA (I,L&E) 
DALO-PLZ-A 
Jcs (54) 



APPENDIX H 

ARMY ALTERNATIVE REVIEW 

Alternative A Indrvldual . . 
-Management 

Effectiveness: What am the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintentenance process? 

PRO: Proven capability to support life cycle management of materiel, peacetime readiness, 
sustainment and reconstitution of redeployed forces. Fully integrated approach to integrated 
logistics system support (ILS) management to include requirements, specifications and 
configuration control being centralized under a single materiel manager. Integrated with aU 
aspects of the Army's logistics structure. Depot maintenance is a vital element of the Army's 
maintenance policy and doctrine, facilitating coordination between requirements, development, 
engineering, maintenance and financial management for irnproving/upgrading equipment 
which will be increasingly important in the future budgetary environment. Facilitates program 
execution with work specifications, production standards and depots centralized under a 
single industrial manager, Depot Systems Command, where end items and depot level 
reparables are rebuilt/remanufactured/ modified at Centers of Technical Excellence (CTX) 
providing a integrated weapon systems approach to maintenance. 

CON: Does not allow for maximum technology transfer between services, adoption of best 
industrial processes across DOD or attain best depot maintenance costs for end items and 
DL&. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

It is reasonable to expect some savings can be made without jeopardizing peacetime readiness, 
sustainrnent and reconstitution which are three critical factors in the depot maintenance 
military effectiveness equation. It is essential those factors be weighed carefully against any 
cost savings that will clearly reduce military effectiveness in evaluating every alternative. 

Efficiencies: Maintenance Council (DDMC) and Army Management Review Decisions 
(AMRD) have initiated a wide range of actions to improve efficiency of depot maintenance 
and are producing positive results. It is recognized additional actions can be taken to further 
reduce costs, excess capacity and duplication under this alternative; however, it will not 
achieve maximum savings potential without degrading military effectiveness. 



Alternative B Individual Service Manaeenen~JConsolidation into "Centers of Excellence13 

Effectiveness: What m the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Senicesf maintenance pmcess? 

PRO: Best alternative in terms of readiness, sustainrnent, reconstitution and cost savings. 
Depot maintenance cost for end items and DLRs would decline without the negative impacts 
of other alternatives. Avoids system and depot management problems of splitting 
management of end items and DLRs as Alternatives C, D, E, F and G do. Logical 
management strategy based on Executive Agent/ Single Service Manager for both weapon and 
non-weapon systems and associated DLRs and achieves maximum effectiveness from Center 
of Excellence concept. Supports weapon systems management and "One face to the 
customer". 

CON: Service could loose control of all depot maintenance for some systems. This loss of 
control is also applicable to varying degrees for Alternatives C, D, E, F, and G. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Yes, assuming Executive Agent assignment based on predominant operator eg. ships, fixed 
wing, rotary wing, ground comrno and electronics, ground vehicles etc. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Management strategy is logical, supports systems management approach and maximizes cost 
savings while maintaining responsiveness to peacetime readiness, sustainment and 
reconstitution. Supports other services on a systems basis which facilitates support of 
PEOs/PMs and service maintenance managers in acquisition, modification, field support etc. 
Implementation of the depot maintenance strategy should be included in the BRAC 93 process 
even if this requires some delay, e.g. 30-60 days so any required closues/realignments can be 

initiated quickly to maximize savings potential vice waiting for the BRAC 95 window. Depot 
maintenance management of Executive Agentbingle Manager assignments and transfer of 
ownership of any depots/facilities would be phased in during IT93 and completed before/at 
start of FY94. Easier to manage than alternatives splitting end items and DLRs. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorties, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," etc? 

The Army would continue to exercise centralized command and control over organic depots 
through the Depot System Command; where workloading, workload priorities, facilities 
maintenance/modernization, funding, coordination with other services etc., would be focused. 
The Army, as Executive Agent, and the other services have successfully participated for a 



number of years in joint staffing of the Executive Director for Conventional Ammunition 
(EDCA) Office. This could be a useful model in developing joint staffing at appropriate 
levels in the depot maintenance arena. Assignment of supported service personnel to key staff 
and management positions at HQ DESCOM and appropriate commodity commands, eg. 
Aviation Troop Support Command (ATCOM) and Tank Automotive Command (TACOM) 
would facilitate the coordination and cooperation required to achieve maximum potential 
benefits from this alternative. Such an initiative could also meet professional development 
requirements for military personnel. Details of this type arrangement would be worked out 
with each supported service and formalized in a memorandum of understanding (MOU). 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

The Executive Agent meet b y  requirement for peacetime readiness, repair/preparation of 
equipment to support deploying forces, sustainment to include providing personnel/equipment 
to provide a forward depot capability in contingency areas and reconstitution of redeploying 
forces. 

Input to materiel acquisition process so depot maintenance can be considered in design and 
depot resources (DMPE, specifications, training) can be provided. 

Periodic progress/status reports. 

Support Army Program Executive Officers (PEO), Project and Product Managers (PM) in the 
development and management of integrated logistics support for materiel throughout the life 
cycle management process to include research, development, testing, production, fielding, 
modification and disposal. 

Participation in workload scheduling and prioritization. 

Fabrication, manufacture and reclamation of parts and equipment. 

Operation of world class industrial facilities in terms of cost, quality and schedule. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long-term business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Will minimize depot maintenance costs for end items and DLRs via the Centers of Excellence 
Concept and facilitate closing depots to reduce excess capacity. Achieving this may require 
transferring ownership of some depots to another service. Long term benefits include 
minimizing operating, MILCON and new capital equipment costs to operates world class 
industrial facilities. 



Alternative C Consolidate Wea~ons Svstem Platforms into Joint Service "Centem pf 

Effectiveness: What am the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiyeness of your- 
Services' maintenance process? 

PRO: No clear contribution and it is not an improvement over Alternative A where owning 
service is depot maintenance manager for weapon and non weapon systems and their 
associated depot level reparables (DLR). 

CON: Breaks weapons systems management approach which has a proven track record in 
developing, acquiring, operating, modifying, sustaining and performing depot maintenance on 
a systems basis. This advocates consolidating the hull/chassis/airErame of weapons under a 
single service but leaving weapon system DLRs with the owning service and also leaves non- 
weapon systems aridtheir associated DLRs with the owning service. Unnecessarily 
complicates depot maintenance and its management for weapon systems and their associated 
DL&. Will likely increase costs to maintain a given level of military effectiveness. The 
service operating the depot responsible for removable and reinstallation of DLRs has no 
control over an-g that happens to the DLRs in between when the end item is owned by 
another service. This requires the service owning that end item to purchase DLRs fiom 
supply or establish repair and return DLR programs at DLR repair depots run by the other 
services.The results include: additional supply transactions, longer repair cycle times, 
increased inventory levels, and higher end item repair costs. No one in charge of weapon 
system depot maintenance and no clear logic to this approach. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized from this alternative? 

No, this management strategy breaks weapon system management which is central to 
peacetime readiness, sustainment, reconstitution, life cycle management and ILS. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

There are no clear benefits to be gained from this alternative since it would complicate the 
management of depot maintenance and would likely increase costs while creating additional 
problems in configuration control, engineering and other linkages between the field, 
developer, service management and depot maintenance. In the absence of clear benefits and 
given obvious adverse impacts, this alternative is not considered realistic. 



If your Service wem selected as an Executive AgentJSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requimments; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up project.," etc? 

The Army would continue to exercise centralized command and control over organic depots 
through the Depot System Command; (DESCOM) where workloading, workload priorities, 
facilities maintenance/modemization, funding, coordination with other services etc., would be 
focused. The Army, as Executive Agent, and the other services have successfully participated 
for a number of years in joint staff3ing of the Executive Director for Conventional Ammunition 
(EDCA) Office. This could be a useful model in developing joint staffjmg at appropriate 
levels in the depot maintenance arena. Assignment of supported service personnel to key staff 
and management positions at HQ DESCOM and appropriate commodity commands, eg. 
Aviation Troop Support Command (ATCOM) and Tank Automotive Command (TACOM) 
would facilitate the coordination and cooperation required to achieve maximum potential 
benefits from this alternative. Such an initiative could also meet professional development 
requirements for militaryarypersonnel. Details of this type arrangement would be worked out 
with each supported service and formalized in a memorandum of understanding (MOU). 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentJSingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm this manager? 

The Executive Agent meet Army requirements for peacetime readiness, repair/preparation of 
equipment to support deploying forces, sustainment to include providing persomel/equipment 
operating under Army control to provide a forward depot capability in contingency areas and 
reconstitution of redeploying forces. 

Input to materiel acquisition process so depot maintenance can be considered in design and 
depot resources (DMPE, specifications, training) can be provided. 

Periodic progress/status reports. 

Support Army Program Executive Officers (PEO), Project and Product Managers (PM) in the 
development and management of integrated logistics support for materiel throughout the life 
cycle management process to include research, development, testing, production, fielding, 
modification and disposal. 

Participation in workload scheduling and prioritization. 

Operation of world class industrial facilities in terms of cost, quality and schedule. 

Fabrication, manufacture and reclamation of parts and equipment. 



Efficiencies: Are there near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Any overall efficiencies are unclear given the issues addressed in-the (CON) paragraph. The 
efficiencies from weapon system end item consolidations would increase capacity utilization 
of some depots; however, that would not necessarily result in closing any depots since owning 
services would still maintain weapon system DLRs, non weapon systems and their associated 
DLRs. Overhauling an end item would require it be shipped to a depot where the DLRs were 
removed and returned to the owning service for repair in an organic depot or shipped to a 
contractor facility. Repairing those DLRs and then returning them to the original depot for 
reassembly into the end item hull/chassis/airframe would significantly increase repair cycle 
times and probably end item rebuild costs. If DLRs are requisitioned from the supply system 
to replace those shipped off to the owning service for repair, this will require more supply 
transactions, management overhead and procurement of additional DLRs to support the depot 
maintenance cycle. 



Alternative DAdividual Sewice Management of Wea~on  Svstem Platforms in "Centers of 
ellence" with DLRs. Com~onents &Yon-Weapon Svskm Eaui~ment Consolidated i~ 

Sinyle Service ''Centers &J3xcellence" 

Effectiveness: What are the impact of this alternative on the militaxy effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

PRO: Limited impact on effectiveness for weapon and non-weapon systems when end items 
and associated DLRs are maintained by the same service via "Centers of Excellence Concept". 

CON: When end items and DLRs are split between services on a wholesale basis (weapon 
systems) there are significant adverse impacts without clear offsetting benefits. This is a 
limited business approach to depot maintenance overall, particularly for weapon systems, and 
breaks the weapon system management approach which has a proven track record in 
developing, acquiring, operating, modifying, sustaining and performing depot maintenance of 
weapon systems. Unduly complicates depot maintenance management for weapon systems 
and DLRs when split between multiple services and would likely increase end items rebuild 
costs. Nobody in charge of weapon system depot maintenance and no clear logic to this 
approach. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectivness if substantial savings could 
be ~ a l i z e d  by this alternative? 

No, this management strategy breaks weapon system management which is central to 
readiness, sustainrnent, reconstitution, life cycle management and ILS. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Any proposal to split depot maintenance management of systems and their associated DLRs 
on a wholesale basis as this does will adversely impact many elements of life cycle 
management, peacetime readiness, sustainment, reconstitution, etc. There is no compelling 
case to do this and doing so would suboptimize the overall process in order to optimize some 
pieces. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
''Pop-up projects," etc? 

The Army would continue to exercise centralized command and control over organic depots 
through the Depot System Command; (DESCOM) where workloading, workload priorities, 
facilities maintenance/modemization, funding, coordination with other services etc., would be 
focused. The Army, as Executive Agent, and the other services have successfully participated 
for a number of years in joint staffing of the Executive Director for Conventional Ammunition 
(EDCA) Office. This could be a useful model in developing joint staffing at appropriate 



levels in the depot maintenance arena. Assignment of supported service personnel to key staff 
and management positions at HQ DESCOM and appropriate commodity commands, eg. 
Aviation Troop Support Command (ATCOM) and Tank Automotive Command (TACOM) 
would facilitate the coordination and cooperation required to achieve maximum potential 
benefits from this alternative. Such an initiative could also meet professional development 
requirements for military personnel. Details of this type arrangement would be worked out 
with each supported service and formalized in a memorandum of understanding (MOU). 

If your Service becamse a customer of an Executive AgentISingIe Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

The Executive Agent meet Army requirement for peacetime readiness, repair/preparation of 
equipment to support deploying forces, sustainment to include providing personneVequipment 
operating under Army control to provide a forward depot capability in contingency areas and 
reconstitution of redeploying forces. 

Input to materiel acquisition process so depot maintenance can be considered in design and 
depot resources (DMPE, specifications, training) can be provided. 

Periodic progresslstatus reports. 

Support Army Program Executive Off~cers (PEO), Project and Product Managers (PM) in the 
development and management of integrated logistics support for materiel throughout the life 
cycle management process to include research, development, testing, production, fielding, 
modification and disposal. 

Participation in workload scheduling and prioritization. 

Fabrication, manufacture and reclamation of parts and equipment. 

Operation of world class industrial facilities in terms of cost, quality and schedule. 

Efficiencies: Art there near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Any overall efficiencies are unclear given the issues addressed in the above CON paragraph. 
The efficiencies from weapon system and end item consolidations would increase capacity 
utilization of some depots; however, that would not necessarily result in closing any depots 
since owning services would still maintain weapon system DLRs and non-weapon systems 
and their associated DLRs. Overhauling an end item would require it be shipped to a depot 
where the DLRs were removed and returned to the owning service for repair in an organic 
depot or shipped to a contractor facility. Repairing these DLRs and then returning them the 
original depot for reassembly into the end item hull/chassis/air£rarne will significantly increase 
repair cycle times and probably end item rebuild cost. If DLRs are requisitioned from the 



supply system to replace those shipped off to the owning service for repair, this will require 
more supply transactions, management overhead, and procurement of additional DLRs to 
support the depot maintenance cycle. 



Alternative E C o n s o b d a ~  . . 
gf S-Platforms.DLRs. Com~onents gnd Non- 

JVea~on Svstem Com~onents Under SingleExecutive Service 

Effectiveness: What the impacts of this alternative on the military effectivness of your 
Services' maintenance pmcess? 

PRO: Impact on effectiveness would be dependent on Executive Agent assignments. 
Assuming assignment based on dominant user for ships, fried wing aircraft, rotary wing 
aircraft, ground vehicles, ground command and electronics etc there should be limited impact 
when depot maintenance of systems and associated DLRs are managed by the same service. 

- 
CON: When end items and DLRs are split between services on a wholesale basis (weapon 
systems) there are significant adverse impacts without clear offsetting benefits. This is a 
limited business approach to depot maintenance overall, and particularly for weapon systems, 
and breaks the weapon system management approach which has a proven track record in 
developing, acquiring, o'perating, modifying, sustaining and performing depot maintenance of 
weapon systems. Unduly complicates depot maintenance management from every aspect 
when split between multiple services and would likely increase end item rebuild costs for 
those systems. Nobody in charge of weapon system depot maintenance and no clear logic to 
this approach. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

No, this management strategy breaks weapon systems management which is central to 
peacetime readiness, sustainment, reconstitution, life cycle management and ILS. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Any proposal to split depot maintenance management of systems and their associated DLRs 
on a wholesale basis breaks the weapon systems approach to management and will adversely 
impact many elements of life cycle management, peacetime readiness, sustainment, 
reconstitution etc. There is no compelling case to do this and doing so would suboptimize the 
overall process in an effort to optimize some portions (limited purely business approach). 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," etc? 

The Army would continue to exercise centralized command and control over organic depots 
through the Depot System Command; (DESCOM) where workloading, workload priorities, 
facilities maintenance/modernization, funding, coordination with other services etc., would be 
focused. The Army,  as Executive Agent, and the other services have successfully participated 
for a number of years in joint staffing of the Executive Director for Conventional Ammunition 



(EDCA) Office. This could be a useful model in developing joint staffkg at appropriate 
levels in the depot maintenance arena. Assignment of supported service personnel to key staff 
and management positions at HQ DESCOM and appropriate commodity commands, eg. 
Aviation Troop Support Command (ATCOM) and Tank Automotive Command (TACOM) 
would facilitate the coordination and cooperation required to achieve maximum potential 
benefits from this alternative. Such an initiative could also meet professional development 
requirements for military personnel. Details of this type arrangement would be worked out 
with each supported service and formalized in a memorandum of understanding (MOU). 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentjSingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

The Executive Agent meet A m y  requirement for peacetime readiness, repairhreparation of 
equipment to support deploying forces, sustainment to include providing personnel/equipment 
operating under Army control to provide a forward depot capability in contingency areas and 
reconstitution of redeploying forces. 

Input to materiel acquisition process so depot maintenance can be considered in design and 
depot resources (DMPE, specifications, training) can be provided. 

Periodic progress/status reports. 

Support Amy Program Executive Officers (PEO), Project and Product Managers (PM) in the 
development and management of integrated logistics support for materiel throughout the life 
cycle management process to include research, development, testing, production, fielding, 
modification and disposal. 

Participation in workload scheduling and prioritization. 

Operation of world class industrial facilities in terms of cost, quality and schedule. 

Fabrication, manufacture and reclamation of parts and equipment. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

When end items and DLRs are managed by the same service there are significant cost savings 
because this management approach facilitates closing depots to reduce excess capacity, 
duplication etc. When end items and DLRs are managed by separate services, there are 
numerous negative impacts to systems management, plus end item rebuild programs are 
greatly complicated. 



Alternative FlLJ2Q&Consol1dabon . . 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

PRO: It is difficult to rationalize how removing depot maintenance from the services will 
enhance effectiveness of Army maintenance either within depots or the overall maintenance 
process from developer to user to depot. 

CON: Major impact on Title 10 responsibilities and would likely require changes to existing 
federal statues. Would place either a DOD staff element or the JCS in charge of an 
organization directly impacting readiness, sustainrnent, reconstitution. This would break the 
weapon system management approach by disrupting the linkages between field, developer, 
service maintenance/resource management and the depot. It would be extremely difficult for 
service managers to reach through the DOD or JCS to the depots and work the life cycle 
management process on a weapon system management basis. This would be particularly 
difficult when engineering, configuration management and specifications are involved which 
require close coordination over sustained periods of time to support new system development, 
fielding of new equipment, and modification of fielded end items and DLRs. It would also 
complicate the overall maintenance management process of services developing maintenance 
doctrine and policy. DOD or JCS involvement would add several additional organizational 
layers (DOD or JCS, some type depot command headquarters, some number of subordinates 
command elements, e.g., land, air and sea or regional) between service managers and 
supporting depots and would make the depot virtually unreachable from the field level. 
Centralization of critical operational functions at the very top levels of large organizations is 
not the most effective or efficient management methodology as Sears and Roebuck, General 
Motors and many other organizations have learned the hard way. Staffs at the top of such 
organizations tend to be overly bureaucratic, lack the proper sense of urgency, are far 
removed from the impact of their poor decisions and in general lack the operational level 
experience required. Not at all clear what the value added would be from DOD or JCS 
operating depots that cannot be achieved from Alternative B with far less adverse impacts. 

Are you willing to accept some decllement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be llealized by this alternative? 

This alternative has potential for savings but also for sigrd-icantly adversely impacting 
military effectiveness. Greater benefits are achievable under Alternative B with less adverse 
impacts; therefore, this alternative is not supportable. 

Implementation: Is this alternative malistic? 

No, this would break the systems management approach by removing the service role in depot 
maintenance, adding additional organizational layers to the process, centralizing and calling it 
increased efficiency. Implementation would be a lengthy, complex process due the 



requirement to "stand up" a new command with subordinate elements, etc. and the learning 
curve those organizations would undergo. Any closure and realignment decisions would 
likely be delayed until the BRAC 95 window resulting in no significant savings or closure 
until the year 2000 or beyond. The objective can be achieved with far less disruption and 
adverse consequences, e.g., Alternative B. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgenctISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up pmjects," etc? 

Not applicable. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Yes, however, they do not offset the numerous adverse impacts or achieve the efficiencies and 
saving potential of Alternative B. This alternative creates another massive bureaucracy that 
further isolates the field, developer and service manager from supporting depots. Will take 
longer to implement than Alternative B thereby delaying attainment of ~ i ~ c a n t  savings. 



Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

PRO: Theoretically at least, this type competition would result in reduced costs of depot 
maintenance and support peacetime readiness at lower costs; however, this has not been 
proven. 

CON: Commerical industry would size capacity based solely on peacetime requirements and 
paying them to maintain excess capacity would be cost prohibitive. Difficulty and cost of 
competing and awarding depot maintenance contracts would be greatly exacerbated; for 
example, last year the Army had some 6,000 program changes in it's organic depot workload. 
Modifying, renegotiating contracts to support changes of this magnitude would be a crushing 
administrative/overhead cost and it would be impossible to maintain reasonable control over 
costs with quantities, condition of assets, etc. continually changing. 

Industry is primarily interested in high volume and high dollar contracts. The Army has 
relatively few programs with an annual value of over $lM and industry is just not interested 
in bidding on small programs. For example, of 10 ea N 9 2  competition items awarded to 
date, there were no industry bids on three items. It should be noted Army organic depots 
won 5 each of 7 each programs competed in EY91 and 8 ea of 10 ea competed to date in 
FY92. 

Unlimited contracting out would break the wapon system management approach for all 
currently fielded systems since unlimited competition would result in depot maintenace for 
end items and associated DLRs scattered across private industry. 

Contracting for maintenance as part of weapon system acquisition costs for new systems 
would result in services not buying technical data packages leaving them at the mercy of 
original equipment contractors in regards to costs in the future. This is an extremely short- 
sighted and dangerous concept given that systems may be in the inventory 30-40 years or 
longer, especially in the current budget environment. In that period companies would go 
bankrupt, merge, sell off some units, be bought by foreign companies, discontinue operations 
in certain equuipment areas, etc., etc. 

Total commercialization of depot maintenance would likely encounter strong congressional 
opposition and generate prohibitive legislation. 

Worker strikes at commercial contractor facilities could have devastating impacts on 
readiness, sustainment and reconstitution. Organic depots, the "Core" maintenance workload 
concept and reasonable competition levels offer clear advantages over unrestricted 
competition. 



Not at all clear what the advantages of this alternative are in regards to military effectiveness. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectivenss if substantial savings could 
be realized by this alternative? 

No, is a fatally flawed strategy. 

Implentation: Is this alternative realistic? 

No, it gives up a proven depot maintenance management strategy that can be restructured e.g., 
Alternative B to achieve reductions in capacity, duplication, overlap and rebuild costs for end 
items and DLRs without the adverse impacts of Alternative G. 

It is likely a new command structure would need to be created for effective individual service 
or DoD managmenet of the numerous contracts required to accomplish this alternative. 
"Standing up" this command, it's learning curve and the long periods of times required to 
contract out significant workload would delay attainment of major savings for a lengthy 
period of time. Such actions could not be completed by the BRAC 95 window; thereby 
greatly complicating any future closure of depots. Estimate it would take 10 years or longer 
to actually close any significant number of depots using this trategy. An associated major 
problem at our multi-mission depots with major ammunition storage missions e.g., 
Letterkemy, Tooele, Red River and Anniston is the munitions mission remains, requiring 
significant ownership costs to keep the installations open and to manage and execute outload 
in support of major contingencies. It is noted all services are dependent on those munitions. 

Any substantial savings would be purely theoretical at best, not provable, if achievable at all 
would take a very long time to do so (cost and time competition), would not resolve the 
problems with low volume/dollar programs and of support equipment originally manufactured 
by companies no longer in existence, etc. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, semice unique equipments, 
'Top-up pmjects," etc? 

Joint staffiig of the contracting headquarters would be appropriate with other supported 
services personnel being assigned to key staff and management positions to cooridnate 
priorities, technical requirements, etc. Staffing dtails would be worked out with each 
supported service and formalized in a memorandum of understanding (MOU). 



If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingle manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

- 
The Army would expect: - 

The Executive Agent meet Army requirements for peacetime readiness, repair/preparation of 
equipment to support deploying forces, sustainment to include providing personneVequipment 
operating under Army control to provide a forward depot capability in contingency areas and 
recons titutuion of redoplo y ing -forces. 

Input to materiel acquisition process so depot maintenance can be considered in design and 
depot resources (DMPE, specifications, training) can be provided. 

Periodic progress/status - report. - 
Support Army Program Executive Officers (PEO), Project and Produd Manager (PM) in the 
development and management of integrated logistics support for materiel throughout the life 
cycle managrnenet process to include research, development, testing, production, fielding, 
modification and disposal. 

Participation in workload scheduling and prioritzation. 

Fabrication, manufacture and reclamation of parts and equipment. 

Operation of world class industrial facilities in terms of cost, quality and scheudle. 

Efficiencies: Am them near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

No, it is expected the near and long term implications of totally commercializing maintenance 
would be increased overall costs. 
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CONSOLIDATION STUDY 

Subj: JCS DEPOT MAINTENANCE CONSOLIDATION STUDY 

1. In response to the request from Executive Group Director, General Went, Tab A is 
forwarded as Navy's response to the alternatives under study. Specifically, Alternative I is 
clearly the preferred choice because it maintains the vital command and control linkage 
through the life cycle between Navy depots and the operating forces they support; and retains 
the vital engineering and emergency support capabilities which must be available to meet 
fleet safety and readiness objectives. This alternative preserves Service oversight to ensure 
maintenance meets mission and readiness requirements. 

2. A second alternative is derived from a combination of Alternative I and IV. In addition 
to maintaining command accountability for the mission of the Service, the establishment of 
Centers of Excellence for a specific commodity would offer significant opportunity for 
productivity improvements. 

3. There is no clear consensus to other alternatives beyond I and IV. 

S. F. LOFTUS 
Vice Admiral, U.S. Navy 
Deputy Chief of Naval 
Operations (Logistics) 



APPENDIX I 

NAVY ALTERNATIVE REVIEW 
- 

Alternative A Individual Service Mana~ement 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

- 
Continued effectiveness of the Navy's maintenance process was planned into the Navy's 
response to DOD's "Defense Management Review Decision-908" (DMRD-908). This 
alternative directs continuation of the efforts begun in response to DMRD-908. Current co- 
location of depot level and production facilities allows efficient utilization of expensive unique 
test equipment, engigeering synergism, access to design and production experts, and reduced 
repair costs. costs avoidance is achieved by not having to pay for re_training/resystemization 
costs associated with changing to a new alternative. Any impact attendant to this DMRD has 
been subsequently identified and resolved to the satisfaction of the Navy. 

 he Services' control over mission readiness requirements would be maintained as a counter 
balance to maintenance process sub-optimization. This alternative preserves Service oversight 
to ensure maintenance meets mission and readiness requirements. The Seven Step Process 
ensures cost effectiveness of interservicing decisions, and competition or the potential for 
competition wiU provide incentive for savings over the pre-DRMD 908 budgets. 

Am you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be ~ a l i z e d  by this alternative? 

Alternative A retains service control over total logistics support of the weapon systems and 
components thereby causing the least decrement. An existing plan, the "DDMC Corporate 
Business Plan", outlines initiatives and presupposes that each service has factored in and has 
developed appropriate contingencies for potential military effectiveness impacts. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This is considered the best alternative given the savings goals already included in DRMD 908. 
Cost savings goals and objectives have already been identified and implemented under DRMD 
908, and their impact have not yet been fully assessed. Current operations attest to the 
realistic nature of this alternative. 



If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special mquimments; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-up projects," etc? 

An Executive Agent for this altemative would be in an administrative role, coordinating the 
operation of such joint oversight organizations as the Defense Depot Maintenance Council, the 
meetings of the Joint Logistics Commanders and the supporting organizations. The 
infrastructure to support this altemative is already in place. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentJSingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmrn that manager? 

See above. 

Efficiencies: Am them near o r  long-term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

The efficiencies to be gained by this altemative are defined within the "DDMC Corporate 
Business Plan". Each Service would use their existing expertise in performing DOD 
maintenance, and fine-tune existing operations. 

Comments: Alternative A continues the progress made through the efforts of the Defense 
Depot Maintenance Council and demands steady and consistent business planning discipline 
be applied and maintained across all of the DOD depot industrial base. It maintains the link 
between acquisition and life cycle management within the Services for engineering, 
maintenance, integrated logistics support, and modernization; and provides for graceful 
emergency depot surge capability. It focuses Services' management attention on individual 
Service-unique product-line efficiency; and maintains the customer/provider, 
operator/maintainer direct relationship. 



Alternative B Individual Service Manaeement (Consolidation into "Centers of Excellence1? 

Effectiveness: -What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance pmcess? 

This alternative expands Alternative C. Including components of the weapons systems for 
consolidation with the platform only exacerbates the problems identified in the second 
alternative. A single Service enables the providing Service to control the total support 
posture necessary to produce the platform; however, separating the operator from the support 
organization may degrade military effectiveness. This alternative also disables the Navy's 
interdependent O m  (three level) maintenance program. 

The same concerns expressed on Alternative C (same question) apply here; however, this 
would be less disruptive than Alternative E. 

Am you willing to accept some decmment in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

The Navy is skeptical about the savings potential of this alternative. It does not appear that 
this alternative changes the present operating methods of the independent Services or requires 
continuation of the initiatives attendant to DMRD 908 any other productivity thrust. 

Remarks under Alternative C, same question, apply here. 

Implementation: Is this alternative malistic? 

This alternative is highly idealistic and probably unrealistic. Transfer of logistics support to a 
single Service, often not the requiring Service, breaks the synergy between the operator and 
the repairer. Mission issues will become secondary as the responsibility to meet mission 
oriented priorities become more distant and disconnected from the depot. The depot 
optimizes the repair process, not the totd weapons system employment process. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-up projects," etc? 

As a designated "DOD Center of Excellence" for a specific commodity, the increased volume 
would offer opportunity for productivity improvements. Additionally, concentrating 
management visibility on reduced range of products as well as an increased depth of like and 
similar commodity items, overhead cost of operations would decline. This would allow for a 
more focused customer relationship and lead to an enhanced "Reliability/Maintainability 
Centered" analysis and response. 



For ships, the Navy is the sole Service customer of ship depot maintenance in the DOD. As 
such, it would expect to be named executive agent for ship depot maintenance, and experience 
little change in its present role. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

Performance in accordance with commodity throughput, cost and quality agreements, visibility 
in advance of problems, so as to allow adjustments if necessary, repair priorities maintained 
equally across Services and a responsive point of contact. 

- 
Efficiencies: Am them near or long-tenn business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

None foreseen. Near-term benefits from consolidation would be overcome by cost to 
implement and maintain. Long-term forecast is dependent upon unstated efficiencies by the 
executive agency which Would have a virtual monopoly on the managed platform/cornmodity. 

Comments: There appears to be no "Business Imperative" to improve or no compelling 
interest toward productivity. This alternative alters the commodity mix bepeen the Services, 
but does nothing to alter the fundamental business precepts of the Services. 



Alternative C Con-ate W e a ~ o n s S e m  Platforms into .Joint Service "Centers of 
Excellence 11 

Effectiveness: What a~ the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

This alternative mandates a break in the synergy between the "weapon" and the "system" and 
a division of repair focus such that Service mission responsibilities would be secondary to the 
maintenance process and, thus, could be impaired. For example, under the alternative the Air 
Force maintains all missiles but does not have the knowledge of nor experience with, the 
unique ship-missile system integration nor with the marine environment which faces Navy 
equipment. The default position would be one which does not recognize the different 
employment of the Service systems. Conflicting priorities, relocation, and transportation costs 
would be significantly affected. The total logistics support integration would increase the size 
of the logistics "layin" in support of pipeline and thereby necessitate either reduction in 
military effectiveness or increased total cost of operations. 

This alternative breaks the synergy between weapons and the maintenance system. It would 
create a division between the repair function and the overall mission responsibility of each 
Service. Layering between the operator and the maintainer would ensure that operational 
problems and needs would seldom be heard. It would be a tremendous if not expensive 
undertaking to maintain rnission/asset readiness when systems maintenance and management 
are consolidated for their physical generic similarities rather than the performance and 
employment requirements which the individual systems must meet and which set them apart 
fiom each other. 

AR you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

This alternative will not provide substantial savings. Any savings potential must first be 
viewed within the overall context of mission performance by the Services. It is possible to 
set forth the alternatives to provide least cost for a given maintenance program or 
organization, or the best maintenance program or organization for a given funding level. The 
Navy is currently pursuing the former approach in order to meet current maintenance 
guidance. This will ensure ship and operator safety in a highly risky operational environment. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This alternative is realistic, but lessons learned from the establishment of Single Manager for 
Conventional Ammunition in the late 1970's should be reviewed. 



If your Service were selected as an Executive AgendSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
*Top-up pmjects," etc? 

The Navy presently integrates interservicing workload into the routine "Work in Process" and 
only applies extraordinary management visibility when there are exceptional, warranting 
conditions. "Executive Agency" would require extraordinary management visibility. It would 
require exceptional sensitivity to the other Services' mission and role within the broader 
context of defense priorities and unique requirements that emerge from their mission and role 
responsibilities. 

The Navy is the sole Service customer of ship depot maintenance in the DOD. As such, it 
would expect to be named executive agent for ship depot maintenance, and experience little 
change in its present role. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgendSingIe Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

Adaptation of the other Services' support posture to meet the unique mission and 
responsibility of the Navy, repair priorities maintained equally across Services, and a 
responsive point of contact. A joint service charter defining roles and responsibilities of all 
involved parties, prioritization, cost sharing, etc. should be established. The establishment of 
Single Manager for Conventional Ammunition as a baseline. 

For ships, the Navy would expect to be named executive agent for ship depot maintenance, 
and experience little change in its present role. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long-term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Theoretical long-term efficiencies are possible. This, however, depends upon the extent of 
"Special Handling" that is required of the "Executive Agent". With a reduction in 
management staff, "Special Handling" could cause increased inefficiencies over time. Near- 
term efficiencies are not projected to offset the cost of capability relocation or any of the 
other "Non-recurring" attendant costs. 

From the Navy ordnance perspective, there would be no near or long-term efficiencies. 
Tactical missile maintenance has been consolidated at Letterkemy effective FY93; Torpedoes 
and Mines are unique to the Navy; Air-launched Ordnance and Surface Munitions are 
performed jointly with the Army; TOMAHAWK is 100% commercial; Standard Missile is 
65% commercial. 

There are no long-term business efficiencies expected from this alternative for ship depot 
maintenance. 



Comments: There is a moderate potential for increased savings - mostly aircraft. There is 
excess capacity at all ALCs. Efficiency would improve due to activities doing like jobs, one 
location (series of location) for shipment of materials and stability of workforce in a central 
area. However, this alternative breaks some customer/provider, operatorlmaintainer direct 
links through the life cycle. This alternative also presents conflicting priorities as well as a 
signtficant investment cost to relocate workload which may not be offset by lower recurring 
costs. Separation of platform and component repair will require additional cost for reduced 
repair turn-around time or increased inventory levels to offset shipment time for components. 
This alternative may require additional turn-around time for platform because of the need to 
ship, open, and inspect components. Fate of non-industrial support services provided by Navy 
depots (e.g., in-Service engineering, ILS support to Headquarters, battle damage repair teams, 
etc.) is in question. This alternative would eliminate concurrent repair platform sites. Site 
selection for the lead maintenance activity would be a "political football". 



Alternative D Individual Service Management of W e a ~ o n  Svstem Platfonns in "Centers of 
J3xcellenceW with DLR's. Com~onents and yon-Weapon Svstem Equi~ment Consolidatdin - 
Single Semice'"Centels pfExcellenceV 

Effectiveness: What  IT the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

The creation of Center of Excellence for system components could produce economies of 
scale, but the savings would have to offset additional facilitization, ttansportationfiandling, 
scheduling, training, and associated costs. The separation of accountability is present; 
however, responsibility for the integrity of the platform is retained within the parent Service 
and therefore the command linkage to accountability for the mission of the Service is 
maintained. Conflicting priorities, relocation and transportation would be significantly 
affected. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Service management of the platform may preclude any significant decrease in military 
effectiveness. Adjustments within the logistics support posture of the platform manager 
would offset any effectiveness decrement attendant to this alternative. The little adjustments 
which might be made necessary would be more than offset by the cost savings potential. 

Remarks under Alternative C, same question, apply here. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This alternative combined with the initiatives already identified in Alternative A could provide 
the most realistic chance of success. By selecting the most labor intensive functions to be 
performed at COE's, the individual Services would still maintain the necessary ownership over 
the weapon systems/platforms. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects,'' etc? 

As a designated "DOD Center of Excellence" for a specific commodity, the increased volume 
would offer significant opportunity for productivity improvements. Additionally, by 
concentrating management visibility on reduced range of products as well as an increased 
depth of like and similar commodity items, overhead cost of operations would decline. This 
would allow for a more focused customer relationship and lead to an enhanced "Reliability/ 
Maintainability Centered" analysis and response. 



If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

Customer would expect performance in accordance with commodity throughput, cost and 
quality agreements, visibility in advance of problems, so as to allow adjustments if necessary. 
Repair priorities must be maintained equally across Services and a responsive point of contact 
that could meet critical short-fused needs of the Fleet operators would all be expected from a 
single manager. The Service providing the support of components would have to provide 
equal or better scheduling and quality from present practice. This support includes scheduling 
to meet the critical short-fused needs of the Fleet operators as required. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long t e r n  business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

It is presumed that selection of "DOD Centers of Excellence" would be made utilizing 
competitive analysis. Therefore, the costs attendant to initial establishment of this alternative 
would potentially be absorbed by productivity returns. Near-term efficiencies would 
therefore be possible or, at very least, break even. By selecting appropriate components to be 
accomplished at COE's, long-term savings could be achieved, but initial investment cost will 
be required in the short term. There is a business advantage in reducing the range of different 
types of products and increasing the specialization and depth of product operations. 

From the Navy ordnance perspective, there would be no near or long-term efficiencies. 
Tactical missile maintenance has been consolidated at Letterkemy effective FY93; Torpedoes 
and Mines are unique to the Navy; Air launched Ordnance and Surface Munitions are 
performed jointly with the Army; TOMAHAWK is 100% commercial; Standard Missile is 
65% commercial. 

Comments: Alternatives A and D offer the best opportunity to enhance the depot industrial 
business enterprise of the Joint Services by accelerating the tempo of the initiatives outlined in 
the "DDMC Corporate Business Plan". 



ve E Consolidation of S-Platforms. PLR1s. Com~oneats i)pg Non- 
m p o n  Svstem Components Under Single m t i v e  Servicc 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' mgntenance process? 

The Navy's ability to support sustained periods of operations at sea is dependent on the 
interactions of three levels of mainterlance operating as one. This alternative builds a 
disjointed process to achieve depot maintenance. It separates total and integrated logistics 
support. In doing so, accountability for the mission of the service is diffused. The resultant 
responsibility for the commodity is no substitute for-the direct linkage between operations and 
integrated logistics which is the underpinning of the Services' mission accountability. It 
would increase the scheduling/logistics by an order of magnitude at a si@rcant cost and risk. 
Co~ficting priorities, relocation, and transportation would be significantly affected. 

The same remarks as unaer Altemative C (same question) apply here. However, Altemative 
E would create an even more disjointed approach to the task of effectively managing DOD 
maintenance requirements. This one would probably be too dif€icult and too risky. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

This alternative deals with consolidation at the component level. The resultant cost would be 
enormous. Again, see Alternative C remarks, same question. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This alternative is realistic, but lessons learned from the establishment of Single Manager for 
Conventional Ammunition in the late 1970's should be reviewed. There is no clear benefit set 
forth for centralization other than centralization, itself. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-up projects," etc? 

The Navy presently integrates interservicing workload into the routine "Work in Process" and 
only applies extraordinary management visibility when there are exceptional, warranting 
conditions. "Executive Agency" would require extraordinary management visibility. It would 
require exceptional sensitivity to the other Services' mission and role within the broader 
context of defense priorities and unique requirements that emerge from their mission and role 
responsibilities. The Navy would solicit weapon system support information from user 
activities, then develop support requirements. A structure capable of being responsive to 
requirement documents would be developed as well as an implementation plan. 



For ships, the Navy is the sole Service customer of ship depot maintenance in the DOD. As 
such, it would expect to be named executive agent for ship depot maintenance, and experience 
little change in its present role. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

Adaptation of the other Services' support posture to meet the unique mission and 
responsibility of the Navy, repair priorities maintained equally across Services, and a 
responsive point of contact. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Theoretically, some long-term efficiencies are possible. This, however, depends upon the 
extent of "Special Handling" that is required of the "Executive Agent". With a reduction in 
management staff, "Special Handling" could cause increased inefficiencies over time. Near- 
term efficiencies are not projected to offset the cost of capability relocation or any of the 
other "Non-recurring" attendant costs. 

There are no long-term business efficiencies expected from this alternative for ship depot 
maintenance. 

Comments: Separation of platform and component repair will require additional cost for 
reduced repair turnaround time or increased inventory levels to offset shipment time for 
components. See comments under Alternative C. 



Alternative FDODConsolidation 

Effectiveness: What am the impacts of this alternative on the militaq effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance pmcess? 

Establishing a new Service for depot maintenance would create a new bureaucracy and 
additional layer of management. It would eliminate current Service responsibilitytpride of 
ownership, and the associated technical synergisnJcost efficiency of co-located 
production/depot facilities. It will ultimately reduce quality by attempting to achieve cost 
savings and facility consolidations as a priority over logistics support of the operating forces. 
Separating the operator from the support organization may degrade military effectiveness and 
would require several layers of staff'ing to breakdown major systems to depot working levels. 
This alternative also disables the Navy's interdependent O m  (three level) maintenance 
program. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be maiized by this alternative? 

Potential for savings is somewhat unclear in this alternative. 

Implementation: Is this alternative ~a l i s t i c?  

This altemative is realistic; however, it would destroy the DOD material management 
structure for the goal of consolidation. It would be difficult to implement. 

If your Service wen? selected as an Executive AgentlSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special mquirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," etc? 

Individual Service as "Executive Agent" is not proposed in this altemative. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that managet? 

The "Executive Agent" (presumably DOD) would coordinate commodity production without 
regard to inter-conflicting and independent Service priorities. This solution eliminates Service 
partiality. 

For ships, the Navy is the sole Service customer of ship depot maintenance in the DOD. As 
such, it would expect to be named executive agent for ship depot maintenance, and experience 
little change in its present role. 



Efficiencies: Are there near or long-term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Many of the near-term efficiencies might be overcome by costs to implement; however, there 
- 

are some long-term business efficiencies and potential savings across all of the Services. 

Comments: If platform management responsibility is removed from the parent Services, then 
Alternative F would be the viable way to, at least partially, preserve the critical linkage 
between operator, the logistics pipeline, and the depot maintenance support structure. 

- 



Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

This alternative proposes to separate the logistics support from military operations and place 
contract officers in line with the command and control function and between the product 
necessary to perform the mission. It would require a larger contracting bureaucracy to 
manage the private sector contracting and oversight. Contracts cannot sustain continued 
surge/mobilization responsibility. The alternative would reduce military effectiveness due to 
total reliance on the private sector and loss of expertise and capability in the Navy. 
I 
The primary issue of this altemative is the defmition and quanification of what it will take to 
keep the private sector "in the business" during periods of low workload, so that necessary 
repair capability is preserved and available when needed. The focus of the corporate Board 
Room is profit, whereas the focus of the public sector facilities is readiness. Once public 
sector capability is closed, it is essentially lost. When the private sector decides to leave the 
market place for economic or profitability reasons, there is no alternative of last resort except 
extremely high premium payments of exorbitant re-capitalization costs. The current public 
sector organic activities provide facilities and expertise not available in the private sector (e.g., 
submarine refueling, large dry docks, propeller shop, recycling, etc.). This alternative would 
not provide the necessary surge capability required for mobilization. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

It is possible to set forth the alternatives to provide least cost for a given maintenance 
program or organization, or the best maintenance program or organization for a given funding 
level. The Navy is currently pursuing the former approach in order to meet current 
maintenance guidance. 

It must be pointed out, that this alternative would most likely not produce substantial savings 
in the long run. The fact that there would always be the threat of a lack of competition, if 
not the actual disappearance of competition, would make substantial savings elusive, and 
higher costs than experienced at present, a more likely outcome. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This alternative is not realistic. 



If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentJSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," etc? 

Not Applicable 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

Not Applicable 

Efficiencies: Are there near or  long-term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative. 

If the same contractor wins after two or more competitions, his competitors could very easily be 
driven out of the business, thereby creating a sole source situation. (In fact, in periods of low 
workload, there would not be any certainty of sufficient competition.) This would almost 
invariably lead to excessive profits which would offset possible savings gained from elimination 
of civil service personnel. 

Any potential near or long-term gain would be more than offset by cost of establishing extensive 
Corps of Contract Officers, Negotiators, DPRO personnel, etc. There is a potential of higher 
overall costs without a checkbalance system and higher lifecycle costs are probable. Total 
reliance on private sector is not acceptable. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20380-0001 IN REPLY REFER TO 

5000 

MEMORANDUM FOR DIRECTOR EXECUTIVE WORKING GROUP FOR DEPOT 
MAINTENANCE CONSOLIDATION STUDY 

Subj: DEPOT MAINTENANCE CONSOLIDATION STUDY 

Encl: (1) Information Papers 
(2) Marine Corps Assessment of Alternatives I - VII 

1. Enclosures (1) and (2) are forwarded. 

2. While efforts to reduce costs and eliminate excess depot 
maintenance capacity are supported, I am convinced that it is 
vital to retain an adequate capability within the Marine Corps 
to satisfy the National Military Strategy and to provide the 
Commandant with the ability to effectively exercise his Title 10 
responsibilities (ie; maintenance and repair of equipment in 
support of amphibious missions). 

3. The Marine Corps multi-commodity maintenance centers are 
small, effective organizations geographically positioned to 
reduce costs and optimize responsive support to the operational 
commanders. These activities, primarily in direct support of 
Fleet Marine Force (FMF) and Maritime Prepositioning Force (MPF) 
readiness commitments, devote more than 80% of their direct labor 
hours to a maintenance/repair workload that is an extension of 
FMF capabilities and is less than total rebuild. Marine Corps 
maintenance centers conduct only one percent of the total annual 
Department of Defense depot maintenance workload. Of this effort 
54 percent is in support of unique Marine Corps weapons systems. 
The remaining workload consists of a variety of small quantity, 
low dollar value items which if distributed to other maintenance 
facilities would neither increase their utilization percentage 
nor decrease their overhead costs. 

4. I support increased levels of competition, other productivity 
enhancing programs and stronger utilization of the JPCG-DM 
organization; however, the Marine Corps must retain the 
capability to satisfy our statutory "force-in-readiness" mission 
and be able to surge in compliance with the National Military 
Strategy and the Defense Planning Guidance. 



APPENDIX J 

MARINE CORPS ALTERNATIVE REVIEW 

PREFACE 

The two Marine Corps Multi-Commodity Maintenance Centers (located at Marine Corps 
Logistics Base, Albany, Georgia, and Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow, California) are 
uniquely different fiom the depot maintenance facilities of the other services. They are an 
extension of the Fleet Marine Force (FMF) operational maintenance capabilities. As depicted 
below, our maintenance centers support various customers; however, 98 percent of their 
workload is in support of Marine Corps programs: 

WORKLOAD DISTRIBUTION CHART 

CUSTOMER 

FMF END ITEMS* 
FMF SDR'S 
OTHER DOD 
OTHER FMF SUPPORT 
SHIPMENTS 
CARE-IN-STORE 
OTHER CUSTOMERS 
TECH ASSISTANCE 
FOREIGN MILITARY SALES 
SPECIAL PROJECI'S 

TOTAL 

PERCENT 

* Includes an FMF repair and return program. 

The maintenance centers are small, effective organizations geographically positioned to 
provide responsive maintenance (repair) support to active FMF components, the Marine 
Reserve forces, and the Maritime Prepositioning Force (MPF). The maintenance centers are 
geographically positioned and uniquely configured to reduce costs and optimize responsive 
support to operational commanders. They are considered an integral part of our overall 
logistics process and are key components in the Marine Corps ability to Mi its global 
commitments. 

The continuous reconstitution of the MPF is an example of the unique support provided by 
our maintenance centers. Responsiveness is the key to maintaining this capability. Based on 
the recent employment of MPF in Southwest Asia and the massive regeneration effort 



currently underway (which will continue through April 1994), the maintenance centers are 
critical to supporting this global capability. It is a 60-day cycle from the moment an MPF 
ship docks at the leased facilities at Blount Island, Florida, to the time that ship sails. Fifteen 
of these days are dedicated to offload and backload of equipment and supplies. The 
remaining days allow for the equipment and supplies to be inspected, reworked as needed, 
and repaired. Without the direct support and priority given to MPF at the maintenance 
centers, meeting the ship's schedule would be virtually impossible. MPF has "head of the 
line" privilege at the maintenance centers as the Marine Corps has determined that MPF is the 
number one priority of our total logistics support system. AU equipment removed from MPF 
ships can be worked at our maintenance centers except ammunition. If consolidated depots 
were adopted, the equipment removed from MPF ships would be parceled to various locations 
and, in turn, would be returned from these locations at varying times. The Marine Corps 
currently has sole management control over this vital program. This is extremely important; 
and it must be emphasized that Blount Island is not merely a customer of the maintenance 
centers (primarily the one at Albany), but an integral part of the Marine Corps "force in 
readiness" mission. This direct link enables immediate support and responsiveness to 
changing priorities as each of the 13 MPF ships is on a 30-month maintenance cycle. This 
process is one that will continue indefinitely beyond the surge augmentation effort required as 
a result of Desert Shield/Storm. 

As demonstrated in Desert Shield/Stom, MPF provided a new dimension in mobility, 
readiness, and global responsiveness. 
Three squadrons of maritime prepositioning ships are deployed strategically, prepared to 
immediately provide Marine forces with the equipment necessary to respond to regional 
contingencies around the globe. Provisioning and maintaining the equipment embarked 
aboard these ships are vital to the overall mission of these forces. At our modem and 
uniquely capable leased facilities at Blount Island, Florida, our maintenance centers extend 
their reach by providing highly trained maintenance personnel to conduct maintenance cycles 
that modify, rotate, and service embarked equipment. 

The following capabilities and facilities of our maintenance centers insure quality support of 
not only unique Marine Corps equipment but also service common items: 

- Capability to repair night vision devices (one of only two facilities in DoD) 
- Capability in areas of fiber optics and electro-optics 4 axle chassis dynamometer unique 
for LAV rebuild 
- 3.75 million gallon test pond for speed testing amphibious vehicles 
- 1 mile oval paved test track for wheeled and tracked vehicles 
- Cross drive transmission dynamometer that is capable of testing M109/M110 Self- 
Propelled Howitzers, M60A1 Tanks, M88AlF1578 Retrievers, and the AAV7Al family of 
vehicle transmissions 
- Taylor 2000 hp computer-controlled engine dynamometers 
- Class 100 and class 1000 clean rooms 
- Nondestructive testing capabilities 



420 kV X-ray facilities 
Magnetic particle 
Dye penetrant 

- Hardness - 
Profdometer 

- Large scale uninterrupted power capabilities 
- Laser capabilities 

Indoor laser safe facility for the repair, test, and calibration of class 3 and 4 lasers and 
laser systems - 
Outdoor laser safe boresight range for testing of class 3 and 4 lasers and laser systems 

- Laser dimensional measurement capability 
- Full range metrology and radiac capabilities 
- Flexible computer integrated manufacturing technology 
- Engineering laboratory capabilities 

Wet scanning electron microscope 
X-ray fluorescence 
Gas chromatograph 
Spectrometer 
Spectrophotometer 

- High degree of expertise in the repair and rebuild of surveying and astronomic 
theodolites 
- Automated and manual calibration of dc to 18 GHz equipment 
- Alpha, Beta, Gamma test, measurement, and diagnostic equipment repair and calibration 
to include liquid scintillation measurements 
- Semiautomated linearity rail used for test and calibration of various infrared and laser- 
based electronic distance measuring devices 
- Special Projects Section chartered to provide design, development, prototyping, and 
manufacturing of ground equipment requirements when no other ready source of supply is 
available 
- Highly skilled technicians and engineers who are experts in automated test equipment. 
MCLB Albany is designated as the Marine Corps central point for design/development of 
automatic test equipment and test program sets to test weapon systems and equipment. 
- Horizontal external honing and lapping machine, a horizontal internal honing and 
lapping machine, mechanical gymnasticators, a vertical honing and lapping machine, and a 
vapor honing machine for rebuild of gun mounts for self-propelled and towed artillery 
- Horizontal magnetic particle inspection machine for testing gun tubes up to 8 inches and 
beyond 



Alternative . * A Indrv~dual Service Manaeement 

Each service retains its own separate depot maintenance operations with accelerated DMRD 
908 actions, to include interservicing, internal streamlining of depots, reduced depot 
management staffs at higher headquarters, increased competition, teaming with private 
industry for remanufacturing/manufacture, increasing productivity of the direct labor work 
force, etc. Additional depot closures and realignments would be accomplished through the 
base realignment and closure process. The Defense Depot Maintenance Council will provide 
management oversight. 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

This alternative would retain the Marine Corps proven capability. 

Are you willing to accept some decmment in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in materiel readiness may be acceptable, the ability to support 
two major regional contingencies requiring total Marine Corps commitment must be retained. 

This alternative will allow the Marine Corps to maintain command and control of the 
maintenance centers, satisfy the National Military Strategy requirements, and provide the 
Commandant the capability to exercise his Title 10 responsibilities. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This alternative is realistic and preferred by the Marine Corps. It will allow us to realize or 
exceed our current DMRD 908 targets in all categories by increasing publictprivate 
competition interservicing, and total quality leadership (TQL) improvements which will ensure 
efficiency and the capabilty to satisfy a surge wartime environment in support of the National 
Military Strategy. 

If your Service wen? selected as an Executive AgendSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special mquirements, e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-Up projects," etc.? 

Although not applicable to this alternative, the Marine Corps has a streamlined, centralized 
logistics command structure that provides the flexibility to quickly realign resources to satisfy 
the National Military Strategy. Our weapon system/equipment management concept 
centralizes control of logistics elements to eliminate redundancy while providing a single point 
of contact for operational commanders. 



We would apply our management expertise and concepts to meet other service depot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibility for which the Marine 
Corps is noted. Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readiness, within fiscal 
constraints, and quickly adapting to changing requirements during-times of conflict are proven 
capabilities of the Marine Corps logistics system. Our focus continues to be on optimizing 
the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance management for any 
areas where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agent. Our philosophy of pushing the 
responsibility and authority down to the lowest level allows us to minimize Headquarters' 
overhead. Our current Headquarters' overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest 
in DoD. We would attempt to apply this same ratio to any additional maintenance 
management responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentJSingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

Although not applicable in this option, the Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or 
better responsiveness from any maintenance manager as we currently receive from our own 
organization. A single manager must guarantee that surge capabilities exist to meet the 
Marine Corps mobilization and MPF requirements. A single manager would be required to 
provide rapid turnaround to continuously changing requirements as demonstrated by the 
Marine Corps maintenance centers during Desert Shield/Storm. This flexibility would require 
the single manager to concurrently support unique Marine Corps-co&igured equipment in 
small quantities with short turnaround times and at the same time continue to provide the 
assembly line support of common items. Also, the ability to accept reprioritization of 
requirements and resources in order to adapt to quickly changing environments is mandatory. 
Total costs must not exceed current expenditures and must include areas such as repair, 
transportation, overhead, and inventory requirements. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Yes. The Marine Corps has exceeded DMRD 908 targets in all categories and continues to 
realize significant savings as TQL principles are implemented. Increased 
public/private competition, intersemicing, and TQL improvements will ensure that we are 
militarily effective and operationally efficient. 

PROS 

- Allows the Commandant to fulfill his Title 10 responsibilities 
- Marine Corps retains its centralized logistics command structure 
- Ensures a Marine Corps depot maintenance "core" capability 



- Retains organic surge capabilities as utilized during Desert Shield/Storm as well as 
continuously supporting the MPF 
- Retains reconstitution capabilities as demonstrated during post-Desert Shield/ Storm 
- Accelerates and increases savings 
- Necessitates increased competition and interservicing 
- No ldss of direct support to FMF operational requirements 
- Realistic implementation without increased cost 
- Mows tailoring of equipment and concepts to suit Marine Corps mission 
- No degradation to readiness 
- No additional investment in inventories to fill the pipeline 
- Minimal transportation costs - 
- Minimizes equipment maintenance turnaround time 
- Supports Marine Corps Base Force 
- Supports National Military Strategy 
- Least disruptive to the work force 
- Minimizes overhead costs 

CONS 

- Savings resulting from the efficiencies achieved through this alternative will be taken 
away from the service and will not be available for utilization to increase service readiness 
- Slight personnel increases in support of competition 



Alternative B Individiual Service Manaeement (Consolidation into "Centers of Excel1ence"l 

In conjunction with single service maintenance management of weapon systems platforms 
(Alternative C), depot maintenance of depot level reparables (DLRs) and components installed 
in these weapon system platforms would be managed by the same service that manages the 
weapon system. This provides single service management of a weapon system platform and 
all its co~nponents. Maintenance facilities for weapon system platforms and DLRs and 
components as well as for nonweapon system equipment would be consolidated into "centers 
of excellence" within the managing service to the maximum extent possible but could be also 
performed at a contractor's plant or, in exceptional cases, in other services' facilities. 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Service's maintenance plvcess? 

The Marine Corps maintenance process would be disrupted at all levels. Our maintenance 
centers provide total weapon system repair of principal end items and their associated 
components. The maintenance centers support not only depot level requirements but also 
enhance the Marine Corps intermediate level maintenance effort by accepting FMF workload 
which exceeds the capacity of the lower echelons of maintenance. Any reduction to this 
maintenance capability will directly impact the readiness of our FMF operating forces. 
Maintenance centers support the majority of Marine Corps ground combat equipment and do 
not specialize in support of specific commodities. This has proven to be the most effective 
means of support, given the diversity of weapon systems and the small numbers of each type 
repaired annually. We have also embraced the inspect and repair only as necessary 
maintenance concept vice the traditional total overhaul focus of depot maintenance. To 
further maximize efficiencies, maintenance center personnel are cross-trained to work on a 
variety of equipment in different commodities. Cross-training provides the flexibility to 
rapidly realign the work force to meet changing Fh!fF requirements. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in readiness could be accepted, our worldwide commitments 
continue; and surge capabilities in support of the National Military Strategy must be retained. 
Predicting the time, place, and circumstances where the Marine Corps will be committed will 
continue to be difficult as was demonstrated in our recent involvement in Liberia, Kuwait, 
Somalia, and Iraq, as well as humanitarian assistance operations for natural disasters in 
Florida, Hawaii, Bangladesh, and the Philippines. 

As was proven in an April 1990 Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) workload 
consolidation study, the Marine Corps would not gain any savings by moving workload out of 
Marine Corps depots and spreading it to other service facilities. Furthermore, this approach 
could also potentially jeopardize our military effectiveness. 



Materiel readiness is a responsibility of command, and this alternative does not allow the 
Commandant to satisfy National Military Strategy requirements or effectively exercise his 
Title 10 responsibilities. 

- 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This altemative may be realistic for the other Services; however, if the Marine Corps had to 
depend entirely on exteral maintenance support, the program would be cost prohibitive, 
ineffective, and unrnanageabl~due to the large number of low density multicommodity items 
which would require interservicing. 

If your Service wen? selected as an Executive AgendSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements, e-g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-Up pmjects," etc.? 

- - 
The Marine Corps has a streamlined, centralized logistics command structure that provides the 
flexibility to quickly realign resources to satisfy the National Military Strategy. Our weapon 
systern/equipment management concept centralizes control of logistics elements to eliminate 
redundancy while providing a single point of contact for operationals commanders. Although 
small in comparison to the other services, the Marine Corps currently provides executive 
agent management for weapons systems, such as amphibious assault vehicles, light armored 
vehicles, SB-3614 Switchboards, and ANmB-1 D, Radar Sets. 

We would apply effective management expertise and concepts to meet other service depot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibility for which the Marine 
Corps is noted. Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readiness, within fiscal 
constraints, and quickly adapting to changing requirements during times of conflict are proven 
capabilities of the Marine Corps logistics system. Our focus would continue to be on 
optimizing the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance management for those 
areas where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agent. Our philosophy of pushing the 
responsibility and authority down to the lowest level allows us to minimize Headquarters' 
overhead. Our current Headquarters' overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest 
in DoD. We would attempt to apply this same ratio to any additional maintenance 
management responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentJSingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

The Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or better responsiveness from any 
maintenance manager as we currently receive from our own organization. A single manager 
must guarantee that surge capabilities exist to meet the Marine Corps mobilization and MPF 
requirements. A single manager would be required to provide rapid turnaround to 



continuously changing requirements as demonstrated by the Marine Corps maintenance centers 
during Desert Shield/Storm. This flexibility would require the single manager to concurrently 
support unique Marine Corps-configured equipment in small quantities and short turnaround 
times and at the same time continue to provide the assembly line support of-common items. 
Also, the ability to accept reprioritization requirements and resources in order to adapt to 
quickly changing environments is mandatory. Total costs must not exceed current 
expenditures and must include areas such as repair, transportation, overhead, and inventory 
requirements. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? - 

Realignment of the relatively small amount of workload performed at the Maintenance 
Centers (less than 1 percent of the total FY 91 DoD depot maintenance workload) would not 
have a sisnificant impact on overall DoD depot maintenance capacity utilization or 
simcanlty reduce the werhead within the Marine Corps. However, such a realignment 
would have a serious negative impact on the Marine Corps ability to meet its operational 
commitments within current fiscal constraints. 

As proven in a April 1990 DDMC workload consolidation study, as depicted below, there 
would be a net cost of $195 million over a 5 year period and a recurring cost of $25 million 
per year if workload (68.8 percent major equipment, 4.5 percent secondary depot level 
reparables, and 27.7 percent all other) was realigned from Marine Corps depots and spread 
among other service facilities. Therefore, realignment or consolidation is impractical from a 
business perspective. We will continue to assess the requirement for, and effectiveness of the 
two Marine Corps Maintenance Centers and will propose changes and realignments as 
appropriate. 



SUMMARY OF 
COST ANALYSIS OF PROPOSAL TO CLOSE 

DMA'S ALBANY AND BARSTOW 
($000) 

COSTS: 

YEAR CLOSED 
ELEMENTS N - 9 1  ~ y - 9 2  N-93 N - 9 4  FY-95 TOTAL 

Move IPE 
Move/Sever 

People 
Facilities 
Weapon System 

Management 
Transportation 
Inventory 
New Hires 
Production 
Alt. Training 

Totals 

SAVINGS: 

ELEMENTS N - 9 1  ~ 3 - 9 2  N-93 FY-94 N - 9 5  TOTAL 

MILCON 5,910 5,910 
BOS 1.600 1.648 1.697 1.747 1.799 8.491 

Totals 7,510 1,648 1,697 1,747 1,799 14,401 

NET SAVINGS: (93,863) (24,152) (24,88 1)  (25,63 1) (26,405) (194,932) 

Notes: 1.  Multiyear costs escalated at 3 percent per year. 
2. Numbers may not add due to rounding. 



PROS 

- Enhances interservicing 
- Consolidates workload 

CONS 
- Would not satisfy the Defense Planning Guidance 
- Could prohibit the Commandant from fulfilling Title 10 requirements 
- Marine Corps could lose its centralized logistics command structure 
- Jeopardizes Marine Corps depot maintenance "core" capability 
- Could lose organic surge capabilities 
- Could lose reconstitution capabilities 
- Savings questionable 
- Could eliminate competition 
- Loss of direct support to FMF operational requirements 
- Unrealistic implementation with increased cost 
- Could inhibit tailoring of equipment and concepts to suit Marine Corps mission 
- Could degrade readiness if the single manager was not responsive to requirements 
- Additional investment required in wholesale and retailinventories to fill pipeline 
- Environmental regulations at center of excellence sites would result in increased 
turnaround times 
- Loss of a center of excellence could result in total DoD loss of capability 
- Increased production costs 
- Increased transportation costs 
- Disrupts the concurrent repair of components and principal end items 
- Could eliminate up to 75 percent of total current workload 
- Increases equipment rebuild turnaround time 
- Disruptive to work force 
- Saving resulting from the efficiencies achieved through this alternative will be taken 
away from the Service and will not be available for utilization to increase Service 
readiness 



Alternative C Consolidate Wea~ons Svstem Platforms into Joint Service "Centers !zf 
Excellence" 

Maintenance management of common or simiiar weapon system platforms (e.g., ships, large 
missiles, fixed wing aircraft, and rotary wing aircraft) would be accomplished by a single 
service. depot level reparables (DLRs) and components (e-g., hydraulic actuators, gas turbine 
engines, aircraft landing gear, and inertial navigation systems), depot maintenance 
responsibilities, as well as depot maintenance of nonweapon system equipment (e.g., 
automatic test equipment, ground support equipment, and general purpose vehicles) would 
continue to be individual using services' responsibilities. 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance pmcess? 

The Marine Corps maintenance process would be disrupted at a l l  levels. Our maintenance 
centers provide total weapon system repair of the principal end items and their associated 
components. The maintenance centers support not only depot level requirements but also 
enhance the Marine Corps intermediate level maintenance effort by accepting FMF workload 
which exceeds the capacity of the lower echelons of maintenance (overflow). Any reduction 
to this maintenance capability will directly impact the readiness of our EMF operating forces. 
Maintenance centers support the majority of Marine Corps ground combat equipment and do 
not specialize in support of specific commodities. This has proven to be the most effective 
means of support, given the diversity of weapon systems and the small numbers of each type 
repaired annually. We have also embraced the inspect and repair only as necessary 
maintenance concept vice the total overhaul focus of traditional depot maintenance. To 
further maximize efficiencies, maintenance center p e r s o ~ e l  are cross-trained to work on a 
variety of equipment in different commodities. Cross-training provides the flexibility to 
rapidly realign the work force to meet changing FMF requirements. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in readiness could be accepted, our worldwide commitments 
continue; and surge capabilities in support of the National Military Strategy must be retained. 
Predicting the time, place, and circumstances where the Marine Corps will be committed will 
continue to be difficult as was demonstrated in our recent involvement in Liberia, Kuwait, 
Somalia, and Iraq, as well as humanitarian assistance operations for natural disasters in 
Florida, Hawaii, Bangladesh, and the Philippines. 

As was proven in an April 1990 Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) workload 
consolidation study, the Marine Corps would not gain any savings by moving workload out of 
Marine Corps depots and spreading it to other service facilities. Furthermore, this approach could 
jeopardize our military effectiveness. 



Maintaining command and control of the Marine Corps maintenance centers allows the 
Commandant to satisfy the National Military Strategy requirements while effectively exercising 
his Title 10 responsibilities. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This alternative would be inefficient, ineffective, and unmanageable. 

If your Service we= selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special ~quirements, e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 'Top- 
Up pmjects," etc.? 

The Marine Corps has a streamlined, centralized logistics command structure that provides the 
flexibility to quickly realign resources to satisfy the National Military Strategy. Our weapon 
systemjeQuipment management concept centralizes control of logistics elements to eliminate 
redundancy while providing a single point of contact for operationals commanders. Although 
small in comparison to the other services, the Marine Corps currently provides executive agent 
management for weapons systems, such as amphibious assault vehicles, light armored vehicles, 
SB-3614 Switchboards, and ANKPB-ID, Radar Sets. 

We would apply effective management expertise and concepts to meet other service depot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibility for which the Marine 
Corps is noted. Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readiness, within fiscal 
constraints, and quickly adapting to changing requirements during times of conflict are proven 
capabilities of the Marine Corps logistics system. Our focus would continue to be on optimizing 
the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance management for those areas 
where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agent. Our philosophy of pushing the 
responsibility and authority down to the lowest level allows us to minimize Headquarters' 
overhead. Our current Headquarters' overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest in 
DoD. We would attempt to apply this same ratio to any additional maintenance management 
responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

The Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or better responsiveness from any 
maintenance manager as we currently receive from our own organization. A single manager must 
guarantee that surge capabilities exist to meet the Marine Corps mobilization and MPF 
requirements. A single manager would be required to provide rapid turnaround to continuously 
changing requirements as demonstrated by the Marine Corps maintenance centers during Desert 
Shield/Storm. This flexibility would require the single manager to concurrently support unique 
Marine Corps-configured equipment in small quantities and short turnaround times and at the 



same time continue to provide the assembly line support of common items. Also, the ability to 
accept reprioritization requirements and resources in order to adapt to quickly changing 
environments is mandatory. Total costs must not exceed current expenditures and must include 
areas such as repair, transportation, overhead, and inventory requirements. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Realignment of the relatively small amount of workload performed at the maintenance centers 
(less than one percent of the total N-91 DoD depot maintenance workload) would not have a 
substantial impact on overall DoDdepot maintenance capacity utilization or signScantly reduce 
the overhead within the Marine Corps. However, such a realignment would have a serious 
negative impact on the Marine Corps ability to meet its operational commitments within current 
fiscal constraints. 

As proven in an April 1990 DDMC workload consolidation study, as depicted below, there would 
be a net cost of $195 million over a 5-year period and recurring costs of $25 million per year if 
workload (68.8 percent major equipment, 4.5 percent secondary depot level reparables, and 27.7 
percent aU other) were realigned from Marine Corps depots and spread among other service 
facilities. Therefore, realignment or consolidation is impractical from a business perspective. We 
will continue to assess the requirement for and effectiveness of, the two Marine Corps 
maintenance centers and will propose changes and realignments as appropriate. 



SUMMARY OF 
COST ANALYSIS OF PROPOSAL TO CLOSE 

DMA'S ALBANY AND BARSTOW 
($000) 

COSTS: 

YEAR CLOSED 
ELEMENTS N - 9 1  - N-92 w - 9 3  FY-94 FY-95 TOTAL 

Move IPE 
MoveISever 

People 
Facilities 
Weapon System - 

Management 
Transportation 
Inventory 
New Hires 
Production 
Alt . Training 

Totals 

SAVINGS: 

ELEMENTS N - 9 1  FY-92 FY-93 FY-94 FY-95 TOTAL 

MILCON 5,910 5,910 
BOS 1.600 1.648 1.697 1.747 1.799 8.491 

Totals 7,5 10 1,648 1,697 1,747 1,799 14,401 

NET SAVINGS: (93,863) (24,152) (24,881) (25,631) (26,405) (194,932) 

Notes: 1.  Multiyear costs escalated at 3 percent per year. 
2. Numbers may not add due to rounding. 



PROS 

- Enhances interservicing 

CONS 

- Would prohibit the Commandant from fuKiUing his Title 10 responsibilities 
- Marine Corps could lose its centralized logistics command structure 
- Jeopardizes Marine Corps depot maintenance "core" capability 
- Could lose organic surge capabilities 
- Could lose reconstitution capabilities 
- Savings questionable 
- Could eliminate competition for major end items 
- Loss of direct support to FMF operational requirements 
- Unrealistic implementation with increased cost 
- Inhibits task organizing of equipment and concepts to suit Marine Corps mission 
- Could degrade readiness if the single manager were not responsive to requirements 
- Additional investment required in wholesale and retail inventories to fill the pipeline 
- Increases tramportation costs 
- Increases equipment maintenance turnaround time 
- Disruptive to work force 
- Increases overhead costs 
- Disrupts the concurrent repair of components and principal end items 
- Could eliminate up to 60 percent of the total current workload 
- Savings resulting from the efficiencies achieved through this alternative will be withdrawn 
from the service and will not be available for utilization to increase service readiness 



Alternative D Individual Service Manw,ement of Weapon System Platforms in "Centers of 
Excellence" with DLR1s. Components and Non-Wea~on System Eaui~ment Consolidated in 
Sinvle Service "Centers of Excellence" 

In conjunction with individual using services depot maintenance management of weapon system 
platforms (as in Alternative A), depot level reparables (DLRs) and components and nonweapon 
system equipment will be consolidated via a "center of excellence" concept, in most cases in a 
single service. 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Service's maintenance pmcess? 

After Alternative A, this alternative has the least disruptive impact on the Marine Corps 
maintenance process. Our maintenance centers provide total weapon system repair of the 
principal end items and their associated components. The maintenance centers support not only 
depot level requirements but also enhance the Marine Corps intermediate level maintenance effort 
by accepting FMF workload which exceeds the capacity of the lower echelons of maintenance 
(overflow). Any reduction to this maintenance capability wiU directly impact the readiness of 
our FMF operating forces. Maintenance centers support the majority of Marine Corps ground 
combat equipment and do not specialize in support of specific commodities. This has proven to 
be the most effective means of support, given the diversity of weapon systems and the small 
numbers of each type repaired annually. We have also embraced the inspect and repair only as 
necessary maintenance concept vice the traditional total overhaul focus of depot maintenance. 
To further maximize efficiencies, maintenance center personnel are cross-trained to work on a 
variety of equipment in different commodities. Cross-training provides the flexibility to rapidly 
realign the work force to meet changing FMF requirements. 

Am you willing to accept some decmment in military effectiveness if substantial savings could 
be realized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in readiness could be accepted, our worldwide commitments 
continue; and surge capabilities in support of the National Military Strategy must be retained. 
Predicting the time, place, and circumstances where the Marine Corps will be committed will 
continue to be difficult as was demonstrated in our recent involvement in Liberia, Kuwait, 
Somalia, and Iraq, as well as humanitarian assistance operations for natural disasters in Florida, 
Hawaii, Bangladesh, and the Philippines. 

As was proven in an April 1990 Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) workload 
consolidation study, the Marine Corps would not sustain any savings by moving workload out 
of Marine Corps depots and spreading it to other service facilities. Furthermore, this approach 
could jeopardize our military effectiveness. 



Maintaining command and control of the Marine Corps maintenance centers allows the 
Commandant to satisfy National Military Strategy requirements while effectively exercise his 
Title 10 responsibilities. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Although not the most desirable alternative for the Marine Corps, this is a viable altemative. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentJSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements, e.g., setting priorities, semice unique equipments, 'Top- 
Up projects," etc.? 

The Marine Corps has a streamlined, centralized logistics command structure that provides the 
flexibility to quickly realign resources to satisfy the National Military Strategy. Our weapon 
systemlequipment management concept centralizes control of logistics elements to eliminate 
redundancy while providing a single point of contact for operationals commanders. Although 
small in comparison to the other services, the Marine Corps currently provides executive agent 
management for weapons systems, such as amphibious assault vehicles, light armored vehicles, 
SB-3614 Switchboards, and AN/I'F'B-ID, Radar Sets. 

We would apply effective management expertise and concepts to meet other service depot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibility for which the Marine 
Corps is noted. Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readiness, within fiscal 
constraints, and quickly adapting to changing requirements during times of conflict are proven 
capabilities of the Marine Corps logistics system. Ow focus would continue to be on optimizing 
the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance management for those areas 
where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agent. Our philosophy of pushing the 
responsibility and authority down to the lowest level allows us to minimize Headquarters' 
overhead. Our current Headquarters' overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest in 

DoD. We would attempt to apply this same ratio to any additional maintenance management 
responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If your Selvice became a customer of an Executive AgentJSingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

The Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or better responsiveness from any 
maintenance manager as we currently receive from our own organization. A single manager must 
guarantee that surge capabilities exist to meet the Marine Corps mobilization and MPF 
requirements. A single manager would be required to provide rapid turnaround to continuously 
changing requirements as demonstrated by the Marine Corps maintenance centers during Desert 
Shield/Storm. This flexibility would require the single manager to concurrently support unique 
Marine Corps-configured equipment in small quantities and short turnaround times and at the 



same time continue to provide the assembly line support of common items. Also, the ability to 
accept reprioritization requirements and resources in order to adapt to quickly changing 
environments is mandatory. Total costs must not exceed current expenditures and must include 
areas such as repair, transportation, overhead, and inventory requirements. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Realignment of the relatively small amount of workload (4.5 percent secondary depot level 
reparables) performed at the maintenance centers would not have a substantial impact on overall 
DoD depot maintenance capacity utilization or sigmfkantly reduce the overhead within the 
Marine Corps. We will continue to assess the requirement for, and effectiveness of, the two 
Marine Corps maintenance centers and will propose changes and realignments as appropriate. 

PROS 

- Enhances interservicing 
- Allows the Commandant to fulfill his Title 10 responsibilities 
- Marine Corps retains its centralized logistics command structure 
- Marine Corps retains depot maintenance "core" capability for principal end items 
- Retains organic surge capabilities as demonstrated during Desert Shield/Storm and in 
continuous support of MPF 
- Retains reconstitution capabilities as demonstrated during post-Desert Shield/Storm 
- Retains competition for principal end items 
- Least disruptive to work force 

CONS 

- Reduces direct support to FMF operational requirements 
- Could degrade readiness if the single manager were not responsive to requirements 
- Some additional investment required in wholesale and retail inventories to fill the pipeline 
- Some increased transportation costs 
- Savings resulting fiom the efficiencies achieved through this alternative will be withdrawn 
from the service and will be available for utilization to increase readiness 
- Loss of a center of excellence would result in the total loss of total DoD capabilty 
- Enviromental regulations at center of excellence sites could result in increased maintenance 
turn around time 



A . . 
1 l- n 

WeaaonSvstem Comaonents Under Sin&Executivc Service 

In conjunction with single service maintenance management of common or similar weapon 
system platforms (as in Alternative C ), depot level reparable (DLRs) and components and 
nonweapon system equipment will be consolidated via a "center of excellence" concept. In most 
cases, this will be a single service but not necessarily the same single service that manages the 
weapon system. 

- 
Effectiveness: What are the impacts of tbis alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Service's maintenance pmcess? 

The Marine Corps maintenance process would be disrupted at all levels of maintenance by 
segregating the maintenance management of principal end items and secondary depot reparable 
(see Marin6 Corps issue paper on maintenance policy and procedures). Our maintenance centers 
provide total weapon system repair of the principal end items and their associated components. 
The maintenance centers support not only depot level requirements but also enhance the Marine 
Corps intermediate level maintenance by accepting FMF workload which exceeds the capacity 
of the lower echelons of maintenance (overflow). Any reduction to maintenance capability will 
directly impact the readiness of our FMF operating forces. Maintenance centers support the 
majority of Marine Corps ground combat equipment and do not specialize in support of specific 
commodities. This has proven to be the most effective means of support, given the diversity of 
weapon systems and the small numbers of each type repaired annually. We have also embraced 
the inspect and repair only as necessary (IROAN) maintenance concept vice the traditional total 
overhaul focus of depot maintenance. To further maximize efficiencies, maintenance center 
personnel are cross-trained to work on a variety of equipment in different commodities. Cross- 
training provides the flexibility to rapidly realign the work force to meet changing FMF 
requirements. 

Am you willing to accept some decmment in military effectiveness if substantial savings could e 

be malized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in readiness could be accepted, our worldwide commitments 
continue; and surge capabilities in support of the National Military Strategy must be retained. 
Predicting the time, place, and circumstances where the Marine Corps will be committed will 
continue to be difficult as was demonstrated in are recent involvement in Liberia, Kuwait, 
Somalia, and Iraq, as well as humanitarian assistance operations for natural disasters in Florida, 
Hawaii, Bangladesh, and the Philippines. 

As was proven in an April 1990 Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) workload 
consolidation study, the Marine Corps would not gain any savings by moving workload out of 
Marine Corps depots and spreading it to other service facilities. Furthermore, this approach of 
the Marine Corps jeopardize our military effectiveness. 



Maintaining command and control maintenance centers allows the Commandant to satisfy 
National Military Strategy requirements while effectively exercise his Title 10 responsibilities. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This alternative would be cost prohibitive, ineffective, and unmanageable due to the large number 
of low density multi-commodity items which would require interservicing. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgendSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements, e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 'Top- 
Up projects," etc.? - 

The Marine Corps has a streamlined, centralized logistics command structure that provides the 
flexibility to quickly realign resources to satisfy the National Witary Strategy. Our weapon 
system/equipment management-concept centralizes control of logistics elements to eliminate 
redundancy while providhg a single point of contact for operational commanders. Although 
small in comparison to the other services, the Marine Corps currently provides executive agent 
management for weapons systems, such as amphibious assault vehicles, light armored vehicles, 
SB-3614 Switchboards, and AN/T'PB- 1 D, Radar Sets. 

We would apply effective management expertise and concepts to meet other service depot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibility for which the Marine 
Corps is noted. Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readiness, within fiscal 
constraints, and quickly adapting to changing requirements during times of conflict are proven 
capabilities of the Marine Corps logistics system. Our focus would continue to be on optimizing 
the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance management for those areas 
where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agent. Our philosophy of pushing the 
responsibility and authority down to the lowest level d o w s  us to minimize Headquarters' 
overhead. Our current Headquarters' overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest in 
DoD. We would attempt to apply this same ratio to any additional maintenance management 
responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentiSingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

The Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or better responsiveness from any 
maintenance manager as we currently receive from our own organization. A single manager must 
guarantee that surge capabilities exist to meet the Marine Corps mobilization and MPF 
requirements. A single manager would be required to provide rapid turnaround to continuously 
changing requirements as demonstrated by the Marine Corps maintenance centers during Desert 
Shield/Stonn. This flexibility would require the single manager to concurrently support unique 
Marine Corps-configured equipment in small quantities and short turnaround times and at the 



same time continue to provide the assembly line support of common items. Also, the ability to 
accept reprioritization requirements and resources in order to adapt to quickly changing 
environments is mandatory. Total costs must not exceed current expenditures and must include 
areas such as repair, transportation, overhead, and inventory requirements. 

Efficiencies: Am there near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Realignment of the relatively small amount of workload performed at the maintenance centers 
(less than 1 percent of the total IT 91 DoD depot maintenance workload) would not have a 
substantial impact on overall DoD depot maintenance capacity utilization or significantly reduce 
the overhead within the Marine Corps. However, such a realignment would have a serious 
negative impact on the Marine Corps ability to meet its operational commitments within current 
fiscal constraints. 

As proven in an April 1990 DDMC workload consolidation study, as depicted below, there would 
be a net cost of $195 million over a 5 year period and recurring costs of $25 million per year if 
workload (68.8 percent major equipment, 4.5 percent secondary depot level reparable, and 27.7 
percent all other) were realigned from Marine Corps depots and spread among other service 
facilities. Therefore, realignment or consolidation is impractical from a business perspective. We 
will continue to assess the requirement for, and effectiveness of, the two Marine Corps 
maintenance centers and will propose changes and realignments as appropriate. 



SUMMARY OF 
COST ANALYSIS OF PROPOSAL TO CLOSE 

DMA'S ALBANY AND BARSTOW 
($000) 

COSTS: 

YEAR CLOSED 
ELEMENTS FY-9 1 FY-92 FY-93 IT-94 FY-95 TOTAL 

Move IPE 
Move/Sever 

People 
Facilities 
Weapon System 

Management 
Transportation 
Inventory 
New Hires 
Production 
Alt. Training 

Totals 

SAVINGS: 

ELEMENTS FY-91 m-92 FY-93 FY-94 FY-95 TOTAL 

MILCON 5,910 5,910 
BOS 1.600 1.648 1.697 1.747 1.799 8.491 

Totals 7,5 10 1,648 1,697 1,747 1,799 14,401 

NET SAVINGS: (93,863) (24,152) (24,881) (25,631) (26,405) (194,932) 

Notes: 1.  Multiyear costs escalated at 3 percent per year. 
2. Numbers may not add due to rounding. 



PROS 

- Enhances interservicing 

CONS 

- Would prohibit the Commandant from fulfilling his Title 10 responsibilities 
- Marine Corps could lose its centralized logistics command structure 
- Jeopardizes Marine Corps depot maintenance "core" capability 
- Could lose organic surge capabilities 
- Could lose reconstitution capabilities 
- Could eliminate competition for major end items and depot level reparable 
- Loss of direct support to FMF operational requirements 
- Unrealistic implementation with increased costs 
- Inhibits task organizing of equipment and concepts to suit Marine Corps mission 
- Could degrade readiness if the single manager were not responsive to requirements 
- No cost savings would be realized 
- Additional investment required in wholesale and retail inventories to fill the pipeline 
- Increases transportation costs 
- Increases overhead costs 
- Increases personnel costs 
- llcreases production costs 
- Increases facilities costs 
- Disrupts the concurrent repair of components and principal end items 
- Could eliminate up to 75 percent of total current workload 
- Increases equipment rebuild turnaround time 
- Disruptive to the work force 
- Savings resulting from the efficiencies achieved through this alternative will be withdrawn 
from the service and will not be available for utilization to increase service readiness 
- Environmental regulations at "center of excellence" facilities will result in increased 
maintenance turnaround time for customers 
- Loss of a center of excellence could result in the loss of a total DoD capability 



Alternative F DOD Consolidation 

Consolidate all depot maintenance functions under one organization external to the Services. This 
alternative would eliminate Service ownership of depot maintenance. Individual weapon systems, 
DLRs and components, and non weapon system equipment could be maintained organically, 
contracted out, or a combination of both. Individual depots could be organic or government 
owned, contractor operated (GOCO). 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Service's maintenance process? 

The measurement of effectiveness for the Marine Corps cannot be determined without defining 
the organizational structure of the DoD controlled depot maintenance agency and their vision of 
the future of maintenance within the Marine Corps. 

Are you willing to accept some decmment in military effectiveness if substantial savings could 
be realized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in readiness could be accepted, our worldwide commitments 
continue; and surge capabilities in support of the National Military Strategy must be retained. 
Predicting the time, place, and circumstances where the Marine Corps will be committed will 
continue to be difficult as has been demonstrated in our recent involvement in Liberia, Kuwait, 
Somalia, and Iraq, as well as humanitarian assistance operations for natural disasters in Florida, 
Hawaii, Bangladesh, and the Philippines. 

Maintaining command and control of the Marine Corps maintenance centers allows the 
Commandant to satisfy the National Military Strategy requirements while effectively exercising 
his Title 10 responsibilities. 

Implementation: Is this alternative malistic? 

This alternative may be realistic from a centralized management point of view; but, in fact, with 
the distinctive missions of each service, it becomes unrealistic to implement. It adds layering and 
decreases the ability of service chiefs to maintain control of their resources as well as to and 
influence their services' readiness. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special mquimments, e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 'Top- 
Up projects," etc.? 

The Marine Corps has a streamlined, centralized logistics command structure that provides the 
flexibility to quickly realign resources to satisfy the National Military Strategy. Our weapon 
system/equipment management concept centralizes control of logistics elements to eliminate 
redundancy while providing a single point of contact for operationals commanders. Although 



small in comparison to the other services, the Marine Corps currently provides executive agent 
management for weapons systems, such as amphibious assault vehicles, light armored vehicles, 
SB-3614 Switchboards, and ANmB-ID, Radar Sets. 

- 

We would apply effective management expertise and concepts to meet other service depot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibility for which the Marine 
Corps is noted. Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readiness, within fiscal 
constraints, and quickly adapting to changing requirements during times of conflict are proven 
capabilities of the Marine Corps logistics system. Our focus would continue to be on optimizing 
the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance management for those areas 
where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agent. Our philosophy of pushing the 
responsibility and authority down to the lowest level allows- us to minimize Headquarters' 
overhead. Our current Headquarters' overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest in 
DoD. We would attempt to apply this same ratio to any additional maintenance management 
responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that managefl 

The Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or better responsiveness from any 
maintenance manager as we currently receive from our own organization. A single manager must 
guarantee that surge capabilities exist to meet the Marine Corps mobilization and MPF 
requirements. A single manager would be required to provide rapid turnaround to continuously 
changing requirements as demonstrated by the Marine Corps maintenance centers during Desert 
Shield/Storm. This flexibility would require the single manager to concurrently support unique 
Marine Corps-configured equipment in small quantities and short turnaround times and at the 
same time continue to provide the assembly line support of common items. Also, the ability to 
accept reprioritization requirements and resources in order to adapt to quickly changing 
environments is mandatory. Total costs must not exceed current expenditures and must include 
areas such as repair, transportation, overhead, and inventory requirements. 

Efficiencies: Are them near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

From a purely business perspective, this appears to be an efficiency based on centralized 
management concepts. But, from a user's perspective, this is creating additional management 
layers which will cause inefficiencies through layering. Any savings which may be realized 
through the reduction in individual service headquarters management overhead will, in fact, 
increase costs in other overhead areas such as materiel management. It is questionable that the 
Marine Corps would realize a reduction in headquarters management overhead due to the fact that 
we are extremely streamlined in the management of our maintenance facilities. 

PROS 



- Centralizes DoD management 
- On the DoD level it may produce savings at the headquarters organizational level for some 
services 

CONS 

- Would prohibit the Commandant from f u l f i g  his Title 10 responsibilities 
- Marine Corps could lose its centralized logistics command structure 
- Could jeopardize Marine Corps depot maintenance "core" capability 
- Could lose organic surge capabilities 
- Could lose reconstitution capabilities 
- Could eliminate competition for major end i t e k  and DLRs 
- Loss of direct support to FMF operational requirements 
- Unrealistic implementation with increased costs 
- Could increase overhead costs - 



Alternative G Commercialize Maintenance 

Contract out all depot maintenance requirements. Contract management would be maintained at 
either the Service or DoD level. The ultimate goal would be to include contract maintenance as 
part of the weapon system acquisition costs of new systems throughout its life cycle. 

Effectiveness: What am the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Service's maintenance process? 

Reliance on private industry to support the Marine Corps total maintenance workload would 
jeopardize our ability to retain readiness at the level which must be maintained to support the 
"force-in-readiness" mission. The uncertainties of private industry to support our dynamic 
workload changes, as we are able to do today, will drastically affect our mission and readiness. 
We see only the decrease in military effectiveness with this alternative. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings could 
be malized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in readiness could be accepted, our worldwide commitments 
continue; and surge capabilities in support of the National Military Strategy must be retained. 
Predicting the time, place, and circumstances where the Marine Corps will be committed will 
continue to be difficult as has been demonstrated in our recent involvement in Liberia, Kuwait, 
Somalia, and Iraq, as well as humanitarian assistance operations for natural disasters in Florida, 
Hawaii, Bangladesh, and the Philippines. 

Maintaining command and control of Marine Corps maintenance centers allows the Commandant 
to satisfy National Military Strategy requirements and effectively exercise his Title 10 
responsibilities. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Implementation of this alternative is not realistic. Private industry has neither the industrial base 
nor the desire to support maintenance for the Marine Corps. Our small portion of the total DoD 
workload requirement consists of small quantities of low dollar value items. Contracting out 
costs would be excessive as compared to the current organic costs. Also, contracting of workload 
does not accommodate the frequent instantaneous requirement changes required to support our 
mission. Any amendment to the contract would increase the cost. This alternative is totally 
unacceptable due to cost and nonavailability of the industrial base capability. 



If your Service wem selected as an Executive AgendSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements, e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 'Top- 
Up pmjects," etc.? 

The Marine Corps has a streamlined, centralized logistics command structure that provides the 
flexibility to quickly realign resources to satisfy the National Military Strategy. Our weapon 
systernfequipment management concept centralizes control of logistics elements to eliminate 
redundancy while providing a single point of contact for operationals commanders. Although 
small in comparison to the other services, the Marine Corps currently provides executive agent 
management for weapons systems, such as amphibious assault vehicles, light armored vehicles, 
SB-3614 Switchboards, and AN/rPB-ID, Radar Sets. 

We would apply effective management expertise and concepts to meet other service depot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibility for which the Marine 
Corps is noted. Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readiness, within f ~ c a l  
constraints, and quickly adapting to changing requirements during times of conflict are proven 
capabilities of the Marine Corps logistics system. Our focus would continue to be on optimizing 
the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance management for those areas 
where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agent. Our philosophy of pushing the 
responsibility and authority down to the lowest level allows us to minimize Headquarters' 
overhead. Our current Headquaaers' overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest in 
DoD. We would attempt to apply this same ratio to any .additional maintenance management 
responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgendSingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

The Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or better responsiveness from any 
maintenance manager as we currently receive from our own organization. A single manager must 
guarantee that surge capabilities exist to meet the Marine Corps mobilization and MPF 
requirements. A single manager would be required to provide rapid turnaround to continuously 
changing requirements as demonstrated by the Marine Corps maintenance centers during Desert 
Shield/Stom. This flexibility would require the single manager to concurrently support unique 
Marine Corps-configured equipment in small quantities and short turnaround times and at the 
same time continue to provide the assembly line support of common items. Also, the ability to 
accept reprioritization requirements and resources in order to adapt to quickly changing 
environments is mandatory. Total costs must not exceed current expenditures and must include 
areas such as repair, transportation, overhead, and inventory requirements. 



Efficiencies: Art them near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

The Marine Corps does not see any near or long term business efficiencies to be gained from 
the implementation of this alternative. 

PROS 

- Increases contracting out of workload to private industry 

CONS 

- Industrial base is not sufficient to support the DoD maintenance requirements 
- Could prohibit the Commandant from fulfilling his Title 10 responsibilities 
- Eliminates Marine Corps depot maintenance "core" capability 
- Would lose organic surge capabilities 
- Could eliminate competition for major end items and DLRs 
- Loss of direct support to FMF operational requirements 
- Unrealistic implementation with increased costs 
- No cost savings would be realized 
- Additional investment required in wholesale and retail inventories to fa the pipeline 
- Increases transportation costs 
- Increases overhead costs 
- Increases personnel costs 
- Increases equipment rebuild turnaround time 
- Disruptive to the work force 
- Materiel readiness would probably decrease 
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APPENDIX K 

AIR FORCE ALTERNATIVE REVIEW 

PREFACE 

As the world evolves, the DOD's organic depot maintenance structure must evolve so it will 
continue to best support military readiness, sustainability, and regeneration--all of which are 
key Service roles most directly supporting the Services' core missions. 

Some of the alternatives below reflect conservative responses to this need for evolution. 
While the Services are rightfully conservative or evolutionary entities, they must also be 
progressive if not revolutionary in anticipating and responding to change. For this reason, 
alternatives that reflect any variation on the status quo are unacceptable. 

In selecting an alternative in response to this change, the Services must serve three masters: 
national security, economics, and politics. Foremost, the nation's organic Service depot 
maintenance system must support its customers--the Base Force collectively--in peacetime, 
contingencies, and war. 

Within constraints imposed by this appropriately preeminent national security focus, the 
Service depot system must be economically viable and progressive such that Service depot 
operating costs are continually reduced relative to production. Two points are key. 

First, the difference between private and public sector "business" is often misunderstood or 
underappreciated. Private sector business activities are profit and market share oriented. 
They depend on having production capabilities which duplicate but improve upon a 
competitor's capabilities--thereby permitting them to gain market share and dominance over 
another. Conversely, public sector "business" activities are not typically profit oriented. Their 
object is to break even, reduce costs, and increase quality and throughput--while providing 
"products" ranging from aircraft landing gear to "national security." In short, they seek to 
avoid duplicate capabilities. 

Second, in deciding to close a Service depot, environmental costs are not considered. These 
costs are neither included in this study nor a factor in the Base Realignment And Closure 
(BRAC) process--even though such costs are often of a magnitude that would make an 
installation's closure fiscally imprudent. For example, the environmental clean up costs 
associated with closing the Sacramento Air Logistics Center range from $2-10 billion. 

In addition to military and economic factors, those restructuring the Service depot system 
must also be responsive to the concerns and interests of Members of Congress, especially as 
they relate to the impact installation closures, facility and equipment divestiture, streamlining, 
and workload consolidation and transfer have on jobs in a Member's state or district. 



The DOD Service depot system restructuring alternatives below reflect a range of approaches. 
Some are variations on a status quo. Others--one in particular--is disturbing in that it 
continues the unfortunate trend of divesting the Services of their ability to provide for their 
own readiness, sustainability, and regeneration. Since the inception of the military 
departments, these were key Service roles in support of core Service missions. This 
disturbing trend is manifest in Alternative "FU--the so-called "Defense Depot Maintenance 
Agency." This alternative reflects a lack of appreciation of the critical differences between 
private and public sector business processes, and a lack of appreciation of the military 
necessity for the Services to field and support a total force structure that is combat ready, 
sustainable, and capable of regeneration. This alternative is one more example of an 
increasing number of Defense agencies, agencies whose unconstrained growth has resulted in 
the de facto creation of a "fifth Service." 

With the JCS-sponsored Defense Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study, the Department of 
Defense and its component Services have an opportunity to posture themselves to best support 
national security needs via increasingly efficient means as they achieve increasingly 
economical defense operations. Given the rapidly evolving political-military-economic 
environment, the status quo is clearly too little too late. However, the "Defense Depot 
Maintenance Agency" reflects the opposite extreme--the trend toward extreme centralization, 
the inappropriate division of the integrated responsibilities concerned with fielding and 
sustaining ready forces, and the continued unconstrained growth of defense agencies in size 
and number--witness the Defense Logistics Agency. 

Given these factors, it is likely most appropriate to continue to vest in the Services the 
responsibilities and resources they need to organize, train, and equip ready, sustainable forces 
capable of responding to any situation affecting the national security of the United States. 
These roles and responsibilities must be carried out in a progressive and aggressive manner 
pursuing business economies and efficiencies appropriate to public sector defense production 
activities. In this regard, Alternative "E" clearly offers the greatest short and long term 
opportunities and benefits. 



. . -A Service Manaement 

Each service retains its own separate depot maintenance operations with DMRD 908 actions 
to include interservicing, internal streamlining of depots, reducing depot maintenance staffs at 
higher headquarters, increasing competition, teaming with private industry for 
remanufacturing/manufacture, increasing productivity of direct labor work force, etc. 
Additional depot closures and realignments would be accomplished through the Base 
Realignment And Closure (BRAC) process. Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) 
will provide management oversight. 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts on the military effectiveness of your Services' 
maintenance process? 

This altemative results in few progressive improvements to the effectiveness of the Air 
Force's maintenance process since it essentially preserves the status quo. Capabilities and 
facilities remain within the current maintenance management structure. However, using 
Service-controlled reductions and continued rightsizing will result in some evolutionary 
improvements and constant turbulence across the spectrum of activities. This status quo 
alternative continues current depot maintenance practices and philosophies, e.g., the Integrated 
Weapons System Management (IWSM) and the Technology Repair Center (TRC) concepts. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's full implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
associated with the "Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in turn supports the Base 
Force. So-called "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstitution reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "Hollow Force of the 1970s." 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

No. Since this alternative essentially continues status quo, and given national security, 
economic, and political realities, this alternative is no longer viable. 



If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special mquirements; e.g., setting priorities, Service unique equipment, 
'Top-up projects," etc.? 

The Air Force currently performs maintenance for eighty-one foreign nations and other 
Services. This would not change, i-e., the customer would continue to be supported in 
accordance with their wishes (work package specifications). 

Am there near or long term efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Short term efficiencies result from competition, and the banking of facilities and equipment. 
hJo significant, sustained efficiencies will be realized without major depot workload 
consolidations and installation closures. 

Military Effectiveness: Pro. 

This alternative retains individual Service control of the readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstitution of its forces, i.e., production capabilities and priorities supporting the Air 
Force's contribution to the Base Force. It also satisfies the individual Services' unique 
maintenance requirements by preserving a Service's existing maintenance concept. From the 
Air Force perspective only, it supports the Integrated Weapon System Management (IWSM) 
and the Technology Repair Center (TRC), i.e., the "Center of Excellence," concepts. 
Moreover, it permits each Service to continue to determine its own priorities, and fund its 
own modernization and technology requirements. With respect to facilities and equipment, 
this alternative gives the Services flexibility to absorb critical workloads available due to 
contract and competition shortfalls or defaults. It also retains billets and critical skills due to 
non-competed core workloads, while fostering Service-specific depot management staff 
reductions resulting from DMRD competition. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

By essentially continuing the status quo, known inefficiencies and uneconomical processes are 
continued. This increases force support (readiness and sustainability) costs--which detracts 
from funds that can be made available for combatant forces (weapon systemstplatfonns) or 
other segments of the Federal government. Management of DOD's depot maintenance 
capability, facilities, and technologies remains fragmented and redundant. 

Business Efficiency: Fro. 

This alternative results in reduced maintenance costs on facilities and equipment due to 
banking and divestiture. Over the long term, competition promotes savings, which reduces 
costs. In the production and surge arenas, depots may improve processes and become more 
competitive. Multiple sources of repair can help sustain the civilian defense industrial base. 
Competition promotes improvements in business and production practices. 



Business Efficiency: Con. 

Continued redundancy, with its requisite inefficiency and reduced economies, occur. 
Manpower turbulence resulting from shifted workloads and personnel realignments will occur. 
Workload that is contracted will result in continued government vulnerability to labor disputes 
and contractors' demonstrated difficulty in responding to surge requirements--as was seen in 
Desert Storm. Multiple sourcing of depot maintenance capabilities is expensive. 
Competitions are manpower intensive, costly, and time consuming, and do not guarantee any 
return on investment for the depot(s) competing. 



bitematiye B Ind~vldual 
. . Service JtJgpgernent JConsoliciation into "Centem of Excellence'2 

Under individual using Service management, weapon systems/platforms, DLRs, components, 
and non-weapon system equipment would be consolidated into "Centers of Excellence" wit& 
the using Service to the maximum extent possible, but could be also performed by a 
contractor or, in exceptional cases, in an other Service's facility. 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts on the miIitary effectiveness of your Services' 
maintenance pmcess? - 

This alternative results in few simcant improvements to the effectiveness of the Air Force's 
maintenance process since it essentially preserves the status quo. Capabilities and facilities 
remain within the current maintenance management structure. However, using Service- 
controlled reductions and continued rightsizing will result in some evolutionary improvements 
and constant turbdCnce across the spectrum of activities. This alternative continues current 
depot maintenance practices and philosophies, e.g., the Integrated Weapons System 
Management (IWSM) and the Technology Repair Center (TRC) concepts. 

Are' you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's full implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
associated with the "Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in turn supports the Base 
Force. So-called "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstitution reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "Hollow Force of the 1970s." 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

No. Since this alternative is essentially a modified status quo, and given national security, 
economic, and political realities, this alternative is no longer viable. 

If your Service wem selected as an Executive AgentlSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, Service unique equipment, 
'Top-up pmjects," etc.? 

The Air Force currently perfom maintenance for eighty-one foreign nations and other 
Services. This would not change, i.e., the customer would continue to be supported in 
accordance with their wishes (work package specifications). 



Are there near or long tern efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Short term efficiencies result from the competition, the banking of facilities and equipment. 
No simcant, sustained efficiencies will be realized without major depot workload 
consolidations and installation closures. 

Military Effectiveness: Fro. 

This altemative appropriately retains individual Service control of the readiness, sustainability, 
and reconstitution of its forces, i-e., production capabilities and priorities supporting the Air 
Force's contribution to the Base Force. It also satisfies the individual Services' unique 
maintenance requirements by preserving a Service's existing maintenance concept. From the 
Air Force perspective only, it supports the Integrated Weapon System Management (IWSM) 
and the Technology Repair Center (TRC), i.e., the "Center of Excellence," concepts. 
Moreover, it permits each Service to continue to determine its own priorities, and fund its 
own modernization and tzchnology requirements. With respect to facilities and equipment, 
this altemative gives the Services flexibility to absorb critical workloads available due to 
contract and competition shortfalls or defaults. It also retains billets and critical skills due to 
non-competed workloads, while fostering Service-specific depot management staff reductions 
resulting from DMRD competition. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

By essentially continuing the status quo, known inefficiencies and uneconomical processes are 
continued. This increases force support (readiness and sustainability) costs--which detracts 
from funds that can be made available for combatant forces (weapon systems/platforrns) or 
other segments of the Federal governmen< Management of DOD's depot maintenance 
capability, facilities, and technologies remains fragmented and redundant. 

Business Efficiency: Fro. 

This altemative results in reduced maintenance costs on facilities and equipment due to 
banking and divestiture. Over the long term, competition promotes savings, which can reduce 
costs. In the production and surge arenas, depots improve processes--thereby becoming more 
competitive. Multiple sources of repair can help sustain the civilian defense industrial base. 
Competition promotes improvements in business and production practices. 

Business Efficiency: Con. 

Continued redundancy, with its requisite inefficiency and reduced economies, occurs. 
Manpower turbulence resulting from shifted workload and personnel movement and 
realignment will occur. Workload that is contracted will result in increased government 
vulnerability to labor disputes and contractors' demonstrated difficultly in responding to surge 
requirements--as was seen in Desert Storm. Multiple sourcing of depot maintenance 



capabilities is expensive. Competitions are manpower intensive, costly, and time 
consuming--without guaranteeing any return on investment for the depot(s) competing. 



Alternative C Consoli- Weaaons Svstem Platforms into Joint Service "Centers Qf 
Excellence" 

Depot maintenance management of common or similar weapon system platforms, (e.g., ships, 
large missiles, fued wing aircraft, rotary wing aircraft) would be accomplished by single 
Services. Depot maintenance responsibility for Depot Level Reparables (DLR) and 
components (e.g. hydraulic actuators, gas turbine engines, aircraft landing gear, inertial 
navigation systems) as well as depot maintenance of non-weapon system equipment (e.g. 
automatic test equipment (ATE), ground support equipment, general purpose vehicles) would 
continue to be the individual using Services' responsibilities. 

Effectiveness: What are the impact. of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

This altemitive has 30 clear military advantage. The potential of dividing the responsibility 
for the maintenance of weapon systems/platforms and exchangeables between single and using 
Services allows the status quo to continue at component repair depot maintenance activities. 
However, it creates opportunities for enhanced support in the weapon systemtplatform areas. 
Since sustainrnent of the Base Force would only be improved on the margins, this alternative 
has minimal military value. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial saving could 
be realized by this alternative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's full implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
associated with the "Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in turn supports the Base 
Force. So-called "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstitution reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "Hollow Force of the 1970s." 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

No. The implementation of this alternative produces no substantial enhancements to military 
readiness or increases in fxcal benefit. Moreover, it unnecessarily complicates the depot 
repair priority process. 

If your Service were selected as the Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipment, 
"Pop-up projects," etc.? 

The Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) is dedicated to total quality management 
principles and continuous process improvement in support of its customers' missions. These 
philosophies focus on total and complete customer satisfaction. Selected applications of our 
existing management relationship between weapon systems and TRCs, i-e., "Centers of 
Excellence" (COE), would continue to be used. This customer service relationship would be 



facilitated through clear work specificatiodpackages that are agreed upon by all parties and 
detailed customer knowledge as demonstrated in proven quality principles. Priorities and the 
needs associated with special projects would be of great interest, and would be fully supported 
via well-defined work packages, memoranda of agreement, and customer liaison officers at 
weapon system/platform depot repair facilities. 

If your selvice became a customer of an Executive AgentISingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

Measures of value for depot support would be calculated by the depot maintenance system's 
ability to increase product throughput and quality on a sustained or surge basis, reduced 
operating costs, and compliance with agreed-upon work packages. These metrics must 
support the customer Service's readiness, sustainability, reconstitution, priorities, lifecycle data, 
and product quality. 

Are there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Potentially some near term efficiencies could be gained by consolidating weapon 
systern/platform depot maintenance activities. However, such gains would be offset by the 
continued existence of redundant S e ~ c e  component depot maintenance activities. 

Military Effectiveness: Pro. 

This alternative promotes a single focal point for weapon system/platform maintenance to 
customers while it allows the Services to retain mission control of the maintenance of their 
exchangeables. The retention of critical depot maintenance skills at weapon systern/platform 
facilities is a vital ingredient in the surge capability of the facility and thus, the Services. 
Expertise is not lost and is concentrated for contingency production (mission) needs. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

This alternative divides maintenance management responsibilities, which impairs the Services' 
ability to sustain and reconstitute ready forces. This divided management responsibility 
exacerbates data system interface problems between the Services--resulting in multiple 
inquiries as to the status of a total weapon system's readiness. At non-consolidated 
component repair sites, support equipment, DLRs, and component inventories, remain 
unchanged. Since this alternative does not combine all elements of maintenance management, 
the cost-benefits resulting from technology insertion initiatives (capability enhancements) are 
reduced at the non-consolidated component depot maintenance facilities. Thus, overall 
implementation is more difficult due to this divided responsibility. 



Business Efficiency: Ro. 

Consolidation of weapon systems/platforms under an ExecutiveISingle Service reduces the 
weapon systemtplatform management structure at the losing (supported) Service, thus reducing 
the latter's overhead expenses. Duplication of personnel skills for weapon systemtplatform 
depot maintenance are minimized DOD-wide, thereby reducing direct labor required. 
Additionally, consolidation minimizes the duplication of ATE and support equipment required 
at weapon systemtplatform depot maintenance activities. Capital investments necessary for 
weapon system/platform facilities and equipment are reduced due to the elimination of 
redundant facilities and equipment. However, since this consolidation does not totally 
eliminate duplicate functions at losing facilities, savings are diminished. This same rationale 
applies to facilities and equipment maintenance at the losing site. These factors promote 
increased efficiencies and economies of scale at remaining weapon systemtplatform depots, 
which result in reduced customer costs. 

Business Efficiency: Con. 

This alternative impairs mission accomplishment in that a divided management chain of 
responsibility is not effective from a business perspective. This is true since such an approach 
does not confer a uniform level of responsibility with either maintenance agent. 
Consequently, duplicate equipment purchases between Services for components maintained by 
using Services continue an uneconomical business practice. 



-- . . Service m e m e n t  gf Weapon S ~ P l a t f o r m s  jn ''Centers of 
ellence" DLR's. C o - u p o n - W e w S v s t e m  Uui~rnent  Consoli&g&h 

Sinele Service ''Centers of J3xcellenceW 

In conjunction with individual using Services' depot maintenance management of weapon 
systern/platfoms (as in Alternative B), Depot Level Reparables (DLR), components, and 
non-weapon system equipment will be consolidated via a "Center of Excellence" concept, in 
most cases a single Service. 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Service's maintenance process? - 
! 

This alternative has no clear military advantage. The potential of dividing responsibility for 
the maintenance of weapon systems/platforrns and exchangeables between single and using 
Services allows the status quo to continue at weapon system/platforrn depot maintenance 
activities. However, it creates opportunities for enhanced support in the component repair 
areas. Since sustainment of the Base Force would only be improved on the margins, this 
altemative has minimal military value. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial saving could 
be realized by this alternative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's full implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
associated with the "Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in turn supports the Base 
Force. So-called "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstitution reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "Hollow Force of the 1970s." 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

No. The implementation of this altemative produces no substantial enhancements to military 
readiness or increases in fiscal benefit. Moreover, it unnecessarily complicates the depot 
repair priority process. 

If your Service were selected as the Executive AgentJSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special rrquirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipment, 
'Top-up pmjects," etc.? 

The Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) is dedicated to total quality management 
principles and continuous process improvement in support of its customer's missions. These 
philosophies focus on total and complete customer satisfaction. Selected applications of our 
existing management relationship between weapon systems and TRCs, i.e., "Centers of 
Excellence" (COE), would continue to be used. This customer service relationship would be 
facilitated through clear work specifications/packages that are agreed upon by all parties, and 
detailed customer knowledge as demonstrated in proven quality principles. Priorities and the 



needs associated with special projects would be of great interest, and would be fully supported 
via well-defined work packages, memoranda of agreement, and customer liaison offices at 
TRCICOE repair facilities. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

Measures of value for depot support would be calculated by the depot maintenance system's 
ability to increase product throughput and quality on a sustained or surge basis, reduced 
operating costs, and compliance with agreed-upon work packages. These metrics must 
support the customer Service's readiness, sustainability, reconstitution, priorities, life cycle 
data, and product quality. 

Are there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Potentially some near term efficiencies could be gained by consolidating component depot 
maintenance at TRCICOE locations. However, such gains would be offset by the continued 
existence of redundant Service weapon systenJplatform depot maintenance activities. 

Military Effectiveness: Pro. 

This alternative promotes a single focal point for component maintenance to customers while 
it allows the Services to retain mission control of the maintenance of their weapon 
systems/platform. The retention of critical maintenance skills at component TRCICOE 
facilities is a vital ingredient in the surge capability of the facility and thus, the Services. 
Expertise is not lost and is concentrated for contingency production (mission) needs. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

This alternative divides maintenance management responsibilities, which impairs the Services' 
ability to sustain and reconstitute ready forces. This divided management responsibility 
exacerbates data system interface problems between the Services--resulting in multiple 
inquiries as to the status of a total weapon system's readiness. At non-consolidated weapon 
systern/platform repair sites, support equipment, DLRs, and component inventories remain 
unchanged. Since this alternative does not combine all elements of maintenance management, 
the cost-benefits resulting from technology insertion (capability enhancement) initiatives are 
reduced at the non-consolidated weapon systern/platform depot maintenance facilities. Thus, 
overall implementation is more due to this divided responsibility. 

Business Efficiency: Ro. 

Consolidation of component repair under an Executive/Single Service reduces the management 
structure at the losing (supported) Service, thus reducing the latter's overhead expenses. 
Duplication of personnel skills for component depot maintenance are minimized DOD-wide, 



thereby reducing direct labor required. Additionally, consolidation minimizes the duplication 
of ATE and support equipment required at component TRCs/COEs. Capital investments 
necessary for component depot maintenance facilities and equipment are reduced due to the 
elimination of redundant facilities and equipment. However, sinc'e this consolidation does not 
totally eliminate duplicate functions at losing facilities, savings are diminished. This same 
rationale applies to facilities and equipment maintenance at the losing sites. These factors 
promote increased efficiencies and economies of scale at remaining component TRC/COE 
facilities, thereby reducing customer costs. 

Business Efficiency: Con. 

! h i s  alternative impairs mission accomplishment in that a divided management chain of 
responsibility is not considered effective from a business perspective. This is true since such 
an approach does not confer a uniform level of responsibility with either maintenance agent. 
Consequently, duplicative equipment purchases between Services for weapon 
systems/platforms maintained by using Services continue an uneconomical business practice. 



Alternative E Consolidation &S~m~lar/Commo . . n Platforms. DLR's. Com~onents and Non- 
Wea~on  Svstem Cwponents Under SingleExecutive Service 

In conjunction with single Service maintenance management of common or similar weapon 
systerns/platforms (as in Alternative "C"), Depot Level Reparables (DLRs) and components, 
and non-weapon system equipment will be consolidated via a "Center of Excellence" concept. 
In most cases, this will be a single Service, but not necessarily the same single Service that 
manages the weapon system. Total weapon system management will continue to be the 
responsibility of the using Service. 

Effectivness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance pmcess? 

This altemative has clear military advantage. It unites responsibility for the maintenance of 
weapon systems/platfonns and exchangeables under a unified management structure. This 
significantly enhances the readiness, sustainment, and reconstitution of the Base Force on all 
levels. This approach preserves a proven Service capability to organically support its 
combatant forces in peace and in war. This alternative also maintains the basic tenets of 
command and control, with responsibility and execution authority for depot level maintenance 
vested in a single manager. Just as today's interservicing does not alter or restrict a supported 
Service's maintenance process or philosophy, neither will this alternative. Rather, work 
specifications&ackages will continue to be used regularly by supported and supporting 
Services. For the same reason, this alternative does not place at risk any critical mission item 
for the customer Service--since the single manager functions only as a provider of a depot 
maintenance service (product). 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's full implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
associated with the "Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in turn supports the Base 
Force. So-called "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstitution reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "Hollow Force of the 1970s." 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Yes, as this altemative combines the best elements of military effectiveness enhancements and 
public sector business efficiencies. Since it does not include the unnecessarily extreme, 
conservative, or incomplete constructs found in several of the other alternatives under 
consideration, it is easier to understand, implement, and support from public (uniformed) and 
private (contractor) sector perspectives. This alternative also has rapid implementation 
potential with the greatest probability for near and long tern savings. 



If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipment, 
'Top-up, projects," etc.? 

The Air Force (AFMC) is dedicated to total quality management principles and continuous 
process improvement in support of its customers' missions. These philosophies focus on total 
and complete customer satisfaction. Our practice of Air Force weapon system single siting 
and commodity repair at TRC's duplicate elements of this approach in our system now. 
Selected applications of our existing management relationship between weapon 
systems/platfonns and TRCs, i.e., "Centers of Excellence" (COE), would continue to be used. 
This customer Service relationship would be facilitated through clear work 
specification/packages that are agreed upon by all parties and detailed customer knowledge as 
demonstrated in proven quality principles. Priorities and the needs associated with special 
projects would be of great interest, and would be fully supported by well-defined work 
packages, memoranda of agreement, dominant suoworted-Service reoresenration inselected 
command and key staff billets proportionate to that Service's workload, and customer liaison 
officers at weapon systernfplatform and component depot maintenance facilities. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect fmm the manager? 

Measures of value for depot support would be calculated by the depot maintenance system's 
ability to increase product throughput and quality on a sustained or surge basis, reduced 
operating costs, and compliance with agreed-upon work packages. These metrics must 
support a customer Service's readiness, sustainability, reconstitution, priorities, life cycle data, 
and product quality. 

Am there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Yes. This altemative best support current and anticipated DMRD initiatives. It also reduces 
investments in duplicate facilities and equipment, maximizes Executive/Single Service 
flexibility in using existing resources, and reduces facility and equipment maintenance through 
consolidation. Moreover, it reduces overhead and direct labor costs, and it reduces customer 
costs based on centralized weapon system/platform maintenance, consolidation of like 
workloads under a Technology Repair Center (TRC)/Center of Excellence (COE) focus, and 
workload volume. Additionally, this altemative facilitates seamless technology insertions and 
integrations within the Services. It also reduces costs by providing a larger workload base 
over which to distribute expenses. This altemative promotes economies and efficiencies by 
unifying command by commodity and centralizing maintenance management to the component 
level--thus easing integration. Moreover, this alternative standardizes aviation depot 
maintenance production metrics, and promotes harmonized depot maintenance support of 
several Services' aircraft. Finally, it reduces the workforce yet retains an expert skills base. 



Military Effectiveness: F'ro. 

This alternative appropriately retains support of combatant forces within and by the Services 
vice relinquishing the key Service roles of readiness, sustainability, and reconstitution to non- 
Service staff or contractor activities, or rather than piecemealing such responsibilities to 
disparate organizations. This alternative promotes a single, uniformed focal point for the 
customer, thereby reducing support response times--an especially critical benefit during 
contingencies or war. As important, it reduces Service parochialism because representatives 
from the supported Services are assigned to co-manage the Executive/Single Service structure 
as outlined above. This structure maximizes the flexibility of resources while enhancing 
process control. It also satisfies unique Service requirements for quality by keeping 
workloads aligned with expertise within TRCs/COEs. During production/surge scenarios, it 
allows more flexibility in workload response, it retains a vital surge capability, and it 
increases throughput of under-utilized facilities. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

Initially, a Service may fear that it may lose control over workloading and priorities. A 
Service may also fear that another Service cannot meet its "unique" depot 
maintenance/modification needs, and that another Service will end up "managing" its total 
weapon system,@latform, Finally, a Service may be concerned that its optempo and 
maintenance philosophy will be unacceptably altered, and that it will lose command billets. 

Business Efficiency: Pro. 

This alternative meets the test of current and likely DMRDs. From a national objective 
perspective, this alternative clearly maximizes DOD flexibility in using its resources. It also 
provides a single, uniformed customer focal point, lowers overhead cost, and minimizes 
proliferation of support equipment and facilities. From an economic perspective, it reduces 
customer costs based on volume/econornies of scale, reduces expenditures for duplicate 
equipment, maximizes cost-benefits from technology insertion, and it lowers 
facilitieslequipment maintenance cost. While achieving infrastructure-related benefits, it also 
retains critical skills, reduces the overhead to direct labor ratio, provides more opportunities 
for productivity and efficiency initiatives, and increases throughput to meet surge and 
mobilization requirements of customers. It also provides a unified source of depot 
maintenance support by major weapons system/platform, DLRs, etc. In doing so, it 
centralizes weapons system management of maintenance production to the component level, 
thereby improving the DOD's ability to deal with integration issues. 

Business Efficiency: Con. 

Divestiture of DOD industrial installations may be -cult (a Base Realignment And Closure 
task). Moreover, morale and productivity problems result from Reductions in Force (RIF), 
which follow from workload consolidation and transfer. 



BLTEWATIVE F DOD Consolidation 

Consolidate all depot maintenance functions under one organization external to the Services. 
This alternative would eliminate Service ownership of depot maintenance. Individual 
weapons systems, Depot Level Reparables (DLRs) and components, and non-weapon system 
equipment could be maintained organically, contracted out, or a combination of both. 
Individual depots could be organic or government-owned/ contractor-operated (GOCO). 

Effectivness: What am the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Semices' maintenance process? 

- 
This alternative has no clear military advantage in the readiness, sustainrnent or reconstitution 
of military forces. This approach removes the Services' ability to organically support their 
combatant forces and instead vests this core Service role to an external, non-military agency. 
Significantly, this concept violates basic tenets of command and control, and inappropriately 
divides responsibility ana execution authority. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's full implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
associated with the "Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in ~LKII supports the Base 
Force. So-called "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstitution reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "Hollow Force of the 1970s." 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

While this alternative can be implemented, it is not realistic in that this approach inhibits the 
Services' from organically supporting their own combatant forces' logistics requirements. This 
alternative puts the safety and success of fielded forces in jeopardy by separating the 
responsibility for executing the mission from the responsibility (capability) to sustain forces 
supporting the mission. 

If your Selvice wext selected as the Executive AgentlSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special mquirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipment, 
'Top-up projects", etc.? 

Since this alternative assumes none of the military departments would be the Executive 
AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, this question is not applicable. 



If your service became a customer of an Executive AgentJSingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

Measures of value for depot support would be calculated by the depot maintenance system's 
ability to increase product throughput and quality on a sustained or surge basis, reduce 
operating costs, and comply with agreed-upon work packages. These metrics must support a 
customer Service's readiness, sustainability, reconstitution, priorities, life cycle data, and 
product quality. 

Are there near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

No long term efficiencies are involved beyond the ability to consolidate depots as per 
Alternatives D or E. Actually, it decrements any efficiencies due to the likely vertical nature 
of this organization and the likely dramatic increases in overhead labor that would result from 
its implementation--if the Defense Logistics Agency can be used as a model. 

Military Effectiveness: Pro. 

This alternative promotes single focal point for the customer. It potentially can result in the 
standardization of processes and data management systems which, in turn, can result in 
expedited support of fielded forces. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

This alternative has no clear military advantage in the readiness, sustainment or reconstitution 
of military forces. This approach removes the Services' ability to organically support their 
combatant forces and instead vests this core Service role to an external, non-military agency. 
Sigmficantly, this concept violates basic tenets of command and control, and inappropriately 
divides responsibility and execution authority. The addition of a depot maintenance 
management agency external to the Services creates an overhead function that further 
complicates an already complex OSD-JCS-DLA-Service-Major Command relationship. This 
unnecessary overhead layer could prompt bureaucratic responses to Service priority changes 
and directly impact (impair) readiness. Further, while economic considerations are key, this 
alternative presupposes that they should consistently prevail over military effectiveness and 
support of the Base Force. 

Business Efficiency : Pro. 

This alternative provides no clear business advantage that could not be achieved through an 
Executive/Single Service approach. 



Business Efficiency: Con. 

No long term economies and efficiencies are involved beyond the ability to consolidate depots 
as per Alternative E. In fact, this alternative decrements any economies and efficiencies due 
to the likely vertical nature of this organization and the likely dramatic increases in overhead 
labor that would result from its implementation--if the Defense Logistics Agency can be used 
as a model. In the management area, oversight of this central agency is ambiguous. Potential 
increases in contract oversight requirements would occur if GOCO/contractors were selected 
as the consolidated facilities. This alternative in no way reflects the ledflat business 
organization concepts that have proven to be most competitive and efficient--compare a 
General Motors with a far leaner and more profitable Ford Motor Company. 



ALTERNATIVE G Co mmem ialize Maintenan~ 

Contract out all depot maintenance requirements. Contract management would be 
- 

maintained at either the Service or DOD level. The ultimate goal would be to include 
contract maintenance as part of the weapon system/platform acquisition costs i f  new systems 
throughout its life cycle. 

Effectiveness: What a m  the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance pmcess'L 

Implementation of this alternative puts at risk the military effectiveness of the United States. 
This alternative offers no clear military advantage in the readiness, sustainrnent or 
reconstitution of military forces. Similarly, this approach removes the Services' ability to 
organically support their combatant forces and instead vests this core Service role to an 
external, non-milit* agency. As is the case with Alternative F, this concept violates basic 
tenets of command and control, and inappropriately divides responsibity and execution 
authority. 

Am .you willing to accept some d e c ~ m e n t  in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's full implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
associated with the "Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in turn supports the Base 
Force. so-called "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstitution reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "Hollow Force of the 1970s." 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

While this altemative can be implemented, it further distances the Services' combatant forces 
from its combat service support. This untenable military support structure is not realistic in 
that it inhibits the Services' from organically supporting combatant forces' logistics 
requirements. This alternative clearly puts the safety and success of fielded forces in jeopardy 
by separating the responsibility for executing the mission (Services) from the responsibility 
(capability) to sustain forces supporting the mission (disparate commercial activities). 

If your Service were selected as the Executive AgentISingie Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipment, 
Top-up pmjects", etc.? 

Since this altemative assumes none of the military departments would be the Executive 
Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, this question is not applicable. 



If your service became a customer of an Executive AgentfSingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

Measures of value for depot support would be calculated by the depot maintenance system's 
ability to increase product throughput and quality on a sustained or surge basis, reduced 
operating costs, and compliance with agreed-upon work packages. These metrics must 
support a customer Service's readiness, sustainability, reconstitution, priorities, life cycle data, 
and product quality. 

Are there near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

No long term efficiencies are anticipated. In fact, efficiency decrements are likely due to the 
public-private contractual ("arms length") relationship, increased organizational distance 
between the contractor(s) and the customers (supported Services), and the likely dramatic 
increases in overhead labor that would result from requirements preparation, proposal 
evaluation, contract oversight, and potential litigation. 

Military Effectiveness: Ro. 

This altemative does not enhance military effectiveness. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

This altemative has no clear military advantage in the readiness, sustainrnent or reconstitution 
of military forces. This approach removes the Department of Defense's ability to organically 
support its combatant forces and instead solely vests this core Service role to private sector 
contractors. The structure implied by this alternative is less flexible in response to dynamic 
mission requirements and is not responsive to mobilization. There is signLficant potential for 
mission impact if the overhaul contractor(s) is owned or purchased by foreign interests. 
Significantly, this concept violates basic tenets of command and control, and inappropriately 
divides responsibility and execution authority. In addition, it is not axiomatic that solely by 
transferring individual organic depot maintenance capability to contractors, DODIService 
effectiveness and USAF efficiency will be increased. Moreover, the addition of a contractor 
management agency external to the Services creates an additional overhead function largely 
responsible for contract "monitorship" further complicating an already complex OSD-JCS- 
DLA-Service-Major Command relationship. This unnecessary overhead layer could prompt a 
bureaucratic response to Service priority changes and directly impact (impair) readiness. 
Further, while economic considerations are key, this alternative is based on the notion that 
private sector depot maintenance activities are more cost effective than are their organic 
Service counterparts--witness recent aviation depot maintenance contracts won by Service 
depots over their private sector competitors. 



Business Efficiency: Pro. 

This altemative provides no clear business advantage that could not be achieved through an 
Executive/Single Service approach. 

Business Efficiency: Con. 

No long term economies and efficiencies are involved. In fact, this altemative decrements 
any economies and efficiencies due to the likely convoluted organizational structure of the 
resulting oversight ("monitorship") organization. Moreover, dramatic increases in overhead 
labor would potentially result from its implementation. This alternative in no way reflects the 
leadflat business organization concepts proven to be most competitive and efficient--compare 
General Motors with a leaner and profitable Ford Motor Company. Additionally, if this 
approach were to fail, the expense necessary to reconstitute the DOD depot maintenance 
infrastructure would be prohibitively expensive, and the schedule to accomplish the same 
would extend far beyond any potential conflict-driven response time. 
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1. Provided as enclosure (1) is the Executive Summary of the 
Coast Guard's position on the seven alternatives for 
consolidating service depot maintenance. Enclosure (2) is our 
detailed analysis of each alternative. 

2. Our role in a future shared maintenance scheme is driven by 
two basic realities. First, we want to continue and possibly to 
expand our interservice role. Second, because we are small it is 
virtually impossible for us to absorb large portions of selected 
depot level maintenance along single platform or component lines. 
The danger of becoming overextended would threaten quality and 
our ability to meet interservice commitments on time and within 
budget. 

3. I see the Coast Guard's part in the resultant alignment as a 
willing participant but measured by our capabilities. I also 
believe that the resultant structure will ultimately reflect the 
special expertise resident in the various services. There are 
three areas where I believe the Coast Guard can make a 
comfortable and realistic fit. As a customer, we would like to 
see more aviation components interserviced and believe that the 
Navy shipyards have the capacity to provide depot level repair of 
our 378 High Endurance Cutters and our Polar Class Icebreakers. 
As a provider, the Coast Guard Yard can provide depot level 
repairs for a community of interservice watercraft under 3000 
tons and 200 feet LOA in the range from Hatteras to New York. In 
all three the advantage of price must be demonstrated. 

4. The Coast Guard looks forward a successful outcome of this 
most important effort. 

Chief, Office of Engineering, 
Logistics and Development 

Encl: (1) Executive Summary 
(2) Analysis of Seven Alternatives 



APPENDIX L 

COAST GUARD ALTERNATIVE REVIEW 

A-A Individual Service Management 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

This alternative assumes an accelerated DMRD 908 process. The Coast Guard, an agency 
within the Department of Transportation, is not within the scope of DMRD 908. 
Conceptually, the Coast Guard has long relied upon actions that DMRD 908 directs DOD 
services to implement. Coast Guard depot maintenance is dependent upon commercial and 
DOD activities. Coast Guard organic depot maintenance cannot meet the needs of our service 
without commercial and DOD support. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be malized by this alternative? 

Any attempt to increase the Coast Guard depot infrastructure to meet all Coast Guard depot 
maintenance requirements would reduce our operational effectiveness. The total Coast Guard 
depot maintenance requirements are not large enough to justify the capital investment 
necessary for total organic depot repair. This investment would suboptimize resource 
allocation within the Coast Guard. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Yes, but greater savings are possible if Centers of Excellence among the services were 
created, and if DOD cost competitiveness and pricing models for agencies external to DOD 
were improved. 

If your service was selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-up projects," etc? 

Not applicable to this altemative. 

If your service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

Not applicable to this alternative. 



Efficiencies: Are there near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Yes, but more economies and responsive support to the Coast Guard are possible under other 
alternatives. 

Comment 

The Coast Guard has moved beyond internal depot maintenance.. A large percentage of our 
workload, including HC-130H aircraft Programmed Depot Maintenance, most of our aviation 
component depot level repair, most of our boat depot level repair and major cutter shipyard 
availabilities, is conduced in DOD and commercial activities. We seek improvements that 
make DOD depots a more competitive source of depot repair. 



Alternative B Individual Service Manaeernent JConsolidation into ''Centers of Excellence") 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the militarg effectiveness of your - 
Services' maintenance process? - 

The Coast Guard's operational effectiveness would be greatly reduced if this alternative was 
implemented. While the Coast Guard already has consolidated depots, one for aviation 
maintenance and one for vessel maintenance, we rely upon external commercial and DOD 
sources for most of our depot-maintenance. Coast Guard facilities are optimized for the 
workload that they can best execute, and to mesh with our heavy use of external depot 
maintenance. Production that requires heavy capital investment or high levels of throughput 
is outsourced. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be &ized b y  this alternative? 

The Coast Guard cannot afford the investment necessary for this alternative. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

No. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgendSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements, e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
''Pop-up projects," etc? 

Not applicable for this alternative. 

If your service became a customer of an Executive AgendSingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

Not applicable for this alternative. 

Efficiencies: Am there near o r  long tern  business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

No, this alternative does not allow the Coast Guard to optimize what we do best, and 
consolidate our workload with external sources where appropriate. 



Comment 

This alternative would provide benefits to an organization that is much larger than the Coast 
Guard, and that had an existing depot system with duplicative capabilities and excess capacity. 



Alternative C Consolidate Wea~ons Svstem Platforms jnto Joint Service "Centers of 
Excellence" 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

This alternative, if fully implemented, would degrade Coast Guard operational effectiveness. 
Full implementation would require Navy support of our High Endurance Cutters and 
Icebreakers, Air Force support of our fixed wing aircraft, Army support of our rotary wing 
aircraft, and possible Coast Guard support of all small (less than 3000 tons) vessels for all 
services. The Coast Guard workload gained from DOD would dominate our internal vessel 
workload and overwhelm our shipyard and infrastructure. The result would be an improper 
focus of our maintenance community on service to DOD rather than supporting Coast Guard 
operations. The Coast Guard HC-130H fleet is already supported by the Air Force. Coast 
Guard HU-25A/B/Cs and HH-65As, which comprise most of Coast Guard aviation, are 
commercial derivative, foreign sourced aircraft unique to the Coast Guard. We have built a 
depot system to support these two platforms that has progressed upon the learning curve for 
these midlife systems. HH-60J support via a Center of Excellence is possible, but a recent 
Coast Guard study concluded that component and airframe crash repair should be conducted 
in DOD facilities, while the labor intensive basic airframe depot maintenance is most 
economically conducted organically. Our experience in seeking DOD depot maintenance for 
our platforms is that we cannot afford to pay DOD depot costs. 

A partial implementation of this alternative may be desired. The Coast Guard would continue 
to seek the lowest cost source of depot maintenance for our platforms (High Endurance 
Cutters, Icebreakers and aircraft) from all sources including DOD Center of Excellence. 
Vessel depot maintenance would need to be consistent with the Coast Guard's Homeport 
Policy. The Coast Guard could become the Center of Excellence for repair of DOD 
watercraft under 3000 tons and 200 feet LOA at the Coast Guard Yard. Repair candidates 
would be limited to those within the geographic range from Hatteras north to New York. The 
vessel owning service would continue to provide program oversight, planning, specification 
and work package development, etc. The Coast Guard Yard would provide repair services 
under an interservice agreement with the service customer as part of the Yard's normal depot 
maintenance support for the Coast Guard fleet. The total combined interservice repair and 
Coast Guard fleet depot level maintenance support would be constrained by the capacity of 
the Coast Guard Yard. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

The Coast Guard is willing to accept the decrement inherent in the partial inlplementation 
described above. We are not willing to accept the large decrement inherent in full 
implementation. 



Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Only for the partial implementation described above. Full implementation of a Coast Guard 
Center of Excellence for small vessels would overwhelm our Naval Engineering program. 
Coast Guard platfom should only receive platform depot maintenance at DOD Centers of 
Excellence when these facilities are cost competitive. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requi~ments; e.g., setting service unique equipments, 
"Pop-up pmjects," etc? 

Workload for the Coast Guard Yard is scheduled at capacity through 1995. After that, 
interservice workload could be phased in. Total workload mix of Coast Guard and 
interservice repairs would be negotiated and set in advance. m e  Yard plans its workload in 
detail in the near term (12 months) based on long term customer commitments. A five year 
long term workload plananassures individual project flow, prioritization and preparation. 
Qverall platform management would remain with the customer service. The Yard would 
work with aU its customers to assure that total needs are met within its facility and staffing 
constraints. 

The Yard has a good record in managing emergencies and special requirements both within 
the Coast Guard and with other government agencies. These are addressed on an individual 
basis; and if there is a fit with existing workload, workforce, trade mix, and facilities, the 
work is accepted. 

There are several limitations on the Yard. First, the capacity of its two floating drydocks is 
fmed. Although they came from the Navy, these WWII vintage assets are no longer Navy 
certified. Technically, they cannot handle Navy vessels without a waiver. The Yard plans to 
replace both drydocks in 1996 with a shiplift which will transfer ships ashore to an upland 
area close to the industrial ship complex. Since repair work will not have to compete for 
available floating drydock space, emergencies will be more readily accommodated. Capacity 
at the Yard would then be constrained only by workforce unless the Coast Guard can obtain 
relief from existing personnel ceilings. 

If your service became a customer of an Executive AgendSingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

More than any other element, the Coast Guard is sensitive to cost. Budget constraints would 
make it difficult for the Coast Guard to participate in support that is more expensive than our 
current system of organic, commercial and interservice depot maintenance. Coast Guard 
cutters and aircraft do not need, nor can we afford, the expensive technical infrastructure 
necessary to support nuclear ships and high performance tactical aircraft. If Coast Guard 
platforms were transferred to DOD Centers of Excellence for depot maintenance, processes 
would need to be established to ensure appropriate resource allocation, especially during 



mobilization. The Coast Guard, and other customers, should have the opportunity to place 
joint staff at the facilities conducting their work. These positions should have management, 
rather than liaison, responsibilities over joint workload. Overall platform management should 
remain with the Coast Guard and other customers. 

Coast Guard High Endurance Cutters and Icebreakers currently receive commercial shipyard 
support. Except for two High Endurance Cutters, all operate on the U.S. West Coast. 
However, all cutters are subject to the Coast Guard's geographic restrictions which could limit 
the Naval shipyards under consideration for support. There are 12 High Endurance Cutters 
and 2 Icebreakers. In terms of each class' depot maintenance cycle, the number of cutters 
undergoing repairs annually averages about five. As with Navy ships, schedules are set well 
in advance. Because all work is performed commercially, the windows of opportunity for 
docking becomes part of the bid criteria in our selection process. As a customer, the Coast 
Guard would expect the same consideration in scheduling repairs for these cutters as Navy 
vessels. Since we are dealing with a small number of Naval shipyards and five ships per 
year, the scheduling process should be better than commercial sources. This would however, 
require close coordination with the Navy in setting our priorities. Except for the Icebreakers 
which are Coast Guard unique, the needs for special or peculiar technical support are largely 
non existent. Emergencies always present problems, but as a steady customer, the Coast 
Guard would expect the same consideration and concern in fitting such a need into existing 
schedules as would occur in the private sector or for a Navy vessel. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Yes, but significant disruptions of all parties' business practices would occur in transition. 

Comments 

The Coast Guard believes that our mix of platform and component workload is better served 
by Alternative D. 



Alternative D Individual service Manwement of Weapon Svstem Platforms in "Centers ef 
J3xcellence" -DLR1s, Com~onents u p o n - W e a o o n  Svstem Eauipment Consolidated b! 
Sinple Service '%eaten of Excellence" 

- 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

This alternative would maximize Coast Guard operational effectiveness for a given level of 
resources. The most opportune target for increased interservice support of Coast Guard 
requirements is in increasing DOD depot level repair of Coast Guard aviation reparable 
components. Coast Guard aviation platforms consist of rotary wing and maritime patrol 
aircraft. These type aircraft generate most of their depot maintenance workload in component 
repair versus the greater expense of performing depot level maintenance on the exotic, highly 
stressed structures of tactical jet aircraft. Component rework is most efficiently accomplished 
in facilities with hi@ throughput and capital investment. The Coast Guard's total component 
repair requirements do not justify such facilities. In FY92, DOD facilities accomplished 
$14.5M of Coast Guard aviation component maintenance, another $75.6M was accomplished 
at commercial facilities. A consolidated depot maintenance system, with efficient, full 
capacity Centers of Excellence that specialize in classes of components, could capture and 
execute Coast Guard component workload at a savings compared to current commercial costs. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Properly implemented, this altemative will increase Coast Guard operational effectiveness. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Yes. The Coast Guard would shift aviation component depot level repair from commercial to 
DOD facilities as the DOD facilities became competitive with the commercial sector in terms 
of cost, quality and reliability of supply. 

If your service were selected as an Executive AgendSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e-g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-up pmjects," etc? 

The Coast Guard would not become a provider under this altemative, we would be a 
customer. 



If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

The Coast Guard needs a process to insure that our workload can compete for a proper 
allocation of depot resources. Based on our experience interservice support functions well in 
peacetime, but during mobilization executive agents tend to allocate resources towards their 
own requirements. We would expect that a properly functioning consolidated system would 
have an established process to both allocate resources and address appeals from customers. 
Centers of Excellence should have stafYing in significant managerial roles from all customers. 
Liaison officers do not have the ability to effect proper resource allocation, joint managers do. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

This alternative offers thZ greatest long term improvement in efficiency for the Coast Guard. 
Our depots would focus on what they do best, execution of basic labor intensive depot 
maintenance on airframes and vessels. Our costs and quality of performing platform 
maintenance are competitive. Capital investment component repair would migrate to DOD 
Centers of Excellence as these activities prove competitive with the private sector. 

Comments 

DOD depot labor rates, as billed to the Coast Guard on FY93 Depot Maintenance Interservice 
Support Agreements (DMISAs), range from $66.49/hr to $107.25/hr with a median of $85/hr. 
Commercial rates are typically $60+/hr. The internal Coast Guard rate at our aviation depot 
is $43/hr, although our depot is not well suited for component repair. Removing excess depot 
capacity and concentrating component workload should make DOD depots the provider of 
choice for aviation component rework. 



Alternative E Consolidation pfSimiladCommon Platforms. J3Lil1s. Comwnents a d  Non- 
Weapp~svs tem Com~onents Under Sine)eExecutive S e ~ i c e  

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance pmcess? 

The Coast Guard position on consolidation by platforms is discussed in our analysis of 
Altemative C. Our position on consolidation by components is discussed in om analysis of 
Altemative D. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

The Coast Guard believes that consolidation of components, subject to cost of repair, will 
improve operational effectiveness. Consolidation of platforms, as proposed in Altemative C, 
may degrade operational effectiveness by an unacceptable decrement. Our position is 
discussed in detail in our analysis of Altematives C and D. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Not for the Coast Guard. A detailed discussion is available in our analysis of Altematives C 
and D. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentlSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special mquimments; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipment., 
'Top-up pmjects," etc? 

Refer to the Coast Guard analysis of Alternatives C and D. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgendSingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

Refer to the Coast Guard analysis of Alternatives C and D. 

Efficiencies: Are them near o r  long term business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Refer to the Coast Guard analysis of Alternatives C and D. 

Comment 

The Coast Guard believes that our platforms, with their mix of platform and component 
workload, are best served by Altemative D. 



Alternative F DOD ConsoIidation 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

The two Coast Guard depots fall under the Department of Transportation. This makes it 
impractical, and probably unlibely, that they would be consolidated into a civilian Department 
of Defense agency. Our analysis assumes that this alternative would require the Coast Guard 
to interact with a Defense Depot Maintenance Agency built from the individual DOD services' 
depot infrastructure. Our comments regarding consolidation at a platform and component 
level as expressed in our analysis of the other alternatives apply to this altemative as well. In 
general, the Coast Guard favors consolidating component depot repair, but not platform depot 
repair. This alternative offers different organizational opportunities and challenges. A new 
organization might be free of individual service bias tend thus more likely to conduct 
appropriate asset allocation, but a civilian defense agency would likely present another layer 
of management over existing organizational structures. The new management would also, by 
concept, be farther removed from operations and mission requirements. The issue seems to 
be whether a defense agency is necessary to implement consolidation. If not, why create 
additional management overhead that is farther removed from its customers? 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

If this altemative was the necessary means to implement DOD depot maintenance 
consolidation, the Coast Guard would seek support for aviation components and selected 
platforms when, and if, the organization was competitive in terms of cost and reliability of 
supply. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Yes, but only if depot consolidation cannot occur within and between the services. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, semice unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," etc? 

This alternative assumes than an executive agent other than the Coast Guard is created. The 
Coast Guard would be a customer. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgenVSingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

The Coast Guard comments from Alternative D apply. 



Efficiencies: Are there near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Production efficiencies should result from depot consolidation. Management would be farther 
removed from its customers, possibly with additional layers relative to other alternatives. 

Comments 

This alternative should be reserved for use only if depot consolidation is not possible within 
the services. 



AlternativeG Commercialize m e  

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

Total commercial depot maintenance of all Coast Guard platforms and components would be 
difficult to execute with enough economy and responsiveness to meet our operational 
requirements. Most of the Coast Guard's current depot maintenance is conducted at 
conlmercial activities including over 80% of our shipyard availabilities. Our HC-130H fleet 
receives aircraft depot maintenance at a commercial facility under an Air Force contract, and 
most of our aviation components get commercial depot level repair. Commercial support 
works well when workload is steady state or has an ample planning horizon, it does not 
respond well, nor is it economical, for emergent requirements. A large portion of the Coast 
Guard aviation inventory is commercial derivative and foreign sourced. These aircraft, the 
HH-65A and the HU-25A/B/C, do not have a mature domestic support infrastructure, 
especially the HH-65A. Thus, the Coast Guard has been forced to create an organic 
infrastructure, and act as the catalyst for the creation of commercial infrastructure to support 
these aircraft. Without organic Coast Guard support, these aircraft would not receive 
adequate support. 

Are you willing to accept some decmment in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Despite the Coast Guard's heavy use of commercial depot maintenance, total commercial 
support is not advisable. The decrement to Coast Guard operational effectiveness would be 
where we cannot afford it, to economic and responsible changes in support for changes in 
missions or operational requirements. This has restricted the Coast Guard from an even 
greater use of commercial depot maintenance. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

No. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requimments; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up pmjects," etc? 

Not applicable for this alternative. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgendSingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

Not applicable for this alternative. 



Efficiencies: Are there near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Yes. Where responsive commercial support exists, it tends to be less expensive than DOD 
support for a non-DOD agency. Some DOD pricing models for Coast Guard support have 
resulted in our use of commercial depot maintenance. High throughput that justify heavy 
capital investment in plant and process are common among the best sources of commercial 
(and DOD) support. But all workload is not capital intensive, and barriers to responsive 
commercial support exist. 

Comment 

Excellent alternative for supplementary use. Small production run, specialized platforms 
should be acquired with system lifecycle commercial support. 
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APPENDIX M 

CONUS Facilities With Weapons and Munitions Depot Maintenance Missions 

Army CONUS Facilities With a Munitions Depot Maintenance Mission 
DQQI Acronm Location 
Seneca Army Depot SEAD Romulus, NY 
Lexington Blue Grass Army Depot LBAD Lexington, KY 
Savanna Army Depot SVAD Savanna, IL 
Sierra Army Depot SLAD Herlong, CA 
Crane Army Ammunition Plant CAAP Crane, I N  
McAlester Army Ammunition Plant MCAAP McAlester, OK 
Pine Bluff Arsenal PBA Pine Bluff, AR 
Pueblo Depot Activity PDA Pueblo, CO 
Navajo Depot Activity NDA Flagstaff, A2 
Fort Wingate Depot Activity FWDA Gallup, N M  
Umatilla Depot Activity UDA Umatilla, OR 
Iowa Army Ammunition Plant IAAP Burlington, IA 
Milan Army Ammunition Plant MAAP Milan, TN 
Hawthorne Army Ammuntion Plant H A A P  Hawthorne, NJ 
Newport Army Ammuntion Plant NAAP Newport, IN 
Aberdeen Proving Ground APG Aberdeen Proving 

Ground, MD 

Army CONUS Multipurpose Depots With a Munitions Depot Maintenance Mission 
DeDot Location 
Anniston Army Depot ANAD Anniston, AL 
Letterkenny Army Depot LEAD Chambersburg, PA 
Red River Army Depot RRAD Texarkana, TX 
Tooele Army Depot TEAD Tooele, UT 

Navy CONUS Facilities With a Weawons =Munitions Depot Maintenance Mission 
DSlal Location 
Naval Weapons Station Earle W S E L  Earle, NJ 
Naval Weapons Station Yorktown W S Y K  Yorktown, VA 
Naval Weapons Station Charleston NFVSCH Charleston, SC 
Naval Weapons Station Concord NwSCO Concord, CA 
Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach NwSSB Seal Beach, CA 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center Keyport NUWCK Keyport, WA 
Naval Surface Warfare Center Louisville NSWCL Louisville, KY 
Naval Surface Warfare Center Crane NSWCC Crane, IN 
Naval Surface Warfare Center Indian Head NSWCIH Indian Head, MD 
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General Colin L. Powell. USA 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Tile Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20318-0001 

THE JOINT STAFF 
WISHIWCTON. D L  

2 6 JAN 1993 

Dear Getieral Powell, 

Attached is our report on Depot Maintenance Consolidation. On 26 January 1993, in a 
public meeting. the Executive Working Group met for the final time. The meeting was 
attended by thirty-seven members of government and private industry. A roster of those who 
attended is included in the study rcpcvt as Appendix N. Of specific concern to a number of 
those attendees was that the study's scope was too nanow because it did not consider the total 
industrial base, public and private. This concern is understood, but it was beyond the scope 
of this study. It is worthy of M e r  consideration by the Department of Defense. 

Respectfully yours, 

J. J. WENT 
General, USMC (Ret) 
Director, Depot Maintenance 
Consolidation Study 





THE JOlNT STAFF 
WASHINGTON. DC 

General Colin L. Powell, USA 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 2031 8-0001 

Dear General Powell, 

Attached is our report on Depot Maintenance Consolidation. The information and 
views contained in the Executive Sutnmary and the chapters on conclusions and 
recomliietrdations are strictly the independent views of the Executive Working Group. The 
discussions and analysis contained tluougl~out the remainder of this report reflect tile efforts 
of the support staff, wluch was made-up predo~ninantly of uniformed personnel from the Joint 
Staff. The Service Working Group, comprising of representatives from the individual 
Services, served as the principal source of information contained in this report. No attempt 
has been made to seek Joint Staff or Service concurrence. 

We believe that this report reflects the most rigorous analysis of depot maintenance to 
date. Nevertheless, we would caution that this total effort was accomplished in approximately 
eight weeks. That is hardly enough time to thoroughly examine an enterprise that would rank 
in the top 30 con~panies of the Fortune 500, if it were a commercial business. Thus, we do 
not believe this report should be used to make detailed organizational decisions or resource 
allocations, but we do believe it will be valuable in helping to set a conceptual direction for 
the future, with implementing details to be developed through additional analysis and 
negotiation between the principals concerned. 

Respectfully yours, 

GEN LOUIS J. WAGNER, 

USAF (Ret), Member 

UP, (Ret), Member 7 ,  
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JOHN J. McCARTHY, lndustry Member 

J. J. WENT 
General, USMC (Ret) 
Director, Depot Maintenance 
Consolidation Study 





Executive Summary 

Backervund. Over the course of many years, with constant change in the way we equip our 
fighting forces, the Services have developed maintenance systems which have provided those 
fighting forces with the right kind of equipment, in fmt class condition, when and where 
needed. As a result of a changing world and changing requirements, the Department of 
Defense now finds itself with more depot maintenance capacity than needed. The purpose of 
this study is to help identify the best way to scale down that excess capacity and reduce costs 
without degrading current or future capability to meet our peacetime and wartime needs. 
Further, this study examines whether we are organized in a way that will enable us to act 
quickly and decisively and, if not, recommend a better organizational arrangement. 

Our study group visited a sampling of Service maintenance depots, talked with the Services' 
leadership, talked with customers of the depots, and examined a great deal of historical 
material that has been written about depot maintenance. We examined seven management 
alternatives that were developed by the Joint Staff. The alternatives were examined against a 
set of criteria that included cost savings, capacity reduction, unnecessary duplication and 
military responsiveness. We viewed the seven alternatives not as precise, organizational 
blueprints, but simply as frameworks upon which to do comparative analysis. Such analysis 
led us to a variation of one of the seven alternatives which ultimately resulted in our 
recommendation. 

In all cases, this study only examines depot level maintenance and does not suggest in any 
way changing individual Service responsibility for integrated weapon system management. 
Before we discuss any conclusions or recommendations we want to make clear that we have a 
great deal of empathy with Service Chiefs, who are legitimately concerned about their 
continuing ability and accountability to provide for ready fighting forces. We understand that 
they would be particularly concerned if they were to lose close control over the maintenance 
of their equipment. 

Currently, when an operational unit is not served well by the maintenance system, a Service 
Chief has authority to make changes, reorder priorities and resources, and redirect efforts to 
correct problems or inequities. Similarly, operating units have established good working 
relationships with their individual maintenance activities. They are in continuous negotiations 
to accommodate each other's problems which usually involve money, time, quantity, and 
priorities. Because of these very real and legitimate Service concerns, we have strived to 
identlfy a maintenance system that preserves and strengthens the close ties between 
warfighters and "maintainers." 

Most of the altematives examined do not produce substantial savings or significant reductions 
in excess capacity and unnecessary duplication. Therefore, while each of these altematives 



are discussed in the body of the study, we believe that there are basically only three options 
which are serious challengers to the way we currently perform depot maintenance. They are: 

-- Executive Service, or sometimes called Single Service, management of depot level 
r.aintenance by major weapon systems categories. 

-- Consolidation of all depot maintenance activities under a single Defense Maintenance 
Agency. 

-- Consolidation of all depot maintenance activities under a Joint Depot Maintenance 
Command. 

We recognize that full contracting out of depot maintenance functions to commercial industry 
is also a long-term possibility. Since more or full commercial maintenance of Service 
equipment could evolve from any of the preceding approaches, it is not discussed in great 
detail herein. Because it involves the larger question of preserving the industrial base and 
more flexibility in work force levels, the whole issue of contracting out deserves further study 
in the future. 

Conclusions. The current depot management structure in DOD and the 
Services has not resulted in substantial competition, interservicing, reduction of capacity or 
duplication of effort. There is nothing to indicate that continuation of the current way of 
doing business will result in any significant departure from past performance. 

We believe that the DOD currently has 25 to 50 percent more depot capacity than the 
Department will need in the future and unnecessary duplication exists throughout the 
individual Service depots, especially when viewed across Service boundaries. Closure of a 
significant number of depots will be necessary if we are to reduce excess capacity. We 
believe the only effective way to close depots is through the Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) process. The BRAC process should be a coordinated effort across Service lines that 
integrates requirements and accurately reflects unneeded facilities. This action must start 
immediately because of the necessity to provide recommendations to the 1993 BRAC 
Commission in the next few months. 

Elimination of unnecessary capacity and duplication has the potential for substantially 
reducing long-term costs. We emphasize long-term because savings from depot closures, for 
example, will not begin for three to seven years and will take several years to produce 
maximum savings. The precise value of savings that may be achieved cannot be determined 
because of all of the variables and dynamics involved. A rough estimate ranges from a low 
of two to a high of nine billion dollars over the next ten years. We are confident, however, 
that savings will be optimized only if consolidations are maximized and begin as soon as 
possible with associated workload shifts occurring over the shortest possible period of time. 
The total savings will depend upon the alacrity with which decisions are made and willingness 



to make up front investments. No attempt has been made to allocate potential savings to the 
individual Services. 

We believe that any change in organizational structure and management of depot activities 
must consider and accommodate the legitimate concerns of the customers. Of the three final 
alternatives examined, only one results in substantial cost savings, excess capacity reduction 
and elimination of unnecessary duplication while fully satisfying the need for close ties 
between the warfighters and the "maintainers." 

We recommend the establishment of a W ~ e d  command for depot maintenance with full 
authority to organize current Service depots as determined by the new command and as 
approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. We believe that a Joint Depot Maintenance Command 
will produce the greatest opportunities for responsiveness, efficiency and matching capacity 
with funue requirements. Since it would be a unified command with Service components it 
does not appear that any change to Title 10, U.S. Code responsibilities is required. Changes 
may be required to the responsibilities specified in DOD directives that prescribe Service 
functions. 

A full discussion and listing of over a dozen conclusions and our recommendations can be 
found in Chapters V and VI of this report. 
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CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTION 

1. Roles -Missions. Department of Defense (DOD) Directive 5 100.1, Functions of the 
Department of Defense and Its Major Components, assigns the Army, Navy, Air Force, and 
Marine Corps, under their respective Secretaries, the responsibility for, "Providing logistic 
support for Service forces, including procurement, distribution, supply, equipment, and 
maintenance, unless otherwise directed by the Secretary of Defense." To meet the 
responsibility to maintain its equipment, each Service operates a depot maintenance system. 

2. -&&gg. Depot maintenance is a key part of the total DOD maintenance effort 
and is a vast undertaking supporting over 700,000 pieces of equipment: 36,000 combat 
vehicles, 660,000 wheeled vehicles, 500 ships, and 20,200 aircraft of over 100 different 
models. Depot maintenance requires extensive shop facilities, specialized equipment, and 
highly skilled technical and engineering personnel to perform major overhaul of parts or 
completely rebuild parts; assemblies, subassemblies, and end-items. This includes reverse 
engineering and manufacturing/remanufacturing of parts, modif~cations, testing, and 
reclamation. Depot maintenance also requires the flexibility to accommodate readiness 
changes and problems dat ing to safety of flight maintenance or inspection, scheduling 
maintenance to maintain alert capabilities, and particularly, the ability to surge to meet 
contingency requirements. 

a. The depot maintenance business environment within DOD is complex and, by 
necessity, not a monolithic entity. The Services not only have multiple, diverse products, 
but they also have independently developed different depot maintenance management 
approaches to meet their unique requirements. The work done is not limited to the basic 
depot facilities but is carried out by teams dispatched to, or resident at, stations and ships 
worldwide. Additional work is performed under contract in the Continental US (CONUS) 
and overseas. It is important to recognize that depot maintenance is not only big business 
and complex but that it is not discrete and separate from the material management 
function. Depot maintenance is an integral part of cradle-to-grave, integrated weapons 
system management. Among other things, this involves design, test and evaluation, 
reliability centered maintenance, and in-service engineering. 

b. The DOD depot maintenance system employs about 130,000 DOD civilian personnel 
and nearly 2,000 military personnel. There are 29 major DOD depot maintenance 
facilities consisting of Anny depots, Air Force air logistics centers (ALC), Naval aviation 
depots (NADEP), Naval shipyards (NSY), Naval electronic systems engineering centers, 
and Marine Corps logistics bases (MCLB) that perform depot maintenance (Figure 1-1). 
There are also sixteen Army and nine Navy facilities in CONUS for weapons and 
munitions depot maintenance. They are listed in Appendix M. 

c. Annually, DOD spends about 13 billion dollars for depot maintenance operations with 
about 70 percent of this expenditure accomplished in DOD facilities and the balance by 
contractors. Data for FY89-N97 are shown in Table 1-1. Figures 1-2, 1-3, and 1-4 depict 



the FY86-FY90 average Service cost share of depot maintenance, costs by major 
commodity, and the FY90 distribution by cost elements. 

Figure 1-1 Defense Depot Maintenance Facilities 
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Table 1-1 Current Estimate of Depot Maintenance Budget 
- p p  - - 

CThenYear$Wons) EXHe BLeP ED2 FXB EX% ED6 EW 
Army Organic 1,016.8 1,121.7 1,301.0 1,316.1 1,111.6 1,053.2 1,014.6 1,028.3 954.4 

Contract 541.2 528.2 946.0 852.7 738.2 617.5 711.1 591.5 546.8 
Total 1,558.0 1,649.9 2247.0 2168.8 1,849.8 1,670.7 1,725.7 1,619.8 1.501.2- 

Navy Organic 4,468.6 4,918.0 4,615.6 4,839.6 4,788.4 4,857.9 5,340.1 5,388.1 5,411.0 
Contract 1,921.7 2,155.1 2,531.8 2,743.9 2,303.5 2,046.7 2,187.4 2,241.1 2,256.3 
Total 6,390.3 7,073.1 7,147.4 7,583.5 7,091.9 6.904.6 7327.5 7,629.2 7,667.3 

Air Force Organic 2,618.6 2,4421 2568.7 2,682.4 2,791.3 2,801.4 2,820.5 2,732.4 2,751.6 
Contract 1,850.6 1,687.2 1,286.4 1,144.5 1,134.1 1,017.7 909.1 970.5 986.3 
Total 4,469.2 4,129.3 3,855.1 3,826.9 3,925.4 3.819.1 3,729.6 3,7029 3,737.9 

Marines Organic 84.0 72.3 135.0 2328 56.2 94.5 99.9 116.0 166.3 
Contract 4.4 3.1 4.2 5.1 6.8 5.7 5.4 5.4 5.4 
Total 88.4 75.4 139.2 237.9 63.0 100.2 105.3 121.4 171.7 

TOTAL Organic 8.188.0 8,554.1 8,620.3 9,070.9 8,747.5 8,807.0 9,275.1 9,264.8 9,283.3 
Contract 4,317.9 4,373.6 4,768.4 4,746.2 4,182.6 3,687.6 3,813.0 3,808.5 3,794.8 
Total 12,505.9 12,927.7 13,388.7 13,817.1 12,930.1 12,494.6 13,088.1 13,073.3 13,078.1 

Source: FY89190 FY90/FY91 Program Objective Summary, JDMAG 
FY91-97 Table 1-2, DDMC Corporate Business Plan (FY92-97), Oct 92 (Draft) 



Figure 1-2 Depot Maintenance Service Cost Share 

Army 

Air 

Average FY86-FYQO 
Soum.: Oaknee M a n p a r  Data C m m  

Figure 1-3 Depot Maintenance Commodity Cost Share 
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Figure 1-4 Distribution of Depot Maintenance Costs 
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d. With the easing of geopolitical tensions and reduced defense budgets, the force 
structure is downsizing to the Base Force level and operating tempos are being reduced in 
many cases. Figure 1-5 illustrates the percent change from the FY91 to FY97 
programmed levels for depot maintenance expenditures, active component military 
personnel strength levels, DOD total expenditures, and DOD Operation and Maintenance 
(O&M) expenditures. While depot maintenance expenditures appear to remain relatively 
stable during this period, the other categories reflect the downsizing of the Department. 

Figure 1-5 Defense Programs (Percent Change from FY91) 
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3. PastEfforts To Improve De-Efficiencv. Since the early 1960s, the 
Services, the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), and external agencies and 
commissions have undertaken numerous management initiatives, studies, and audits with 
recommendations for improving depot maintenance effectiveness and economies. These 
include standardizing cost accounting and reporting systems, increasing interservicing and 
competition, and varying degrees of depot maintenance modernization and centralization. 
Although these efforts resulted in some improvements, excess capacity, unnecessary 
duplication, and inefficiencies still exist. 

- -- - -- - -- - - - - - -- 

- -- -- - - ----- - -- - - - - - - 

a. Some of the earlier DOD efforts were: 

50% I I I I I 

91 92 93 94 9 5 9 6 97 
Fiscal Year 

- 

(1) Calling for comparable and reliable cost accounting, performance measurement 
reporting, and capacity measurement. Universally accepted, standardized procedures 
have not yet been developed. 



(2) Directing the Services to take advantage of the facilities and capabilities of the 
other Services through interservicing agreements and having depots and private 
industry compete for work. Some progress has been made in this regard but in FV91 
interservicing was only about 3 percent of the total depot budget and savings attributed 
to competition were only 0.5 percent of the N 9 1  depot budget. 

(3) Consolidating some engine and avionics maintenance in the Air Force and Navy. 
The consolidation efforts fell short of the recommendations of the 1970 Blue Ribbon 
Defense Panel's Report to the President for a unified logistics command and a 1973 
General Accounting Office (GAO) report recommendation to assign a single manager 
for maintenance of specific classes of supply. 

b. The Joint Logistics Commanders (JLC) have provided senior-level guidance and 
priorities for joint initiatives and efforts to improve depot maintenance. Current JLC 
membership is the Commander, US Army Materiel Command; the Commander, Air Force 
Materiel Command; the Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Logistics); the Deputy Chief 
of Staff for Installations and Logistics, Headquarters, US Marine Corps; and the Director, 
Defense Logistics Agency. In March 1980, the JLC established an organization that 
evolved into the Joint Depot Maintenance Analysis Group (JDMAG) to expedite cross- 
service coordination and to assimilate other advantages of a single manager, but have 
consistently maintained that each of the Services must retain management control of their 
respective depots. 

c. In June 1990, dissatisfied with progress, the Deputy Secretary of Defense (DepSecDef) 
concluded that substantial opportunities existed to increase the efficiency and reduce the 
cost of the Department's depot maintenance activities while continuing to effectively 
conduct their maintenance mission. He directed the Service Secretaries to develop near- 
term and long-range plans for increased efficiency, including single-siting of workloads in 
the Air Force and Naval air depots, and a plan for improved maintenance information 
management. In addition, he established a Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) 
to advise the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Production and Logistics on depot 
maintenance management within DOD. The DDMC serves as a mechanism for 
coordinated reviews of DOD depot maintenance policies, systems, programs, and activities 
and provides advice on initiatives for reducing costs. It is the mechanism for jointly 
planning, moni to~g ,  and evaluating the implementation of management improvement 
initiatives. The DDMC is composed of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Logistics) and the JLC, who, in this case, are the designated representatives of the 
Service Secretaries. Under the direction and sponsorship of the JLC, the Services began 
execution of the DDMC strategy to increase depot efficiency and productivity by 
streamlining, restructuring, and consolidatingfunctions, while preserving the capability 
needed to ensure equipment and weapon system readiness. 

d. The Service Under Secretaries identified near-term streamlining plans that would save 
1.7 billion dollars over the period FY91-95. The DDMC formed Joint-Service study 



groups to examine 18 specific commodity areas (fixed wing aircraft, ground 
communications and electronics, small arms, etc.) to identlfy potential economies and 
efficiencies that the Services could achieve through both unilateral and coordinated 
actions. Based on the fmdings and recommendations of the commodity studies, the 
Service Secretaries, in their Joint Services Business Plan, dated February 1991, jointly 
agreed to specific actions which would result in savings of 1.15 billion dollars during the 
period FY91-FY95. The majority of the savings are from unilateral actions and include a 
total of 0.263 billion dollars resulting from interservicing. Separate joint-service study 
groups also looked at four general management areas: cost comparability, performance 
measurement, capacity/utilization measurement, and maintenance information management. 
As a result of these four general studies, OSD has published a cost comparability 
handbook, developed a system to measure performance that is consistent with Total 
Quality Management, published a production shop capacity measurement handbook, and 
established the Joint Logistics Systems Center as the DOD executive agent for depot 
maintenance systems. 

e. The Service Under Secretaries then prepared a Corporate Business Plan (CBP) that 
accumulated, in one document, their entire plan for saving 3.9 billion dollars over the 
period FY91-97. The CBP includes the 1.7 billion dollars near-term savings, the 1.15 
billion dollars of savings associated with the commodity studies, and 1.1 billion dollars of 
other savings. 

f. The Defense Management Review process has resulted in two decisions with direct 
impact on depot maintenance. Defense Management Report Decision (DMRD) 908, 
dated 17 November 1990, and DMRD 908C, dated 12 January 1991, Consolidating Depot 
Mainremnce, fonnalhd the 6.4 billion dollars savings from FY91-FY97 recommended by 
the Service Under Secretaries to the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Production and 
Logistics in the CBP. (The 1.15 billion dollars commodity area savings described in the 
preceding paragraph have been subsumed into the CBP savings.) The annual DDMC CBP 
describes the joint Service strategy for managing the organic depot maintenance industrial 
base and achieving these savings. The 1992 CBP is, by far, the most aggressive 
promulgated to date. Near-term savings will result from downsizing both direct and 
indirect work forces, closure of facilities, cancellation of facility projects, and internal 
Service workload consolidations, including single-siting workload in the NADEPs. 
Projected near-tern savings are 3.2 billion dollars. Long-range actions under 
consideration include increased interservicing, increased competition, and improved 
capacity utilization. Interservicing savings projected to be 134.7 &on dollars accrue 
from greater economies of scale through consolidations, which reduce recurring cost to the 
gaining depot. The losing activity will realize savings through reduced overhead 
associated with reduced workload and facility downsizing. Competition among the depots 
and between depots and private business is projected to provide savings of 1.73 billion 
dollars. Capacity utilization savings of 1.28 billion dollars will be achieved through 
redistribution of workloads within and among the Services. The projected savings by 
Service are shown in Table 1-2. In reality, it is highly unlikely that the Services will be 



able to meet these savings without actions that will severely affect readiness and the 
ability to go to war. 

Table 1-2 Projected Joint Service Savings 

($IvfiLons) W91* Fy92 Fy93 Fy94 Fy95 Ey96 Fy97 &td 

-Y 6.2 21.1 60.0 206.9 228.4 2628 280.4 1,065.8 
Navy 274.0 3925 513.8 614.4 755.7 543.6 4628 3,556.8 
Air Force 58.4 149.3 235.5 299.8 367.4 292.7 305.2 1,708.3 
Manne Corps 1.1 4.5 3.8 6.1 4.5 4.4 4.2 28.6 

Total 339.7 567.4 813.1 1,127.2 1,356.0 1,103.5 1,0526 6,359.5 

* FY91 column reflects near-term savings achieved which exceeded the FY91 target of $258.8 million 
by $80.9 million 

Source: DDMC Corporate Business Plan (FY92-97). Oct 92 (Draft) 

4. m w c t i v e .  The Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study was chartered by the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CTCS) in September 1992 and was led by a group 
composed of one retired senior officer from each Service and a retired representative fiom 
industry. The purpose of the study was threefold: 

a. To review the existing depot maintenance structure in each DOD Service and the Coast 
Guard.' A summary of this review is presented in Chapter 11. 

b. To identify and analyze alternatives for reducing costs, duplication, overlap, and 
overall depot maintenance capacity. Analysis methodology is summarized in Chapter III 
and the analysis of seven alternatives is presented in Chapter W. 

c. To recommend cost effective altemative(s) to reduce duplication, overlap, and overall 
depot maintenance capacity. Any ncomrnendation made must ensure that the depots will 
be able to support peacetime readiness requirements, sustain forces during crisis response 
and contingency operations, and return equipment to established readiness standards upon 
redeployment. Conclusions and recommendations are included in Chapters V and VI. 

I As the study progressed it became apparent that because of the unique mission and 
relatively small requirement, there is no utility in consolidating Coast Guard depot 
maintenance activities into the DOD system. The Coast Guard currently does maintenance 
in-house or contracts out to commercial industry or the DOD, whichever is least costly and 
most responsive to their needs. Accordingly, no recommendations are made regarding Coast 
Guard depot maintenance. 
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CHAPTER IT - TODAY'S DEPOT MAINTENANCE ENVIRONMENT 

1. Jntmduction. This chapter provides a brief description of the Services' current depot 
maintenance facilities and discusses the history of Service efforts to reduce the cost of depot 
maintenance. It also addresses opportunities for further cost efficiency and the potential for 
increased savings from interservicing, competition, and capacity reduction. 

2. mt F a c i ~ ~ e s c n n ~ o ~  . . . The following data on each Service's depot maintenance 
command structure and depot facilities were obtained from Service inputs and the JDMAG 
1991 Depot Profiles. 

a. Army. Army depot maintenance is controlled by the Army Materiel Command (AMC) 
through the Depot System Command (DESCOM) and Major Subordinate Commands 
(MSC). DESCOM operates the depots and designates a prime depot for every item 
requiring maintenance. DESCOM also designates depots as "Centers of Excellence" for 
specific commodities such as electronics or gas turbine engines. MSCs are responsible for 
maintenance of specific commodities, and coordinate their requirements for depot support 
through AMC and DESCOM to ensure maximum benefit from the "Centers of Excellence" 
concept. During conflicts, Army depot maintenance teams deploy to the scene to repair 
battle-damaged equipment in order to avoid returning equipment to a depot. Table 11-1 
presents basic information on each Army depot. As noted in Chapter I, the Army also 
maintains sixteen munition depots for ammunition storage and maintenance on US 
territory. Depot maintenance data on these depots was not available. Army munitions 
depot consolidation recommendations wiU require in-depth consideration of maintenance 
requirements, allowable explosive concentrations, and transportation limitations. They are 
beyond the scope of this study. Sacramento Army Depot is also not listed as it will be 
closed in FY95. 

Table 11-1 A m y  Maintenance Depots 

b. Navy. The Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) controls Navy depot maintenance 
through the Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR) for aircraft, the Naval Sea Systems 
Command (NAVSEA) for ships, and the Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command 
(SPAWAR) for space, surveillance, communications, and computer electronics. Each of 

~ ~ 9 3 ~ ~ 9 5  
Workload 

(KDLH) 
328511956 
424414430 
214012679 
2794/2733 
3268/3606 
135611068 

COST ($M) 
Facility/ 
Equipment 
1381117 
36W3 
600/150 
855.2/137 
220190 
1700123 

DEPOT CODE 

Anniston, AL-ANAD 
Corpus Christi, T X - - C W  
Lettexicemy, PA-LEAD 
Red River, TX-RRAD 
Tobyhanna, PA-TOAD 
Tooele, UT-TEAD 

TYPE OF 
WORK 

Tanks, Small Arms, Ammo 
Helos 
Tac Msls, Ammo 
Lt Cmbt Veh, Ammo 
Electronics 
Tac Veh, Rail 

SEE (SF) 

15M 
22M 
1.4M 
1.4M 
1M 
.95M 



these three commands is responsible for the depot maintenance of its platforms and 
operates depots to accomplish the work mostly independent of other facilities. Navy 
aviation depots are being reorganized along commodity lines to reduce redundant facilities. 
Like the Army, Navy aviation depots and shipyards provide field support to forward- 
deployed activities during conflicts. Naval aircrafl depot maintenance is normally 
performed ashore but, in the event of a conflict, depot teams can deploy with each aircraft 
carrier to repair depot-level battle damage aboard ship. Shipyard engineering and repair 
teams also forward deploy as needed to repair major equipment casualties on scene 
without requiring that the damaged ship withdraw to a Navy shipyard. Tables 11-2, 11-3, 
and 11-4 present basic information on each of the depots. As discussed in Chapter I, there 
are also nine Navy facilities operated by NAVSEA in CONUS that perform weapons 
maintenance and will be considered for consolidation by this study. Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard, which has four usable drydocks, is not listed as it will be closed by FY96. 

Table 11-2 NAVAIR Maintenance Depots 

Table II-3 NAVSEA Shipyards 

DEPOT CODE 

Alameda, CA--NADEP-ALMD 

Cherry Pt., NC-NADEP-CHYPT 

Jacksonville, FL-NADEP-JX 
Norfolk, VA-NADEP-NORVA 
North Island, CA- 
NADEP-NORIS 
Pensacola, FL-NADEP-PNCLA 

SIZE(SF) 

2.3M 

1.5M 

1.6M 
23M 
25M 

1.7M 

TYPE OF 
WORK 

Nuc Ships, Subs 
Non-NUC Ships, CV 
NUC Ships, Subs 
NUC Ships, Subs, CV 
Nuc Ships, Subs 
NUC Ships, Subs 
Nuc Ships, Subs. CV 

COST ($M) 
Facility1 
Equipment 

2461183 

274/250 

394f250 
3561297 
2871288 

2141218 

FY93/FY95 
Workload 
(KDLH) 

7112/6406 
3990/3636 
677816764 
104851'9142 
516114346 
617614070 

12753112050 

DEPOT CODE 

Charleston, SC-CHNSY 
Long Beach, CA-LBNSY 
Mare Island, CA-MINSY 
NorfoIk, VA-NNSY 
Pearl Harbor, HI--PHNSY 
Portsmouth, NH--Pl'NSY 
Puget Sound, WA-PSNSY 

FY93/FY95 
Workload 

(KDLH) 
25 1512438 

2591/2028 

2583/2240 
3373/2802 
2545/2478 

287 1/28 17 

#DRY- 
DOCKS 

3 
3 
4 
4 
3 
3 
6 

TYPE OF 
WORK 

Acft, Eng, Avionics, Msis, 
Armament 
Acft, Helos, Eng. 
Bladeswane 
Acft, Eng, E-0, Avionics 
Acft, CV Support, Hyd Sys 
Acft, ATE, Avionics, CV 
Support, Metrology 
Acft, Generators 
Helos, Avionics 

COST ($M) 
Facility1 
Equipment 
1702/220.5 
2236D1.4 
2253D31.8 
2497t216.3 
11961'222.6 
1123l388.1 
201 11302.4 



Table 11-4 SPAWAR Depots 

c. Air Force. The Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) exercises control of Air Force 
depot maintenance and facilities. These depots are organized under the Technology Repair 
Center (TRC) and Integrated Weapon Systems Management (IWSM) concepts. The Air 
Force implemented the TRC concept in 1973 to consolidate the maintenance of depot-level 
reparables (DLRs) at specific depots along technology lines. This long standing 
centralization of capability is used up to, but not including, the highest end item level, i-e., 
type aircraft and engines. The Air Force maintains dual sources of repair for many 
commodities. rWSM provides a single point of contact for all weapon system platforms 
regardless of the number of TRCs providing that support. Table 11-5 describes Air Force 
depots. 

DEPOT CODE 

Portsmouth, VA-NESECP 
Sari Diego, CA--NESECS 

Table 11-5 Air Fome Maintenance Depots 

SIZE (SF) 

.082M 

.07W 

d. Marine Corps. Marine Corps depot maintenance is controlled by the Commander, 
Marine Corps Logistics Bases, through the Maintenance Directorate. Marine Corps depots 
maintain virtually identical capabilities to provide support for Marine Corps operational 
units depending on unit location. The Albany, GA, depot is the primary support facility 
for the Maritime Pre-positioning Force. Marine Corps depots also perform much "other- 
than-depot" maintenance to assist organizational and intermediate maintenance 
organizations. Table 11-6 describes both depots. 

r 

DEPOT CODE 

Ogden, UT--00-ALC 

Oklahoma City, OK--0C-ALC 
Sacramento, CA-SM-ALC 

San Antonio, TX--SA-ALC 
Waraer Robins, GA--WR-ALC 

Newark, OH--AGMC 

COST ($M) 
Facility1 
Equipment 

3.316.4 
36/40 

SEE (SF) 

3.7M 

5.3M 
3.5M 

3.8M 
3.4M 

.47M 

FY93/FY95 
Workload 

(KDLH) 
522f565 
6201650 

TYPE OF 
WORK 

Electronics 
Electronics 

COST ($M) 
Facility1 
Equipment 
351.81663.6 

1133.41526.2 
633.61503.5 

37201648.9 
257.7i850.1 

243.51301.8 

FY93IFY95 
Workload 
(KDLH) 

689016296 

736616770 
638716032 

7289/7202 
7151/6605 

112811106 

TYPE OF 
WORK 

Strat Msls, Acft, Air Mun, 
Photo/Recon. Ldg Gear, 
SIMS 
Acft, Eng, Oxygen 
Comm-Elec, Acft, Gnd 
Elec, Hyd 
Acft, Eng, Nuc Equip 
Acft, Avionics, Props, 
Life Supt 
Metrology, Nav Sys 



Table 11-6 Marine Corps Logistics Bases 

e. Coast Guard. Coast Guard depots belong to the Department of Transportation, not the 
DOD. The Office of Engineering, Logistics and Development, through the Aeronautical 
Engineering Division and the Naval Engineering Division manages the depot maintenance 
system within the Coast Guard. Most Coast Guard depot level maintenance is 
by commercial contract. The Coast Guard depot at Elizabeth City, NC, performs 31.5 
percent of aviation depot maintenance and the Coast Guard shipyard at Curtis Bay, MD, 
performs 18 percent of ship depot maintenance. Table II-7 describes both depots. 

Table 11-7 Coast Guard Maintenance Depots 

TYPE OF 
WORK 

Amphib Veh, Wpns. 
Electronics, Tac Veh 
Amphib Veh, Wpns 
Electronics, Tac Veh 

FY93JFY95 
Workload 
(KDLH) 

167411 180 

171811187 

3. Sewice D e ~ o t w Q & = E & & .  The Services have worked to reduce 
the costs of depot maintenance as their force levels have been reduced. These efforts can be 
summarized into four categories: process improvements; competition between depots and 
private industry; intersemicing of depot work; and reductions in depot capacity. Each of these 
methods is discussed in the following paragraphs. 

COST ($M) 
Facility1 
Equipment 

85135.9 

47/23 

DEPOT CODE 

Albany, GA-MCLBA 

Barstow, CA-MCLBB 

a. Process Improvements. Improvements to the processes used to accomplish depot 
maintenance receive continuous attention by the Services. Process improvements usually 
are implemented without relying on cooperation from other Services or agencies. High 
technology processes, such as robotics and computer-assisted design and manufacturing, 
can yield major cost savings by reducing manpower requirements. Substantial investments 
may be required to install these technologies but they will be amortized by savings 
achieved by the system. After the first years of savings pay for the technology, the cost 
reductions accrued over the rest of the life of the system are pure savings for the depot 
maintenance budget.. Non-technology-based improvements, such as maintenance 

S E E  (SF) 

.52M 

.7M 

TYPE OF 
WORK 

Acft, Engines, Helos 
Ships 

FY93/FY95 
Workload 

(KDLH) 
5001500 

lOOO/lOOO 

COST (SM) 
Facility/ 
Equipment 

87/2 
87/50 

DEPOT CODE 

Elizabeth City, NC 
Curtis Bay, MD 

SIZE (SF) 

.28M 
1M 



conducted under an autonomous, fully capable team concept, improve unit costs without 
requiring an initial investment for hardware. No savings have been separately identified 
for process improvement in the CBP. 

b. Competition. Competition is projected to save 1,733.4 million dollars from FY91 
through N 9 7 ,  over 27 percent of the total CBP savings. It is a method of depot cost 
reduction that has been the subject of Congressional interest since at least FY91. It is 
important to understand some of the legislation that has affected competition in depot 
maintenance before examining the Services' efforts to expand competition. 

(1) Legislative Background. Prior to N 9 1 ,  DOD Directive 415 1.1, Use of Contractor 
and DOD Resources for Maintenance of Materiel, directed the Services to normally 
plan for not more than 70 percent of their total depot maintenance to be conducted in 

' Service depots in order to maintain a private sector industrial base. Navy and Marine 
Corps depots could compete with contractors for work offered on a competitive basis. 
Army and Air Force depots, on the other hand, were not permitted to compete for 
depot maintenance work with private industry. Since FY91, Congress has authorized 
all depots to compete with private industry for portions of the total depot workload 
under varying restrictions described in the following paragraphs. 

(a) The Authorization Act of IT91 authorized the Army and Air Force to 
conduct a competition pilot program with an unspecified portion of the workload 
at one Army and one Air Force depot. 

(b) The FY92 Authorization Act directed that at least 60 percent of the total 
depot maintenance funds expended by the Army and Air Force be used for 
maintenance performed at Service depots. This is known as the organic "core 
requirement" for depot maintenance. The FY92 Authorization Act also extended 
the competition pilot program through FY92 and EY93, but limited competition- 
eligible funds to not more than 10 percent of the non-core depot funds, or 4 
percent of the total depot funds of these Services. These restrictions severely 
hampered Service efforts to broaden competition of the depots with private 
industry. 

(c) The FY93 Authorization Act modified and broadened the guidelines on depot 
maintenance competition. The Navy was directed to maintain a 60 percent core 
requirement along with the Army and Air Force. For Army aviation depot 
maintenance only, the core requirement was reduced to 50 percent for FY93 but 
then increased to 55 percent for N 9 4 ,  and returned to 60 percent for N 9 5 .  
Although the 10 percent limitation on the amount of non-core, competition-eligible 
workload was rescinded, the Services were directed to not draw the competition 
workload disproportionately from one or several depots. Competition procedures 
were directed to be used if the Secretary of Defense elected to consolidate tactical 
missile maintenance at a single DOD location. Any depot engaged in tactical 



missile activity when the Authorization Act was enacted was deemed eligible to 
compete. Lastly, the Services were directed to not move any workload worth 
more than 3 million dollars from a depot to a private facility unless competition 
between the depot and other facilities is used in making the selection. 

(2) FY90 Service Competition Efforts. The DDMC Corporate Business Plan FY91-95 
provided data on the amount of depot work awarded on a competitive basis by the 
Services in N 9 0 .  This data is listed in Table 11-8 below. The data shows the 
percentage and value of depot work awarded on a competitive basis. The Army and 
Air Force were not authorized to compete with private industry in FY90. Navy depots 
were allowed to compete with industry in FY90 and the Navy offered 37 percent of its 
depot work for competitive bid. Other depot work for the Army, Navy and Air Force 
was awarded through sole-source contracts or other non-competitive means such as 
vendor maintenance agreements. Marine Corps depots were also authorized to 
compete with private industry for depot work in FY90, but no Marine Corps work was 
offered to contractors through competition or any other means. 

Table 11-8 FY90 Depot Maintenance Competition 

Pct of Depot M a d .  Value of Depot Work 
Service Awarded by Competition Awarded by Competition 

20 % $ 422 M 
Navy 37 % $ 2808 M 
Air Force 16 % $ 734 M 
Marinecorps . 0 % $ O M  

Source: DDMC CBP for FY91-FY95 and OSD Report 7220.9M for FY90. 

c. Interservicing. Interservicing is another major component of projected long-term CBP 
savings. It is projected to generate 134.7 million dollars in savings, 2 percent of total 
CBP savings from N 9 1  to FY97. Interservicing achieves cost savings by transferring 
work on comparable systems to the depot of another Service to take advantage of 
economies of scale, and to often avoid the cost of maintaining dual capabilities in a 
second Service. As seen in Table 11-9, FY91 interservicing amounted to less than 3 
percent of the overall Service depot maintenance budget with the Air Force providing 66 
percent of the total. Some Services appear to do more interservicing than others. The 
Marine Corps and Air Force spent 9.8 and 6.1 percent respectively of their depot 
expenditures on work performed by other Services in FY91. The Army and Navy spent 
1.4 and 1.3 percent respectively of their total FY91 depot expenditures on interservicing. 
The Navy total includes expenditures for ships that is a virtually unique commodity to the 
Navy and is precluded from significant interservicing. When expenditures for ship depot 
maintenance are subtracted from total Navy depot expenditures, the Navy percentage of 
interservicing is 5 percent. The Air Force has workloads comparable to the Navy's ships 
that are exempt from.interservicing due to the nature of the work. These are large aircraft 



(e.g., B-52s, C-5s, and C-141s) and strategic missiles. No other Service has the required 
facilities. 

Table 11-9 Depot Maintenance Interservicing 

Fiscal Year IT88 FY89 FY90 FY9 1 
Depot Maintenance Executed ($DM) (Millions) 13586.2 12753.3 14392.9 12809.3 
Depot Maintenance Interse~cing ($DM) (Millions) 

7.5 13.9 17.5 31.3 
Navy 98.7 93.9 95.2 77.8 
Air Force 249.6 192.1 106.1 235.8 
Marine Corps 5.8 9.8 8 13.6 
Total 361.6 309.7 226.8 358.5 
$DMI/$DM (Percent) 2.70% 2.40% 1.60% 2.80% 

Source: JDMAG data horn OSD Report 7220.9M 

d. Capacity/Workload Reductions. Since FY88, and particularly since Base Force 
reductions were approved, depot workload requirements have generally decreased in the 
Services and are expected to continue through FY95. Figures 11-1 through 11-5 summarize 
requirements and capacity trends for each Service. 



(1) The Army has embraced the "Centers of Excellence" concept in order to reduce 
its requirement for depot facilities. It will downsize its infrastructure in FY95 when 
Sacramento Army Depot closes. As shown in Figure 11-1, this will reduce A r m y  
excess capacity to less than 10 percent of the downsized capacity of the remaining 
depots in FY97. The remaining depots still have the capability, however, to build back 
to higher late-1980s output levels. 

Figuw 11-1 A m y  Capacity and Workload 

Direct Labor Hours (Millions) 
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Source: JDMAG Qta from POS-87, POS-89, POS-90, POS-91 and DDMC CBP for FY92-FY97. 
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(2) NAVAIR has steadily reduced its excess capacity by downsizing without closing 
any depots. As shown in Figure II-2, NAVAIR capacity decreases are projected to 
level off in FY94. By FY97, excess capacity is less than 9 percent of the remaining 
capacity in NAVAIR depots. As with the h y ,  the potential still remains to restore 
some of those depots to earlier, higher production levels. 

Figure IK-2 NAVAIR Capacity and Workload 
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(3) NAVSEA depot capacity and work is presented in terms of their limiting physical 
factor, drydock utilization. As the Navy downsizes to Base Force levels, drydock 
requirements also decrease. Some downsizing in the shipyard infrastructure is being 
accomplished by the closure of the Philadelphia Naval Shipyard in FY96, as shown in 
Figure II-3. With no further consolidation projected, excess drydockequivalent 
capacity will be more than 21 percent of that available in N97 .  

Figure II-3 NAVSEA Capacity and Workload 

0 I I I I I I 
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Source: JDMAG and OPNAV N431 data. 



(4) The Air Force has downsized without closing depot facilities. Depot maintenance 
averages only about 30 percent of the logistics activity at any large ALC. 
Nevertheless, no complete CONUS depot maintenance function has been closed despite 
significant Service downsizing. The rate of decline of maintenance requirements has 
exceeded the rate of capacity reduction. As shown in Figure II-4, by FY97 Air Force 
projections indicate that depot maintenance activities will still retain over 28 percent 
excess capacity with an increasing trend in the percentage of excess. 

Figurn 11-4 Air Forte Capacity and Workload 
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Source: JDMAG data from POS-87, POS-89, POS-90, POS-91 and DDMC CBP for FY-92FY97. 

(5) Marine Corps depot maintenance requirements fell steadily prior to FV91 
Operation DESERT STORM support and reconstitution. As shown in Figure 
II-5, FY9l depot workload requirements increased above the nominal depot 
capacity to support Operation DESERT STORM. This level of effort is 
required through FY95 to reconstitute equipment to pre-Operation DESERT 
STORM readiness. To accomplish this work, the Marine Corps increased depot 
civilian personnel 25 percent. Workshifts were also lengthened. By FY96, the 
Marine Corps projects its depot requirements will normalize, although at a level 
35 percent above. pre-Operation DESERT STOP.  levels. This requirement 



level is inconsistent with pre-Operation DESERT STORM trends but will 
reduce excess capacity at Marine Corps depots to less than 2 percent as shown 
in Figure 11-5. If FY97 requirements leveled off at the FY90 level, the excess 
capacity of the Marine Corps depots would be over 35 percent. Marine Corps 
depot capacity is projected to remain at the same Ievel it has been since FY86. 
The slight change in capacity shown in FY91 and FY92 is due to a change in 
the OSD's capacity calculation methodology. Like the depots of other Services, 
Marine Corps depots conduct many activities other than depot maintenance. 
This activity is not reflected for the years FY89-N91, but apparently is for 
FV92-FY97. 

Figurt 11-5 Marine Corps Capacity and Workload 
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4. Pros~ects gf Current D e ~ o t  CostJXeduction m o d s  ilPg Future Opportunities. While 
some savings have been achieved through competition, interservicing, and capacity reduction, 
the potential for continued success is limited without substantial new initiatives. The 
following subparagraphs discuss these limitations and describe potential opportunities for 
additional savings. 

a. Process Improvements. Faced with declining defense budgets for the foreseeable 
future, depot managers can be expected to take advantage of any process improvements 
that generate greater cost efficiency. This is true under al l  of the alternative depot 
organizations considered by this study. For this reason, process improvement will not be 
addressed any further in this study or used as a measure of effectiveness for the 
alternatives to be discussed. 

b. Competition. Competition does produce unit cost efficiencies and savings in depots. 
Competition savings would increase if all Services maximized the depot work they award 
competitively, vice the limited amounts seen in the FY90 statistics. CBP competition 
initiatives are projected to achieve savings of less than 2 percent of the total depot 
maintenance budget from FY91 through FY97. Competition savings are also limited by 
the core requirement that ensures that at least 60 percent of depot expenditures will be 
spent in Service depots. One additional aspect of competition that must be carefully 
managed is its potential to reduce the number of potential bidders. If contracts are 
awarded repeatedly to the same contractors, other contractors and Service depots may 
dispose of unused capabilities in a manner that precludes their future competition or 
activation to support surge requirements. The winning contractor may evolve into the sole 
source of maintenance for the commodity, resulting in increased costs as opposed to 
savings. Despite these limitations, a signiricant benefit of competition is its ability to 
move work to more efficient private facilities and other depots. Increasing competition 
could shift the lower volume commodity output of less efficient, small workload depots to 
other facilities to take advantage of economies of scale. 

c. Interservicing. The FY91 interservicing effort described earlier achieved only 100,000 
dollars in savings. In FY93, the CBP projection for interservicing savings is 23.1 million 
dollars rising in FY97 to 29.2 million dollars. This magnitude of savings will only be 
possible if a l l  Services interservice vastly more depot work than has been previously 
attempted. Each Service can argue that there is a ceiling on interservicing imposed by 
their ownership of unique platforms. But a significant amount of similarity and 
commonality, particularly at the engine and component level, make interservicing potential 
many times greater than the current 3 percent. 

d. Capacity Reductions. Reducing capacity and workload, without reducing the number 
of depots, decreases expenditures for direct labor and variable overhead costs, but does not 
si@icantly decrease the costs of fmed overhead expenses. As will be shown in the 
following paragraphs, only depot closures will result in substantial savings by eliminating 
the fixed overhead of depots closed. 



( I )  Depot fmed overhead includes those indirect costs of depot operations that do not 
vary with the work output of the depot. This includes general and administrative costs 
for depot plant operations, planning, and financial management. It also includes some 
of the operation's overhead costs for equipment management, production planning, 
engineering, material management, and quality assurance. KPMG Peat Marwick 
Report, Current Cost Baseline for DOD Depot Maintenance, dated 14 December 1991, 
estimates that all of the general and administrative costs, plus 50 percent of operations 
overhead, are attributable to organic maintenance management. This cost approximates 
total fixed overhead and is estimated to consume 28 percent of FY90 depot 
maintenance expenditures. Figure II-6 shows the declining trend in depot maintenance 
workload between FY90 and FY96 within DOD. 

Figum II-6 Annual Depot Maintenance Workload 
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Source: JDMAG data from POS-87, POS-89, POS-90, POS-91 and DDMC CBP for FY92FY97. 



(2) Figure Il-7 shows the upward trend in the percent of the depot maintenance budget 
being expended on the estimated fixed overhead of DOD depots during the same years. 
There will be a continued increase in the percentage of depot maintenance costs that are 
due to fured overhead, if fixed overhead does not decrease with workload. 

Figure II-7 Depot Fixed Overhead Budget Impact 
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Source: J D U G  data for POS-87. POS-89, POS-90, POS-91 and DDMC CBP for N 9 2 - N 9 7 .  

(3) To accommodate shrinking workloads, Services have planned to reduce the 
commodity output of each depot, but not to signif~cantly reduce the total number of 
depots. While competition and interservicing reduce costs per unit, capacity reductions 
have the potential to decrease the total costs for direct labor hours and variable overhead 
at the depots. But, like competition and interservicing, capacity reductions do not 
si@icantly decrease the substantial fixed overhead burden. Reducing capacity within the 
depots will push the estimated fued overhead percentage of depot costs over 32 percent 
by FY96. The redundancy and excess capacity retained at each depot will have an 
increasingly negative impact on the funds available for depot commodity output. As 
future depot maintenance budgets continue to decrease and each Service needs to capture 
more savings, fixed indirect costs will be the prime area to reduce depot expenditures. 
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1. ma-. The study analyzed seven alternatives that are summarized 
in the study Concept Paper, Appendix C. Two of the alternatives provide continued 
individual Service ownership and control of its depot maintenance organizations. Three 
provide varying degrees of "Executive Service" management in which the predominant 
Service is responsible. The two remaining alternatives remove depot maintenance 
responsibility from direct Service control. The first has two options: a Defense Maintenance 
Agency (DMA) or a Joint Depot Maintenance Command (JDMC) organization that would 
report, respectively, to OSD or CJCS. The second alternative provides for contracting out the 
entire depot maintenance operation. The analysis is based on the following two assumptions. 

a. Each Service performs work of similar quality. 

b. Changing the agency responsible for work performed in a specific location would not 
affect cost. 

2. m. Each alternative was evaluated using the criteria listed below. The first criterion 
is the only objective measure, the remainder are subjective. 

a. Cost Savings: Relative recurring and nonrecurring costs and savings were developed 
for comparison among Alternatives B through F. 

b. Capacity Reduction: The ability to reduce excess capacity under each alternative was 
compared. 

c. Unnecessary Duplication: A comparison of how well each altemative eliminates 
unnecessary duplicate capability and unnecessary duplicate overhead structure was made. 

d. Military Responsiveness: The loss of direct control of a Service's depot maintenance 
capability could potentially degrade both readiness and a Service's ability to respond to 
crises. The impact of each altemative with respect to its ability to maintain peacetime 
readiness standards, sustain forces during crisis response and contingency operations, and 
reconstitute forces upon redeployment was examined. 

3. -Information. The baseline information used to analyze the alternatives is 
contained in the Depot Commodity Matrix (Appendix F) that was constructed with data 
provided by OSD, the Services, and JDMAG. The Financial and Facility portion of the 
matrix contains 34 separate data elements to describe each depot facility. The Depot 
Commodity section identifies the type and quantity of work that is done at each depot. 
Information presented is for FY91 and has been verified by each Service as of 5 October 
1992. 



4. laggrPnation gf R-and Casabilie. The first step in the analysis process was to 
aggregate both the requirements for each major classification of hardware and the capability 
to meet these requirements. The Services report capacity and workload requirements by depot 
within the Work Breakdown Structure ( W B S )  in accordance with DOD Instruction 4151.15, 
Depot Maintenance Program Policies. This document groups maintenance into nine distinct 
categories and closely resembles the commodity breakdown identified in the commodity 
matrix. Table III-1 lists these groups and their subassemblies. 

Table III-1 Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) 

Source: DODI 4 15 1.15, Depot Maintenance Program Policies. 

a. Past and present capacity and N 9 5  workload requirements were then reviewed. 
Capacity is defined in DOD 41 5 1.15-H, Depot Maintenance and Utiliuztion Measurement 
Handbook as: '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 a facility is designed to accommodate." 
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207 Supp and Launch Equip 
208 Other 

500 Automotive - - . . . - - -. - 
501 HuWylf iame 
502 Engine 
503 Veh/Eng complacc 
504 Comm & EIecuonics 
505 Armament 
506 SupportEquip 
507 Orher 

- 800 - . - OrdlWeapslMunitions - .- -- - - - 
801 Nuclear 
802 Chem & Bio 
803 Artillery & Guns 
804 Small Arms 
805 Conv Arms & Explosives 
806 Other 



b. The formula recommended by the JLC and incorporated in DOD 415 1.15-H (draft) for 
computing capacity is: number of work positions x availability factor (.95) x annual 
productive hours (1 6 15). 

c. Depot capacity is a function of the physical plant and the personnel assigned with 
the level of employment being the driving factor in the calculation. The only variable 
in the capacity formula is the number of work positions which, as defined, is not 
directly affected by personnel vacancies. From the purist's viewpoint, a reduction in 
personnel levels should only affect a depot's ability to perform up to its capacity. In 
reality, when faced with a loss of manpower, most depots elect not to use equipment 
and/or decrease shop cod~guration which results in reduced work positions and lower 
computed capacity levels. 

d. Using the depot's past reported capacity and FY95 workload requirements, as reported 
by the Services in accordance with OSD standards in DOD 4151.15-H, analysts reviewed 
the overall depot maintenance capacity and the maintenance requirements for weapon 
systems and their sub assemblies for all Services. Figure III-1 is a summary of Service 
capacity and planned workload for FY92-FY97, less shipyards. Shipyards were not 
included, because shipyard capacity figures based upon the workload are unavailable from 
JDMAG. The reduction in workload is attributed to projected decreases in force structure. 
The reduction in capacity is attributed to the Services' efforts to optimize their depots with 
the largest single factor being across the board Service reductions in depot maintenance 
personnel. The present gap between workload and capacity does not decrease over time, 
based upon Service provided data. 



Figure III-1 DOD Depot Capacity and Workload Requirement (Less NAVSEA) 

Direct Labor Hours (Millions) 
100 1 -.I 

0 I I 1 1 

92 93 94 95 9 6 9 7 
Fiscal Year 

- Depot Capacity -t-- Depot Workload Rqmts 

Source: JDMAG 

e. The capacity figures shown in Figure III-1, are based upon a single shift, eight 
hour, five day work week. Increasing a depot to multiple shifts would increase depot 
capacity and further widen the gap between computed capacity and workload 
requirements. For the purpose of this study, depot maintenance capacity was measured 
at the single shift level, allowing a multiple shift alternative to meet potential surge 
requirements. 

5. pLE--a-S-. The second analytical step 
i n v o w i f y i n g  excess capacity and idenafying the dominant Service. Excess capacity 
was identified by subtracting the planned FY95 workload from the FY87 capacity. This was 
performed at the weapon system level (e.g. WBS 100, aviation) and, where data was 
available, at the sub assembly level (e.g. 101, airframes). IT87 capacity figures were used 
since it was a peak year with larger overall employment and more accurately reflected what 
work a depot facility could absorb during workload consolidation. Analysts recognize that 
some existing depots may have been reconfigured since FY87, to reflect a lower capacity. As 
a result, in order to accept added workload, depots will require reconfiguring to a larger 
capacity. Capacity of those depots which have closed or wiU close by FY96 was not 
included. Any deviation of the above procedure will be explained in the alternatives. Depot 
capabilities were reviewed to determine which depots perform similar maintenance in order to 
identify potential consolidations. The Depot Commodity Matrix (Appendix F), DOD 



7220.9-M, and the WBS data were the primary inputs used in this process. The dominant 
Service for each major weapon type and, where possible, their sub-assemblies was then 
determined by identifying the Service with the majority of documented man-hours. 

6. ldentificationpf Costs am. The third step in the analytical process involved 
quantifying costs and savings. When a significant excess in capacity exists, it is possible to 
consolidate requirements from a single large activity, several smaller ones, or a combination 
of different size facilities. In several cases, depot activities perfonn non-depot level 
maintenance functions that would still be required after the consolidation of depot level 
maintenance. As a ~~esult, the consolidation of depot level maintenance workload may not 
always result in the closum of a site. For each alternative and for each WBS major group, 
savings and costs based on actual FY91 workload figures were estimated whenever 
consolidation occurred. To allow for proper planning and execution, the migration of 
workload would not commence until FY94 and would occur over a period of two years.. Cost 
and savings were projected from FY94 through N03.  AU costs and savings were adjusted, 
using FY93 constant dollars for comparison. 

a. Costs. The following one time and recurring costs were calculated for each altemative: 

(1) Personnel 

p. The cost of involuntary separations resulting from the transfer of a 
maintenance function. 

h. Personnel relocation costs. The government expense to move those personnel 
that will transfer with the function. 

c. ~ n e m ~ l ~ y m e n t  claims for personnel who are involuntarily separated. 

9. Early-out retirement costs. 

(2) Temporary duty costs associated with training individuals at a new facility. 

(3) Costs to move equipment to the new location. 

(4) Cost of recruiting and training people at the new location. 

(5) Costs associated with lower initial productivity at the new facility. 

(6) Added military construction and conversion costs. 

(7) Costs associated with moving Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) warehousing and 
Defense Reutilization and Marketing Offices (DRMO) to new locations were not 



included. ' 

(8) Environmental clean-up costs. These costs have not been included in this analysis 
due to the recognition that they must be paid by DOD whether the facility remains 
open or is closed. However, a Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) decision to 
close a facility may drive a large additional unfunded environmental charge in the near 
term. As a result, other interim options such as "caretaker status" or "mothballing" 
may be needed in lieu of closing in order to provide time to program and budget for 
the added environmental charges. 

(9) Cost of disruption at the losing depot. 

(10) Cost for closing buildings and other production facilities due to closure or 
relocating workload. For example, some depot maintenance facilities occupy an entire 
basemst. Calculating closing and transfer costs for these are straightforward. Others 
are combined with engineering, materiel management, inventory control points, and 
other Service logistic functions on large bases with other tenant organizations. In 
these instances cost calculations are less straightforward. When a significant entity 
other than a depot maintenance facility remains at a basebst,  closure of the base/post 
has not been considered. Additionally, the analysis has not accounted for any 
differences in transportation recurring costs that result when workload is accomplished 
at a new location. These are generally a small percent of the total maintenance cost. 

b. Savings. The following one time and recurring savings were calculated for each 
alternative: 

(1) Projected and budgeted military construction that will be canceled. 

(2) Industrial Plant EQuipment (WE) costs for new/replacement items that are no 
longer required. 

(3) Indirect operational overhead and General and Administrative (G&A) savings. 
This includes such items as engineering, staff support, base operation and support, and 
work not identifiable to a single job order. 

1 DLA conducted a macro look at Alternative E and found a potential reduction of 1000. 
people with no additional facility requirements. Based on an average salary of 30,000 dollars 
per year, this has the potential to save as much as 30 million dollars per year. These 
potential savings have not been included in the analysis of any alternative. A more detailed 
study is required to determine actual costs and savings. 



7. Summary. A summary of how each of these costs and savings items were calculated is 
contained in Appendix E. To the maximum extent possible, estimates of costs and savings 
have been taken from previous studies and audits. When previous studies' costs and savings 
recommendations fall into a narrow range, a single estimate has been used. When there is 
disparity in estimating a particular cost, a savings/cost range is used incorporating the extreme 
estimates from the studies available. When projected costs are subtracted from projected 
savings for each alternative, a savings range is then calculated. It is important to note that the 
saving ranges apply to all of DOD. No attempt has been made to allocate these potential 
savings to individual services. Further, the calculated savings ranges are useful only for 
comparison of Alternatives B through F and am. not "budget quality" figures, i.e., they are 
most useful for the d a t i v e  ranking of Alternatives B thmugh F in t e r n  of cost savings. 
This is due to the lack of data in a variety of areas, e.g., outyear labor rates, accurate 
workload estimates, and lack of demographics to more precisely estimate personnel costs. 
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CHAPTER IV - EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

1. -. Seven alternatives are analyzed in this report (Appendix C )  using the 
methodology outlined in Chapter III. Excess capacity was identified by subtracting the 
planned FY95 woridoad from the FY87 capacity. FY87 capacity figures were used since it 
was a peak year with larger overall employment and more accurately mflects what work a 
depot could absorb during woridoad consolidation. Themfore, the capacity utilization 
percentages shown in this chapter should be only used to compare the alternatives and will 
not cornspond to the projected percentages discussed in Chapter TZ. The excess capacity 
percentages in Chapter II are FY97 Service projections as contained in the CBP. Each 
alternative will be analyzed separately with cost/savings reflected. The alternatives being 
considered are grouped into three categories as depicted in Table IV-1. 

Table IV-1 Categories and Alternatives 

a. Alternative A. Each Service retains its own separate depot maintenance operations in 
accordance with DMRD 908 directions to increase interservicing, streamline depot 
operations, reduce management staffs at dl levels, increase competition, team with private 
industry for remanufacturing/manufacturing, etc. Additional depot closures and 
realignments will be accomplished through the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
process. The Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) will provide limited 
oversight. 

CATEGORIES 
Using Service Control 

Executive Service Control 
Control External to Services 

(1) Overview. This alternative assumes that each Service will realize the total of 6.4 
billion dollars savings from N 9 1  to FY97 projected under CBP guidelines, with the 
DDMC providing management oversight. It will be very M ~ c u l t  for the Services to 
meet these goals and it is likely that they will be forced to take actions which will 
have severe impacts on readiness. 

ALTERNATIVES 
A & B  

C,D, &E 
F & G  

(2) Analysis. As reflected in the CBP, Services are reducing depot maintenance cost 
through the following: 

(a) Near-tern savings (downsizing work forces, facility closures, project 
cancellations, internal consolidations, etc.). These savings totaled 3.2 billion 
dollars of the 6.4 billion dollars, and represent 50 percent of the CBP total. 
Savings resulting from closing one CONUS and one overseas facility are included. 



(b) Interservicing (transfer of a system's depot maintenance to another Service 
that has a facility maintaining the same or a similar system). These savings 
totaled 134.7 million dollars representing 2.1 percent of the CBP total. 

(c) Competition (of organic depots with other depots and with private industry). 
Services' competition savings are projected at 1,733.4 million dollars, which 
represents 27.3 percent of the total savings. 

(d) Elimination or storage of excess or unnecessary redundant capacity totaled 
1,283.8 &on dollars, which represents 20.2 percent of the total savings. 

(3) Summary of Analysis Results. The CBP projects savings of 6.4 billion dollars that 
reduces the original projected depot maintenance budgets of the Army, NAVAIR, 
NAVSEA, Air Force, and Marine Corps by 7.0 percent from 89.8 to 83.5 billion 
dollars over IT91 through N 9 7 .  

(a) Cost Effectiveness. Table IV-2 details the distribution of the CBP savings. 
In comparison with all  other alternatives, this is the least cost effective alternative. 

Table IV-2 Effect of DMRD 908 on Projected FY91-FY97 Depot Maintenance Budget 
(Then Year $ Millions) 

(b) Capacity Reduction. The CBP is the baseline for planned consolidations of 
depot maintenance functions. As discussed in Chapter IlI, the utilization rates 
shown in Table IV-3 are based on NAVSEA drydock utilization, FY91 through 
FY97 maximum capacities for NAVORD depots, and FY87 capacity for the 
Army, NAVAIR, Air Force, and Marine Corps. 

ARMY 
NAVAIR 
NAVSEA 
USAF 
USMC 

Total 

Table N-3 Alternative A DOD Depot Capacity Utilization Rates 

Original Budget 
Projection 

15,080.5 
11,230.4 
34,229.9 
28,305.2 

967.3 

89,813.3 

Army 62% 
NAVAlR 56% 
NAVSEA 71% 

CBP 
Savings 

1,065.8 
1,448.8 
2,108.0 
1,708.3 

28.6 

6,359.5 

USAF 64% 
USMC 100% 
NAVORD 81% 

Current Budget 
Projection 

14,014.7 
9.78 1.6 

35121.9 
26396.9 

938.7 

83,453.8 
1 

% Savings 
of Budget 

7.0% 
129% 
6.2% 
6.0% 
3.0% 

7.0% 

% of Total 
CBP 

16.8% 
228% 
33.0% 
26.9% 
0.5% 

100.0% 



The overall utilization for the aggregate is 64 percent, which is used as the 
baseline utilization rate for the rest of the alternatives considered. When 
compared with all the other alternatives, this capacity utilization rate is the lowest. 

(c) Unnecessary Duplication. The CBP is the baseline for depot consolidation, 
but leaves much redundancy and excess capacity throughout the depot 
organization. 

(d) Military Responsiveness. 

1. Peacetime Readiness. This altemative expends the peacetime depot - 
maintenance budget on individual Service-managed depot organizations with 
limited interservicing. A higher percentage of available funds must be 
committed to maintaining excess capacity and unnecessary duplication within 
Service boundaries. Each Service will invest a higher percentage of their 
fixed peacetime depot maintenance budget in depot overhead and have less 
available for direct labor expenditures. Thus, this alternative yields the least 
amount of depot maintenance funds for hardware maintenance and readiness 
support. 

2. Contingency Response, Deployment, and Reconstitution. Services believe 
that when they manage their own depot maintenance organization, the depots 
will be most responsive to their specific needs for contingency response, 
deployment, and reconstitution. No hard data was provided to support this 
contention. Surge capacity can be met by additional shifts, work hours, and 
workdays to meet total mobilization requirements. Excess capacity and 
redundancy within each Service will provide even greater support and surge 
capacity to the using Service when additional resources are provided for 
contingencies and subsequent reconstitution. 

b. Alternative B. Each Service retains its own separate depot maintenance operations. 
Under DMRD 908 streamlining guidance, weapon system platforms, depot-level reparables 
(DLRs), components, and non-weapon-system equipment will be consolidated into 
"Centers of Excellence" within the using Service to the maximum extent possible. Depot 
maintenance could be performed by a contractor or in another Service's facilities. 

(1) Overview. Alternative B reduces excess capacity and unnecessary duplication by 
increased implementation of the "Centers of Excellence" concept within using Service 
managed depot boundaries. Consolidations across Service boundaries and effects of 
increased interservicing/competition were not considered for the altemative. 



(2) Analysis. The study team: 

(a) Analyzed OSD depot output data for commodities of similar technology 
maintained by multiple depots within each Service. 

(b) Reviewed JDMAG N 9 5  projected depot workload. 

(c) Reviewed JDMAG depot capacity data from FY87 through FY97 to 
determine utilization rates. 

(d) Projected the net cost of consolidating commodities into "Centers of 
Excellence" at sites that had demonstrated capacity to absorb that commodity with 
an objective of making other sites eligible for closure. 

(3) Summary of Analysis Results. As described in Appendix G, there is si@cant 
potential for reducing excess capacity in each Service through consolidation of depot 
maintenance capabilities into "Centers of Excellence." In this analysis, the Army depot 
maintenance workload was consolidated from six depots into five. The Air Force 
predicted depot workload was consolidated into five vice six current facilities. The 
Navy depot workload was consolidated fiom six aviation depots into four, seven 
shipyards into five, and nine ordnance centers into three. The Marine Corps depot 
workload performed at two depots was consolidated into one. 

(a) Cost Effectiveness. For comparison with Alternatives C through F, this 
alternative has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions of 1,589 
to 6,661 million dollars fiom N94 through N O 3  as shown in Table IV-4. 

Table N-4 Alternative B FY94-FY03 -- Rojected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Millions) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 
I Annual I Cumulative 

A' Minimum Maximum 
94 (752) (220) 
95 (655) (167) 
% 412 959 
97 370 881 
98 37 1 88 1 
99 368 878 
00 368 863 
01 373 862 
02 365 86 1 
03 369 863 

Total 1,589 6,661 

Minimum Maximum 
(752) (220) 

(1,407) (387) 
(995) 572 
(6s) 1,453 
(254) 2,334 
114 3,212 
482 4,075 
855 4,937 

1,220 5,798 
1589 6,661 



(b) Capacity Reduction. The consolidations made in this alternative increased 
utilization by 18 percent. The utilization rates shown in Table N-5 are based on 
NAVSEA drydock utilization, FY91 through FY97 maximum capacities for 
NAVORD and Marine Corps depots, and FY87 capacity for Army, NAVAIR, and 
the Air Force depots. 

Table IV-5 Alternative B DOD Depot Capacity Utilization Rates 

The overall utilization rate is 82 percent for Alternative B after a l l  recommended 
consolidations. Further increases in the utilization rate would require extensive 
and costly establishment of new commodity capabilities at bases that have not 
demonstrated capacity for those commodities in past years, or consolidation of 
depot maintenance across Service boundaries, not considered under this 
alternative. 

Army 70% 
NAVAIR 81% 
NAVSEA 92% 

(c) Unnecessary Duplication. The consolidations recommended within each 
Service significantly decrease and in some cases completely eliminate duplication, 
but only within Service boundaries. The fmal depot configuration in this 
alternative still provides duplicate capabilities among the Services. 

USAF 76% 
USMC 100% 
NAVORD 100% 

(d) Military Responsiveness. 

1. Peacetime Readiness. When compared with Alternative A, less available 
funds will be spent for excess capacity and unnecessary duplication when 
Sexvices consolidate to "Centers of Excellence" within Service boundaries. 
However, duplication and excess capacity nmain when commodities are 
considered across Service boundaries, so each Service will still pay a higher 
percentage of its peacetime depot maintenance budget for depot overhead than 
alternatives that consolidate across Service boundaries. Altemative B will 
provide more depot maintenance funds than Altemative A for hardware 
maintenance and readiness support. 

2. Contingency Response, Deployment, and Reconstitution. As indicated in 
Alternative A, Services prefer to manage their own depot maintenance 
organization. It retains more flexibility than Alternatives C through G, 
although this flexibility is somewhat less than Alternative A. Surge capacity 
can be met by additional shifts, work hours, and workdays to meet total 
mobilization requirements. Excess capacity and redundancy within each 
Service will provide even greater support and surge capacity. 



c. Alternative C. Depot maintenance management of common or similar weapon system 
platforms, (e.g., ships, fixed wing aircraft, rotary wing aircraft, large missiles, etc.) would 
be accomplished by single Services in "Centers of Excellence". Maintenance will be 
performed in the single Service's facilities, another Service's facilities or contractor 
facilities. Depot maintenance responsibility for DL&, components, and non-weapon 
system equipment will remain in using Service's "Centers of Excellence". 

(1) Overview. Alternative C consolidates depot maintenance responsibility for each 
major type of weapon system platform under an Executive Service. The using Service 
of each weapon system retains responsibility for depot maintenance of DL&, 
components, and non-weapon system equipment. 

(2) Analysis. The study team: 

(a) Identified weapon system platform and DWcomponent responsibilities for 
each Service. 

(b) Established a workload baseline in each commodity based on EY91 workload. 

(c) Reviewed JDMAG FY95 projected depot workload for each commodity. 

(d) Reviewed JDMAG FY87 capacities for each commodity. 

(e) Applied FY91 percentages of work to the FY95 total workload and the FY87 
capacities. Marine Corps capacity was based on FY93 figures, NAVORD 
capacity was based on the maximum repo~ed capacity between FY91 and FY97. 

(f) Consolidated weapon system platform commodity workloads to the maximum 
extent possible at the depots of the Executive Service, and DWcomponent 
commodity workloads within the depots of the owning Services. 

(3) Summary of Analysis Results. As described in Appendix G, the analysis found 
little overall capacity reduction through migration of weapon system platforms across 
Service lines. The majority of depot-level maintenance is performed on DLRs and 
components, not weapon system platforms. As a result, these Services must retain 
much of their current structure to perform maintenance on the remaining workload. In 
addition, since the Services still maintain their weapon system DWcomponents, 
greater consolidation was not possible. For aircraft, with the majority of the ahframe 
maintenance work migrating to the Air Force, no Air Force consolidations were 
possible. Navy was consolidated from six NADEPs to four, but three sites would still 
perform airframe maintenance since the Navy's airfrsune maintenance requirements 
exceeded the Air Force's excess capacity. The fourth NADEP would perform depot 
maintenance on rotary wing aircraft. Since ships/underwater ordnance capability 
resides solely with the Navy, no workload was transferred among the Services. Within 



the Navy, the work of seven shipyards was consolidated into five and nine NAVORD 
depots into three. For ground vehicles/ equipment, following the migration of Marine 
Corps platforms to the Army, the remaining Marine Corps workload was consolidated 
into a single Marine Corps depot and the workload of an Army depot was consolidated 
within the Army depot structure. Tactical and strategic missile workloads have already 
been incorporated into consolidation plans and hence, no further transfers and savings 
are possible. 

(a) Cost Effectiveness. For comparison to Alternatives B through F, this 
alternative has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions between 
1,294 and 5,141 million dollars. Table N-6 shows the savings by each fiscal 
year. 

Table IV-6 Alternative C FY94-FY03--Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Millions) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

(b) Capacity Reduction. This alternative increases utilization of DOD depots by 
24 percent from 64 percent to 88 percent. Details of each Service's capacity 
utilization is shown in Table N-7. 

hmual 
FY Minimum Maximum 

94 (631) (527) 
95 (546) (145) 
% 306 756 
97 309 724 
98 310 725 
99 309 724 
00 309 721 
01 309 721 
02 310 721 
03 309 721 

Total 1,294 5,141 

Table IV-7 Alternative C DOD Depot Capacity Utilization Rates 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(631) (527) 
(1,177) (672) 
(871) 84 
(562) 808 
(252) 1533 
57 2,257 
366 2,978 
675 3,699 
985 4,420 
1294 5,141 

(c) Unnecessary Duplication. This alternative reduces much of the duplication 
among the Services for maintenance of similar weapon system platform 

Army 74% 
NAVAIR 76% 
NAVSEA 100% 

USAF 76% 
USMC 88% 
NAVORD 100% 



(airfrarne/hull/body/ frame) commodities. With each Service maintaining 
DLR/components independently, much duplication among the Services remains. 
The adoption of the "Centers of Excellence" concept by every Service will help 
reduce the duplication, but will not eliminate duplication totally. 

(d) Military Responsiveness. 

1. Peacetime Readiness. The splitting of repair responsibilities of weapon - 
systems and non-weapon system equipment does not complement the repair 
cycle. This splitting of responsibilities will require increased coordination and 
enhances the opportunity for something to get lost in the process. As found 
in Alternatives A and B, the Services will continue to spend available funds 
to maintain excess capacity and unnecessary duplication across Service 
boundaries. These inefficiencies will result in reducing the amount of depot 
maintenance funds for hardware maintenance and readiness support. 

2. Contingency Response, Deployment, and Reconstitution. Excess capacity - 
and unnecessary duplication will provide surge capacity across the Services. 
This is particularly true in wartime when a majority of the requirements are 
for DL- and components, rather than for platforms. 

d. Alternative D. Each Service retains its own separate depot maintenance operations for 
weapon system platforms under the "Centers of Excellence" concept. Similar DLRs, 
components and non-weapon system equipment will be consolidated to the maximum 
extent possible in single Service "Centers of Excellence". 

(1) Overview. Alternative D consolidates depot maintenance responsibility for DLRs/ 
components of weapon system platforms and non-weapon system equipment under an 
Executive Service. The using Service of each weapon system retains responsibility for 
depot maintenance of the weapon system platforms. The Executive Service is usually 
the Service that performs the largest workload of DLRs/components. 

(2) Analysis. The study team: 

(a) Identified weapon system platform and DLRs/commodity responsibilities for 
each Service. 

(b) Established a workload baseline in each commodity based on FY91 workload. 

(c) Reviewed JDMAG FY95 projected depot workload for each commodity. 

(d) Reviewed JDMAG FY87 capacities for each commodity. 



(e) Applied FY91 percentages of work to the FY95 total workload and the FY87 
capacities. Marine Corps capacity was based on FY93 figures, NAVORD 
capacity was based on the maximum reported capacity between FY91 and FY97. 

( f )  Consolidated DLRs/component commodity workloads to the maximum extent 
possible at the depots of the Executive Service, and the weapon system platform 
commodities within the depots of the using Service. 

(3) Summary of Analysis Results. As described in Appendix G, capacity reductions 
are possible across Service lines. For aircraft, the work of six NADEPs was 
consolidated into four. The Army would require a depot as its sole source of Army 
airframe repair. All aircraft DLRs/components were consolidated into existing Air 
Force depots. For ships/underwater ordnance, the result was the same as Alternative 
B, with the work of seven shipyards consolidated into five and nine NAVORD depots 
consolidated into three. For ground vehicles/equipment, the workload of five Army 
depots was consolidated into four. The Marine Corps would require one of its depots 
for support of its ground platforms. Tactical and strategic missile workloads have 
already been incorporated into consolidation plans, and further consolidations will not 
result in si@cant cost reductions under the assumptions of this model. 

(a) Cost Effectiveness. For comparison to Alternatives B through F, Alternative 
D has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions between 1,490 
and 8,148 million dollars. Table IV-8 shows the cost reduction by fiscal year. 

Table IV-8 Alternative D FY94-FY03--Rejected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Millions) . 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 
Annual 

M Minimum Maximum 

94 (872) (256) 
95 (766) (174) 
96 387 1,130 
97 392 1,072 
98 392 1,071 
99 391 1,070 
00 391 1,059 
0 1 392 1,059 
02 391 1,058 
03 392 1,059 

Total 1,490 8,148 

Cumulative 
Minimnm Maximum 

(872) (256) 
(1,638) (430) 
(1,251) 700 

(859) 1,772 
(467) 2,843 
06) 3,913 
315 4,972 
707 6.03 1 

1,098 7,089 
1,490 8,148 

(b) Capacity Reduction. The consolidations recommended increase utilization 
projections by 23 percent from 64 to 87 percent. Each Service's capacity 
utilization is shown in Table N-9. 



Table IV-9 Alternative D DOD Depot Capacity Utilization Rates 

(c) Unnecessary Duplication. This alternative reduces much of the duplication 
among the Services for maintenance of similar DLRs/components, but each 
Service must have an independent depot capability for its weapon system 
platforms, even when similar to other Services. While application of the "Centers 
of Excellence" concept will reduce this duplication within each Service, total 
elimination of duplication is not possible. 

Axmy 90% 
NAVAIR 82% 
NAVSEA 100% 

(d) Military Responsiveness. 

USAF 80% 
USMC 53% 
NAVORD 100% 

A. Peacetime Readiness. The splitting of repair responsibilities of weapon 
systems, DL&, and non-weapon system equipment does not complement the 
repair cycle. This splitting of responsibility will require increased 
coordination and enhances the opportunity for something to get lost in the 
process. As found in Alternatives A, B, and C, the Services will continue to 
spend available funds to maintain excess capacity and unnecessary duplication 
across Service boundaries, albeit to a somewhat lesser degree. These 
inefficiencies will result in reducing the amount of depot maintenance funds 
for hardware maintenance and readiness support. 

2. Contingency Response, Deployment, and Reconstitution. Excess capacity 
and unnecessary duplication will provide surge capacity across the Services. 
With the primary wartime requirement being in DLRs and components, the 
Executive Service for these components will meet this need through additional 
shifts. 

e. Alternative E. A single Executive Service will be responsible for the maintenance of 
similar/common platforms and their DLRs, components and non-weapon system equipment 
to the maximum extent possible under the "Centers of Excellence" concept. The "Centers 
of Excellence" may be located in the Executive Service's facilities, another Service's 
facilities or contractor facilities. Total weapon system management will be the 
responsibility of the using Service. 

(1) Overview. Alternative E consolidates complete depot maintenance responsibility 
for similar weapon system platforms and their DIWcomponents under an Executive 
Service. Table IV-10 shows the weapon system platform assignments among the 
Services. 



Table IV-10 Executive Service Assignment 

Tactical Missiles 
Combat Vehicles 
Automotive 
Construction Equipment 
Ground Comm-Electronics 
ordnance 
Weapons and Munitions 
General Purpose Equipment 

Navy Ships and Ship Components 
Underwater Ordnance 

Air Force Aircraft and Air& Components 
Metrology 
Strategic Missiles 

(2) Analysis. The study team: 

(a) Assigned Executive Service responsibilities for each weapon system platform. 

(b) Established a workload baseline in each depot commodity based on FY91 
workload. 

(c) Reviewed JDMAG FY95 projected depot workload for each commodity. 

(d) Reviewed JDMAG FY87 capacities for each commodity. 

(e) Applied FY91 percentages of work to the FY95 total workload and the FY87 
capacities. NAVORD capacity was based on the maximum capacity reported 
between FY91 and FY97. 

(f) Consolidated all commodities to reduce excess capability and fully utilize the 
Technology Repair Center and "Centers of Excellence" concepts. 

(3) Summary of Analysis Results. As described in Appendix G, significant capacity 
reductions are possible through consolidations across Service lines. For aviation, the 
work of thirteen Service aviation depots was consolidated by transferring the work of 
five depots into the remaining eight depots. For ships/underwater weapons, the 
workload of seven shipyards was consolidated into five and nine NAVORD depots 
were consolidated into three. After consolidation of the ground vehicles/equipment 
workload, five Army depots were reduced to four, as well as assuming the workload 
requirements of the two Marine Corps depots. For strategic and tactical missiles, no 
further interservice transfer would result in additional closures and savings. AU 
Services' metrology work was consolidated at one Air Force location. 

(a) Cost Effectiveness. For comparison with Alternatives B through F, this 
alternative has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions of 1,761 
to 9,180 million dollars from FY94 through NO3 as shown in Table IV-1 1. 



Table IV-11 Alternative E FY94-FY03--Bojected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Millions) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 
A M U ~ I  I Cumulative 

95 (976) (272) 
96 5 10 1,330 
97 476 1,225 
98 476 1,223 
99 476 1,225 
00 472 1,200 
01 469 1,197 
02 472 1.200 
03 47 1 1,198 

Total 1,761 9,180 

FY Minimum Maximum 
94 (1.085) (346) 

(b) Capacity Reduction. The Executive Service alternative consolidates 
workloads across Service lines. Therefore, the Marine Corps and NAVAIR 
workloads are included in the Executive Services utilization rates. The 
consolidations recommended increase DOD depot utilization by 3 1 percent from 
64 percent to 95 percent, and individual Service depot utilization as shown in 
Table IV-12. 

Minimum Maximum 
(1,085) (346) 

Table W-12 Alternative E DOD Depot Capacity Utilization Rates 

(c) Unnecessary Duplication. Aviation and ground workload is transferred into 
existing Technology Repair Centers and "Centers of Excellence". This eliminates 
duplication within and among the Services for the maintenance of aviation and 
ground weapon system platforms and DLRfcomponents. 

Army 92% 
NAVAIR consolidated 
NAVSEA 100% 

(d) Military Responsiveness. 

USAF 94% 
USMC consolidated 
NAVORD 100% - 

1. Peacetime Readiness. Of the alternatives considered thus far, this - 
alternative best meets the test of current and future budget reductions. 
Compared to Alternatives A, B, C, and D, Alternative E has the best potential 
to standardize depot production through centralized management to the 
component level. By closing depots to remove excess capacity across Service 
lines, the most depot maintenance funds of any alternative considered thus far 

rv- 12 



can be expected to be available for hardware maintenance and readiness 
support. 

2. Contingency Response, Deployment, and Reconstitution. While Alternative - 
E provides a centralized organization that should be most flexible to workload 
changes, overall surge capacity is significantly reduced and a longer period of 
time to reconstitute forces will be required. To meet a l l  but Total 
Mobilization requirements, capacity is still available by adding additional 
shifts, work hours, and workdays over the 5day140-hour work week assumed 
for capacity computations. 

f. Alternative F. All depot maintenance functions will be consolidated under a single 
organization external to the Services. Individual weapons platforms, DLRs, components, 
and non-weapon system equipment will be maintained in government owned depots or 
contracted out. 

(1) Overview. Altemative F consolidates all depot maintenance functions under one 
organization external to the Services, and was evaluated as two distinct options. One 
option was a Defense Maintenance Agency (DMA). The other option was a Joint 
Depot Maintenance Command (JDMC). 

(2) Analysis. The primary difference between Alternative E and the two options of 
this altemative is who is in charge of depot maintenance. Alternative E has three 
separate executives in charge. The F(DMA) option superimposes an external 
controlling agency on depot maintenance activities and eliminates Service control. The 
F(JDMC) option places central authority in the hands of a joint commander who 
cxmtes his responsibilities through the Service components. It w& assumed that the 
director of a DMA or a joint commander would be equally as vigorous and equally as 
effective as three separate Executive Services in bringing about consolidation, 
reduction in overhead, and closure of unnecessary depots. It was further assumed that 
the "Centers of Excellence" concept can also be maximized by either a DMA or a 
JDMC. No separate analysis was conducted for this alternative. It was assumed that 
nlative cost savings, capacity reduction, and elimination of unnecessary duplication 
would be no less than that in Alternative E (see Tables IV-13, IV- 14, and IV- 15). 
Compared to Altematives E and F(DMA), Alternative F(JDMC) with a direct tie 
between the warfighters and the "maintainers," will provide greater military 
responsiveness. 

g. Alternative G. Contract out all depot maintenance requirements. Contract 
management would be maintained by either the Service or by a single organization 
external to the Services. The ultimate goal would be to include contract maintenance as 
part of the weapon system acquisition costs of new systems throughout their life cycle. 
When this alternative was analyzed for projected effects on depot efficiency and cost, it 
was quickly realized.that the implementation of full contractor maintenance would be an 



evolutionary process. Even if all depot work were put up for bid by private contractors, 
some DOD depots would be required to support weapon systems that do not attract 
bidders due to their low volume or use of older technology no longer available from 
commercial industry. The requirement for DOD depots is expected to decrease as force 
structure is decreased and quantities of replacement weapons are decreased. Further, after 
the first round of competitive bidding and the elimination of organic depot capability, there 
is a distinct probability that the commercialization process would become a sole-source 
environment with potentially higher costs. Finally, the size, cost, and optimal organization 
of the contract administration agency would be directly proportional to the size of the 
contracting effort and the amount of Service participation needed to provide a responsive 
depot system. This alternative would put the Services at a distinct disadvantage if their 
control of depot maintenance were completely eliminated because contract renegotiations 
would be required to implement changes in maintenance priorities and standards. Since 
profit maximization would drive private industry to size capacity solely to meet peacetime 
requirements, it would be and costly to maintain surge capability to meet crisis 
and contingency requirements. Developing a contract depot maintenance organization 
which accounts for all these considerations requires a dedicated analysis and could be 
conducted as a follow-on effort to this study. 

a. Table IV-13 summarizes the projected relative savings ranges for each alternative. 
These ranges are the result of the use of both optimistic and pessimistic cost estimates in 
those cases where actual data was not readily available. A review of each of the variable 
and fixed cost factors is in Chapter III and Appendix E. 

Table N-13 Summary of FY94-FY03 -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Millions) 

Note: Bold face print indicates best case. 

IV-14 

I 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(752) (220) 
(254) 2.3 34 

1,589 6,661 
(631) (527) 
(252) 1533 

1,294 5,141 
(872) (256) 
(467) 2,843 

1,490 8,148 
(1,085) (346) 

(599) 3,160 I 

Alternatives 

B 

C 

D 

E&F I 

FY 
94 
98 
03 
94 
98 
03 
94 
98 
03 
94 

98 I 

AnnuaI 
Minimum Maximum 

(752) (220) 
37 1 881 
369 863 

(631) (527) 
310 725 
309 721 

(872) (256) 
392 1,071 
392 1,059 

(1.085) (346) 
476 1,223 1 



b. Table IV-14 summarizes the short-term net investment costs (investment costs less 
investment costs avoided) compared to long-term potential savings. 

Table IV-14 Net Short-Tern Investment Costs vs Long-Tern Savings FY94-FY03 
(Constant FY95 $Millions) 

Note: Bold face print indicates best case. 

c. Table IV-15 summarizes Service depot facility utilization rates derived from the 
various alternatives. 

Net Long-Term Savings 
Minimum Maximum 
1.589 6,661 
1,294 5.141 
1,490 8,148 
1,761 9,180 

Alternatives 
B 
C 
D 

E&F 

Table IV-15 Summary Utilization Rates 
(Percent Utilization of Available Capacity) 

Net Short-Term Investment Costs 
Minimum Maximum 

387 1,407 
672 1,177 
430 1,638 
618 2,061 

ARMY 

NAVAXR 

NAVSEA 

USAF 

USMC 

NAVORD 

Overall 
Notes: Bold face print indicates best case 

a. Based on drydock utilization 
b. Based on FY87 direct labor hours 

Alternatives 
A 

62 

56 
a 

7 1 

64 

100 

8 1 

64 

D 

90 

82 
b 

100 

80 

53 

100 

87 

E&F 

92 

NIA 
b 

100 

94 

NIA 

100 

95 

B 

70 

8 1 
a 

92 

76 

100 

100 

82 

C 

74 

76 
b 

100 

76 

88 

100 

88 



d. The relative range of savings possible for each alternative will be discussed and 
compared in the following subparagraphs in the context of the overall management 
concept of each alternative: using Service Management, Alternatives A and B; Executive 
Service Management, Alternatives C, D, and E; DOD Consolidation Management, 
Alternatives F and G. 

(1) Using Service Management Alternatives. The essential difference between 
Alternatives A and B is the source and timing of the savings. Alternative A assumes a 
total savings of 6.4 billion dollars from FY91 through FY97. All of these savings have 
already been deducted from the Services' budgets as part of DMRD 908. Alternative 
A assumes that the individual Services meet their yearly savings goals through FY97 
and that no other consolidation and savings initiatives are implemented. Alternative A 
obtains most of its savings from the 45-60 percent of the annual depot maintenance 
costs that are direct expenditures. There is real doubt as to whether or not these 
savings can be met without serious readiness impact on the Services. Alternative B 
obtains most of its savings from workload consolidations and facility closures that 
affect the 40-55 percent of the depot maintenance budget that pays for indirect 
expenses. Alternative B savings that result from facility closures are long-term in 
comparison to Altemative A and require early added investments to make the long 
tern savings possible. The one common ingredient in both alternatives is that both 
generate savings mostly from within Service boundaries. While savings tend to come 
from different sources, there is overlap; therefore, the savings from Alternatives A and 
B are not additive in any given year or in total. 

(2) Executive Service Management Alternatives. Alternatives C, D, and E provide for 
varying degrees of Executive Service consolidations, with Alternative E consolidating 
both weapon system platforms and components. Alternative E provides significantly 
greater relative savings potential than do C or D. This is due to the fact that most 
Services' depots are responsible for the full spectrum of military hardware. 
Alternatives C and D consolidate only a portion of each depot's work and produce 
fewer consolidations, facility closures, and savings. Alternative E produces 
significantly greater savings than Alternative B. Because Alternative E considers 
consolidations across Service boundaries, it provides greater excess capacity reductions 
and eliminares unnecessary interservice duplication. Altemative E also generates 
savings from improvements to the repair process through the use of existing 
Technology Repair Centers and "Centers of Excellence". 

(3) DOD Consolidation Management Alternatives. Alternative F examined maximum 
consolidation of depot maintenance activities under a Defense Depot Maintenance 
Agency or a Joint Depot Maintenance Command. The relative savings possible from 
these options are believed to be equal to or greater than that shown for Altemative E. 



4. Executive of Service Viesps, Each Service was asked to provide their views of 
the seven alternatives and an executive summary of those views. Their executive summaries 
are provided in the following subparagraphs. Service views of the altematives are included as 
Appendixes H through L. 

a. Army Executive Summary of Alternatives. 

The Army supports Altemative E for the following reasons. First, this altemative is 
responsive to readiness, sustainrnent, and reconstitution of our combat forces, while 
reducing capacity and duplication. Second, it is a logical management strategy, supports 
systems approach and maximizes cost savings. Third, this altemative can be quickly 
implemented and included in the BRAC 93 process. Finally, this altemative keeps the 
Services decisively engaged in the total logistics support of combat units during conflict. 
This altemative counters the DOD Consolidation initiative, which casts a purely business 
approach on depot support, and adds unneeded layers of bureaucracy into the depot 
maintenance structure. 

Altemative E meets the Services requirement to train, organize, quip, and sustain our 
forces in response to any contingency operation. Peacetime readiness, repairhreparation 
of equipment to support deploying forces, sustainment to include providing 
personne4equipment for a forward depot in contingency areas and reconstitution of 
deploying forces would all be accomplished under this altemative. 

This approach to depot maintenance management is clearly the best for both weapon and 
non-weapon systems. Services will achieve maximum efficiencies and effectiveness from 
the "Centers of Excellence" concept, which will decrease the repair cost for end items and 
DLRs and facilitate closing depots to reduce excess capacity. It supports other Services 
on a system basis which facilitates support of PEOs/PMs and Service maintenance 
managers in acquisition, modification, fieid support, etc. This alternative also avoids 
system and depot management problems of splitting management of end items and depot 
level reparables (DLRs). Workloading, workload priorities, facilities maintenance/ 
.modernization, funding, and coordination with other Services are al l  realistic and attainable 
under Altemative E. This is the only alternative which clearly presents "one face to the 
customer". 

To achieve immediate efficiencies and cost savings, implementation of this depot strategy 
must be included in the BRAC 93 process even if it requires some delay, e.g. 30-60 days 
to accommodate any required closures/realignment. Not to pursue this course of action 
will defer accomplishing any significant closures/realignment initiatives until the BRAC 95 
window. 

In summary, it is critical that the Services be allowed to aggressively execute their Title 
10 responsibilities in support of our national military strategy. An external agency 
restricts the Services ability execute centralized command and control over organic depots. 



Our roles and responsibilities can not be separated. This alternative has the advantage of 
providing integrated management of weapons systems essential to Army readiness. 

Detailed Army positions on all the alternatives can be found at Appendix H. 

b. Navy Executive Summary of Alternatives. 

The restructured Naval forces of the future will be optimized for joint operations to 
operate within the littoral regions of the world in support of national policy. This strategy 
requires that the Navy maintain close control over the organic infrastructure which allows 
"cradle-to-grave" program management coupled with fully integrated life cycle support 
across all levels of maintenance. 

Our Navy depots contain vital engineering and emergency support capabilities which must 
be available to meet fleet safety and readiness objectives. These capabilities are very 
tightly integrated both among the depots and with corresponding maintenance activities 
and life cycle management functions. They exist to provide urgent responses to 
unanticipated requirements, and represent the core industrial capabilities without which the 
Navy will not ntain control of its own readiness. 

The progress we have made during the past two years in reducing depot costs through the 
Defense Depot Maintenance Council and the Defense Management Review process 
provides a sound framework for the difficult challenges that lie ahead. We have achieved 
near term savings from downsizing of both direct and indirect workforces, closure of 
facilities, cancellation of facility projects, and internal Service consolidation of workload. 

Long range actions include increased interservicing, additional competition initiatives and 
improved capacity utilization. Savings projected through FY97 is $3.55 billion. 

These results are based on the realities of the present environment and are wholly 
responsive to the future. Our present course is defined. We have actual results which 
verify the validity of the direction we have chosen. Alternative A provides for the mission 
imperatives and the greatest short and long term savings potential. It also recognizes the 
effect of reduced force levels and emphasizes the responsibility of each Service to use the 
Base Realignment and Closure process to correct any sigruficant imbalance between 
projected depot-level maintenance requirements and capacity. We must stay the course. 

Detailed Navy positions on all the alternatives can be found at Appendix I. 

c. Marine Corps Executive Summary of Alternatives. 

The Marine Corps multi-commodity maintenance centers are small, effective organizations 
geographically positioned to reduce costs and optimize responsive support to the 
operational commanders. These activities, primarily in direct support of Fleet Marine 



Force (FMF) and Maritime Prepositioning Force readiness commitments, devote more than 
80 percent of their direct labor hours to the maintenance/repair workload that is an 
extension of FMF capabilities and is less than total rebuild. Marine Corps maintenance 
centers conduct only one percent of the total annual DOD depot maintenance workload. 
Of this effort, 54 percent is in support of unique Marine Corps weapon systems. The 
remaining workload consists of a variety of small quantity, low dollar value items which if 
distributed to other DOD maintenance facilities would neither increase their utilization 
percentage nor decrease their overhead costs. 

The Marine Corps had proven that more savings and greater efficiencies can be achieved 
through competition and increased interservicing than originally estimated in the DDMC 
Corporate Business Plan. In fact, as the current version of the DDMC Corporate Business 
Plan indicates, the Marine Corps will continue to achieve further efficiencies/savings while 
downsizing. Therefore, it is imperative that the Marine Corps retain the capability to 
satisfy the Marine Corps' statutory "force-in-readiness" mission while maintaining the 
surge capability required by the National Military Strategy and the Defense Planning 
Guidance. 

Alternative A is preferred by the Marine Corps as it will allow us to exceed the current 
DMRD 908 savings while retaining an adequate capability to satisfy the National Military 
Strategy and allow the Commandant to effectively exercise his responsibilities under Title 
10. Any alternative interfering with or decreasing the Marine Corps' capability to maintain 
and repair equipment in support of amphibious missions in unacceptable. 

Detailed Marine Corps positions on all the alternatives can be found at Appendix J. 

d. Air Forte Executive Summary of Alternatives. 

The Air Force recognized that changes to the DOD's depot system must occur. Thus, the 
Air Force supports Alternative E for three reasons. First, the Services retain their core 
logistics roles supporting readiness, sustainability, and reconstitution. Second, the greatest 
near and long term savings are achieved without imposing the "DOD Consolidation" 
alternative's overhead penalty. Last, this alternative can be rapidly implemented. 

Alternative E appropriately retains the core Service roles of readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstitution within the Services. It promotes a single, uniformed focal point for the 
customer. It unites maintenance responsibilities for weapon systerns/platfo~ms/non-weapon 
system equipment and exchangeables under a unified management structure. Since 
representatives from the dominant supported Service are assigned to selected command 
and staff positions throughout the Executive/Single Service structure, Service parochialism 
is reduced. 

Alternative E meets the business efficiency test of current an likely DMRDs and 
maximizes DOD's flexibility in economically and efficieritly using its resources. 



Production throughput is increased by further consolidating workloads under Centers of 
Excellence and Technology Repair Centers. Centralizing maintenance management 
promotes seamless technology insertion and integration among the Services. Depot 
maintenance production metrics are standardized. Unit costs and corresponding sales 
prices are reduced since expenses are distributed over a larger volume workload. Critical 
skills are retained and available to support surge requirements. Consolidation and 
downsizing reduce overhead and direct labor costs, the overhead to direct labor ration, 
duplicative facility and equipment investments, and facility and equipment maintenance 
expenses. These efficiencies can be achieved quickly with minimal expense since existing 
Service staffs need only be realigned to implement Alternative &-vice having to create a 
new organizational management structure to implement the "DOD Consolidation" 
alternative. 

In closing, the Services have an inherent role to organize, train, and equip ready, 
sustainable forces capable of responding to any situation affecting the security of the 
United States. These inseparable core roles and responsibilities must be camed out in a 
progressive and aggressive manner, combining military effectiveness enhancements with 
business efficiencies. Alternative E clearly meets these requirements while producing the 
greatest short and long term opportunities and benefits. 

Detailed Air Force positions on dl the alternatives can be found at Appendix K. 

e. Coast Guard Executive Summarg of Alternatives. 

The Coast Guard's mission mix (Search and Rescue, Maritime Law Enforcement, Marine 
Environmental Protection) and the current national emphasis on Coast Guard missions 
have resulted in a growth period for the Service. This growth and the resultant workload 
that is well beyond organic capacity has yielded full utilization of Coast Guard depots. 
Coast Guard platforms do not have the same sophistication of technology as DOD 
platforms, nor do they require the expensive infrastructure necessary for nuclear ships, 
submarines and high performance tactical aircraft. Coast Guard depots have focused on 
proper execution of basic depot maintenance for platforms. Component repair, with its 
high capital requirements, is primarily executed under contract and interservice support 
agreement. More than any other Service, the Coast Guard relies on DOD interservice 
support. The Coast Guard depot maintenance system is optimized to integrate organic, 
commercial and DOD depot maintenance. The resulting Coast Guard depots, with their 
austere plants and basic maintenance focus, are very cost competitive. The Coast Guard 
believes that the optimum alternative to even further consolidate Coast Guard and DOD 
depot maintenance lies in competing the consolidated DOD depots against commercial 
facilities for the repair of aviation components and large cutter shipyard availabilities. 
Coast Guard participation as an "Executive Agent Service" for small vessels should be 
limited to the geographic areas and roles discussed in Appendix L. 

Detailed Coast Guard positions on all the alternatives can be found at Appendix L. 



CHAPTER V - CONCLUSIONS 

1. Sm. The analysis of previous studies and reports, visits to Services' 
depots and analyses of information provided by the Services constitute the basis for several 
general conclusions regarding DOD depot maintenance. They are as follows: 

a. The Services are doing many things right. The separate depot maintenance systems 
have been responsive to changing needs and priorities largely as a result of clear, direct 
lines of authority and close ties to the operational units that they support. The Services 
have achieved near-term savings through methods which improve production processes 
and reduce unit costs. With a few exceptions, depots have not been closed. While the 
current way of doing business is not the most efficient or economical, it has provided 
high-quality maintenance where and when needed, in both peace and war. 

b. The current depot management structure in DOD and the Services has not resulted ' 
in substantial competition, interservicing, or reduction of capacity or duplication of 
effort. Signir~cant excess capacity and unneeded duplication continues to exist 
throughout DOD. Services are separately repairing similar and in some cases the same 
items. Services continue to invest in similar new technology applications and develop 
separate repair capabilities for new and similar items. There is nothing to indicate that 
continuation of the current way of doing business will result in any sigdlcant 
departure from past performance. 

c. Currently, depot maintenance costs are not projected to decrease in direct proportion to 
decreasing force size (see Figure 1-5). While some of this may be attributable to changes 
in resource allocation and accounting procedures, the cost of depot maintenance remains . 
relatively stable largely because of the overhead associated with maintaining depot 
capacity greater than that needed to support a smaller force. 

d. About 60 percent of total depot maintenance costs are attributed to direct labor and 
material. The opportunity for further reductions in this area are small because budgets 
have already been adjusted to accommodate DMRD 908. The portion of the DOD depot 
maintenance budget that is most sensitive to management action, indirect costs, amounts to 
about 40 percent or 5 billion dollars. 

e. It is easier to measure excess capacity and to identify duplication than it is to measure 
military responsiveness. For the most part, information gathered regarding military 
responsiveness was anecdotal. There is no doubt, however, that clear lines of authority 
and close association between operations and maintenance activities enhance military 
responsiveness. 

f. Both competition and interservicing offer substantial potential for greater efficiencies 
and cost reductions. The greatest opportunity for consolidation and elimination of 
duplication, however, results from closing depots. Closures also result in the greatest cost 



savings. In the short term, closures cost more, but save more in the long term. 

g. Excess capacity, when measured in terms of FY95 workload against FY97 capacity 
projected in the DDMC FY92-FY97 Corporate Business Plan (CBP), ranges from 10 
percent to approximately 28 percent depending upon Service. Excess capacity, when 
measured in terms of FY87 capacity against FY95 workload, ranges as high as 44 percent. 
FY87 was a peak workload year with larger overall employment and more accurately 
reflects what work a depot facility can absorb during workload consolidation. Excess 
capacity is significantly greater if measured against a two-shift scheme of operations as 
opposed to the current one-shift approach. Most likely, true excess capacity exceeds 
workload requirements by 25 to 50 percent. It is acknowledged, that there is no direct 
relationship between capacity and the number of shifts, i.e., two shifts do not provide 
double the capacity of a one-shift operation. 

h. Signifcantly greater savings are possible when consolidations occur across Service 
boundaries. Cross Service consolidation also results in greater reductions in excess 
capacity and duplication. Table V-1 summarizes the relative advantages of consolidation 
across Service boundaries. Alternative E and the two variations of Alternative F stand out 
as most advantageous. 

Table V-1 Summaq Comparison of Alternatives 

Note: - Indicates not as good as current plan (Alt A) 

o Indicates about the same as cunent plan 
+ Indicates bener than current plan 

i. The Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process is the most effective and, most 
likely, the only way to effect the closure of depots. The Services are individually 
responsible to the Secretary of Defense for making BRAC recommendations. Early 
coordination and integration of Service proposals is essential to the identification of the 
best collective set of DOD facilities for retention. 

j. Regardless of the action taken to reduce costs and improve efficiency in Service depot 
maintenance, be it process improvement, competition, intersemicing, or capacity reduction, 
truly si@cant progress cannot be expected without some superior commander with the 
knowledge and authority to make decisions and follow through on action across Service 
boundaries. No matter what efforts are made, and the Services have worked the subject 
hard, without top-down direction they will not even be aware of the opportunities available 
to decrease capacity which will free up funds for higher priority needs or reduce the 



overall cost of defense. There have been a number of attempts to solve the problem of a 
lack of top level management oversight. The most recent attempt has been the Defense 
Depot Maintenance Council. All attempts have been unsuccessful because they lacked a 
top level command authority to reduce excess capacity and duplication across Service 
lines. 

k. Because of the turbulence involved with any reorganization and the negative effects of 
turbulence, any recommendation for change must result in a better way of doing business. 
This includes, as a minimum, the following. 

(I) Business Considerations: 

(a) Must result in significant net savings. 

(b) Near-term costs must be affordable. 

(c) Savings must be verifiable according to accepted audit practices. 

(d) Future investments must consider the total maintenance and technology needs. 

(2) Military Considerations: 

(a) Must preserve or enhance the Services' ability to rapidly satisfy changes in 
maintenance priorities for primary weapon systems and their components. 

(b) Must preserve overall materiel readiness rather than cause any increase in the 
downtime of equipment. 

(c) Must preserve or improve the overall maintenance process rather than degrade 
it. 

(d) Must enhance rather than degrade peacetime, contingency response, 
deployment, and reconstitution capabilities. 

(e) Must preserve or enhance the ability of operational commanders to participate 
in maintenance decisions that influence their warfighting capabilities. 

2. - A m .  Taking into consideration the precautions outlined at the end of 
this chapter, relative savings potential identified through analysis, and the general conclusions 
enumerated above, the following specific conclusions have been reached regarding the choice 
of alternatives. 

a. Alternatives A and B provide neither the cost savings desired in a shrinking military 
economy or the framework necessary to respond to the changes expected in the future 
regarding the shape and size of the Services. Accordingly, a substantial departure from 
the current way of doing business is considered necessary. 



b. Alternatives C, D, and E all provide some degree of consolidation under an Executive 
Service. Alternatives C and D do not yield the greater potential cost savings available 
under other alternatives nor do they provide the necessary framework to manage the 
changes anticipated in requirements. Therefore, Alternatives C and D are excluded from 
further consideration. 

c. No final conclusions are reached regarding Alternative G, the contracting out option, 
except to say a shift toward more or full commercial maintenance of Service equipment is 
possible under any of the other alternatives and does merit further study of individual 
weapons systems and individual facilities sometime in the future. 

d. Alternative E, which provides for consolidation across Service boundaries under 
designated Executive Services, and Alternative F which provides the greatest degree of 
consolidation under either a Defense Maintenance Agency (DMA) or a Joint Depot 
Maintenance Command (JDMC), offer the greatest potential for cost reductions and more 
flexibility to handle future changes. It appears that the Secretary of Defense has the 
authority under Title 10, U.S. Code to effect any of these Alternatives. DOD directives on 
Service functions may need to be revised. The attributes associated with Alternatives E, 
F(DMA), and F(JDMC) are outlined below. An "X'under the alternatives column 
indicates possession of the attributes described. 

Table V-2 Attxibutes of Alternatives 

ATTRIBUTES 
Significant upfront costs to downsize 
Accelerates down-sizing 
Reduces overfiead 
Savings from divestitures 
Synergistic savings from similar tecbnology 
Accelerates standard business practices 
Reduces headquarters staff 
Single manager in charge 
Manageable span of control 
Full Service participation 
Direct tie to Senriceslwarfighters 
Single source/point of contact for depot level 

maintenancelreadiness 
Minimizes disruption and turbulence 
Preserves Service accountability 
Facilitates decisions on priority issues 
Maximizes opportunity to balance 

investment in f o w s  versus logistics 

ALTERNATIVES 
E F@MA) FCJDMC) 
X X X 
X X X 
X X X 
X X X 
X X X 
X X X 
X X 

X X 
X X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 



3. Cautionam Fotes. A number of precautions were taken into consideration in coming to 
the conclusions enumerated in this chapter. Readers are urged to consider these same 
precautions when coming to their own conclusions regarding the information in the study. 

a. It is difficult to accurately compare alternative ways of doing business because of the 
lack of universally applied cost accounting, performance measurement, and capacity 
measurement procedures. Therefore, the data analyzed varies in accuracy. 

b. Depot workload beyond EY95 is largely estimated by extrapolating projected work 
effort associated with the Base Force structure. Thus, if force structure changes 
substantially, depot workload will also change. Potential cost savings wiU decrease or 
increase depending on the scope and specific nature of the force structure change. Excess 
capacity and utilization estimates would similarly change. 

c. Various combinations of depot workload consolidations were analyzed under 
Alternatives B through F. Consolidation candidates were selected on the basis of 
historical data, Services' updates of capabilities and the Services' projected workload. 
Consolidation candidates were not visited or audited to verify the data analyzed. Thus, the 
analysis is considered very useful to draw initial conclusions but not sufficiently accurate 
to make depot closure or resource allocation decisions. 

d. It is important to note that potential savings identified apply to a l l  of DOD. No 
attempt has been made to allocate these potential savings to individual Services. The 
calculated savings ranges are useful only for comparison of Alternatives B through F and 
are not "budget quality" figures, i.e., they are most useful for the relative ranking of 
Alternatives B through F in terms of cost savings. 

e. Finally, various consolidation combinations were analyzed to determine what effect 
such actions would have on capacity, duplication, and costs. While depots consolidated in 
various alternatives could, in fact, become candidates for closure, no final conclusions on 
specific depot closures are drawn. Selection of candidates for closure are more 
appropriately identified in the BRAC process. 
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CHAPTER VI - RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. -&pot CIQSUIPS. It is recommended that the Services coordinate and 
integrate that portion of their submission to the Federal Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission that pertains to depot maintenance facilities. A coordinated effort that truly 
integrates requirements and accurately reflects unneeded facilities is essential to solving the 
problem of excess depot capacity and unnecessary duplication of capabilities. It is further 
recommended that the Air Force take the lead on aviation facilities; the Navy take the lead on 
ships; and the Army take the lead for ground systems. All Services should be full partners in 
this effort. 

2. . . the m. It is recommended that a Joint Depot Maintenance Command 
be established. A Joint Command has all of the advantages of an Executive Service or a 
Depot Maintenance Agency with few of the disadvantages. The Army and the Marine Corps 
are organized in a manner which would require minimal effort to provide Service components. 
The Navy and Air Force should be able to establish component commands with minimum 
difficulty and without any growth in overhead. It is further recommended that the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff take the lead in developing the organizational structure of the Joint Command 
in full coordination with the Office of the Secretary of Defense. It is envisioned that the 
Command would be organized along the following lines: 

a. Mission. The mission of the Commander in Chief of the United States Depot 
Maintenance Command (CINCDEP), shall be to provide depot level maintenance for the 
Department of Defense, both in time of peace and time of war. The CINCDEP will: 

(1) Be the DOD Single Manager for depot maintenance, other than theater-assigned 
depot assets. 

(2) Be responsible for consolidations, competition initiatives, workload assignments, 
and standardization of systems and work processes, as appropriate, to maximize 
efficiency of the depot system. 

(3) Recommend depots for closure through the BRAC process when required (post 
BRAC-93). 

(4) Coordinate with the Services to assure appropriate modernization of depots. 

(5) Control the depot maintenance accounts of the Defense Business Operating Fund 
(DBOF). 

b. Forces. The Secretaries of the Military Departments shall assign depot assets, in time 
of peace and time of war, to the Commander in Chief, Depot Maintenance Command. 

VI- 1 
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APPENDIX B 

TERMS OF REFERENCE 

FOR 

DEPOT MAINTENANCE CONSOLIDATION STUDY 

L BACKGROUND. 

a. The demise of the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact promulgated a major shift in the 
focus of our national military strategy from global conflict to regional contingencies. 
Consistent with this shift in strategy, the Base Force concept was adopted which provides 
for a reduced force structure that is capable of meeting challenges to our regional interests. 
This downsizing, however, has not been limited exclusively to combatants. In recent years 
the Services have taken unilateral as well as collaborative measures to improve combat 
support efficiency to include their respective depot systems. Most recent measures were 
initiated in response to Defense Management Report Decisions (DMRD) 908 and 908C, 
both titled Consolidating Depot Maintenance, dated 17 November 1990, and 12 January 
1991, respectively. While successful in achieving their objectives, they have not kept pace 
with the changes that have taken place in the world or the impact of these changes on our 
national military strategy. Accordingly, the Department of Defense (DOD) and the 
Services must consider further consolidation of our military depot maintenance systems. 
Each Service maintains its own depot maintenance system that includes management 
structures, overhead, and facilities to plan, program, and perform assigned missions. As 
force structure and equipment densities shrink, so must the depot level maintenance 
infrastructure required to maintain them. 

b. On 17 August 1992, the Director, Joint Staff, issued a tasker, with guidance, for the 
development of an issue paper on Depot Maintenance Consolidation. Suspense for 
completion of the issue paper was 4 September 1992. 

c. Additionally, the US Coast Guard, which is a component of the Department of 
Transportation and maintains a depot maintenance complex similar to the Services, albeit 
smaller, was invited to participate in this study and share in its benefits. 

IL PURPOSE. These terms of reference establish the mission, organization, operation and 
duration of the Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study. 

IIL m S I O N .  To review the existing depot maintenance structure in each of the DOD 
Services and the Coast Guard; identify and analyze alternatives for reducing costs, duplication, 
overlap and overall depot maintenance capacity; recommend cost effective altemative(s) to 
existing maintenance structures that will continue to support peacetime readiness, sustainment 



of force during crisis response and contingency operations, and imme&ately return equipment 
to established readiness standards upon redeployment. 

W .  ORGANIZATION. 

a. The Directorate for Logistics (J-4), will serve as the Joint Staff lead agency for the 
Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study. J-4 representatives will be responsible for 
administrative support functions of the study group including the consolidation and 
ordering of input when required. 

b. The Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study will be composed of an Executive 
Working Group, a staff group, staff group facilitators and a support staff. 

c. The Executive Working Group will be formed from retired general/flag officers and 
one private sector industry executive of commensurate stature. The Executive Working 
Group will include retired generalmag officers from each of the following Services: 
Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps. One member will be designed as the Director, 
Executive Working Group. 

d. The staff group will be formed and consist of the representatives from each of the 
Services and the Coast Guard. The staff group will be assigned representatives from J-4 
who will serve as the group facilitators. There will be a separate facilitator for each of the 
alternatives under consideration. The facilitators will meet with the staff group in turn to 
Iead analysis of their respective alternative. A 5-4 Division Chief will serve as the 
coordinator for the staff group, however, each Service representative is responsible for 
keeping their respective Service Chiefs appraised of the fmdings and conclusions of the 
Executive Working Group. 

e. Each Service representative is responsible for informing the study executives of past or 
current actions or thoughts that they deem important to the study effort. In addition, 
Service representatives will advise 5-4 of their input to facilitate record keeping. 

V. OPERATIONS. 

a. Staff group facilitators will meet periodically with the J-4 Division Chief Coordinator 
on an as required basis for workloading, coordinating issues, etc., with respect to tasking 
issued by the study executives or collectively determined essential by the Service leaders. 

b. The staff group will meet as required to formulate, analyze, and discuss separate 
alternatives. 

c. The staff group facilitators will then brief the results of staff group findings to the 5-4 
Division Chief and other staff group facilitators. The initial product of the staff group will 



be an issue paper with a set of altematives for changing the existing depot maintenance 
structure. The paper will be provided to the Executive Working Group for evaluation. 
This does not preclude Service leaders/facilitators from direct communications with the 
study executives. 

d. The Executive Working Group will receive briefings from the staff group 
representatives, review and analyze altematives, and present their assessment and 
recommendations for cost effective depot maintenance consolidation to the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. The Executive Working Group is not limited to the specific set of altematives 
developed by the staff group. 

VL DURATION. The Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study Group will brief the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff by 9 November 1992. These terms of reference wiU remain in effect for a 
period of 1 year to allow for additional taskings as required unless specific action is taken 
sooner to negate them. 

Enclosure 



Enclosure 

DEFINITION 

Depot Maintenance. 

The maintenance performed on materiel requiring major overhaul or a complete rebuild of 
parts, assemblies, subassemblies, and end items, including manufacturing, modification, 
modernization, repair, testing, and reclamation as required. Depot maintenance provides 
stocks of serviceable equipment by using a combination of special skills, equipment, and 
facilities for repairs that are not available in lower level maintenance activities. 

Enclosure to Terms of Reference, Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study 

B-4 



APPENDIX C 

CONCEPT PAPER 

L DESCRIPTION OF ISSUE 

With the demise of the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact, our military strategy has changed 
from global to regional s c e n ~ o s  and has moved away from prolonged conflict to shorter, 
decisive conflicts. In this environment, the focus of maintenance depots must be to support, in a 
cost effective manner: peacetime readiness, buildup of forces in response to contingencies, 
sustainrnent of forces during conflict, and the immediate return of equipment to established 
readiness standards. In a regional contingency environment, decreases in stockage levels require 
a highly responsive depot maintenance capability for both major end item equipment and 
components. 

The Base Force goal for FY95 represents a DOD decrease of up to 25 percent of the FY91 force 
levels in both the active duty and reserve components. As weapon system inventories are 
decreased, so too must the depot level maintenance infrastructure'needed to support them. Each 
Service maintains a separate depot maintenance capability as well as a separate management 
structure to plan, program and perform separate Service depot work. In many instances, more 
than one Service is performing depot maintenance on the same or similar equipment. As force 
structure and total depot maintenance requirements decrease, overhead costs become a larger 
percentage of the cost unless action is taken to restructure depot maintenance. 

There are a number of alternatives for restructuring the Services' current depot maintenance 
organizations and workloading methodology. These alternatives provide a spectrum of possible 
solutions to align the depot structure with future Service requirements. 

IL ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative A i v ~ d u a  . . ISeIviceManaeement 

Each Service retains its own separate depot maintenance operations in accordance with DMRD 
908 directions to increase interservicing, streamline depot operation, reduce management staffs at 
a l l  levels, increase competition, team with private industry for remanufacturing/manufacturing, 
etc. Additional depot closures and realignments will be accomplished through the Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process. The Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) 
will provide limited oversight. 



Alternative B S e w i c e  Manaeement (Consolidation s o  "Centers of -7 

Each Service retains its own separate depot maintenance operations. Under DMRD 908 
streamlining guidance, weapon system platforms, DLRs, components' and non-weapon system 
equipment? will be consolidated into "Centers of Excellence" within the using Service to the 
maximum extent possible. Depot maintenance could be performed by a contractor or in another 
Services' facilities. 

ve C Co Wea~mSvstem Platforms into .I& Service "Centers pfExcellence" 

Depot maintenance management of common or shndar weapon system platforms, (e-g., ships, 
fixed wing aircraft, rotary wing aircraft, large missiles, etc.) would be accomplished by single 
Services in "Centers of Excellence." Maintenance will be performed in the single Service's 
facilities, another Service's facilities or contractor facilities. Depot maintenance responsibility for 
DLRs, components' and non-weapon system equipmen? will remain in using Service's "Centers - 
of Excellence." 

Alternative D Individual Service Wanwement pLWea~on Svstem Platforms in "Centers of 
E x c e ~ c e l '  with DLRs. Canponentsl d J S o n - W e a ~ p n  ~vstemlE1Qui~ment~ --&d.iq 
m l e  Semice "Centers of &cellence" 

Each Service retains its own separate depot maintenance operations for weapon platforms under 
the "Centers of Excellence" concept. Similar DL&, components1 and non-weapon system 
equipmen? will be consolidated to the maximum extent possible in single Service "Centers of 
Excellence." 

Alternative E Consolidati~~Similar/Common PIatfom. DLRs. Com~onents' and Non- 
Wea~on Svstem Equi~mg.&~nder S&&J3xecutive Service 

A single Executive Service will be responsible for the maintenance of similar/common platforms, 
and their DL&, components1 and non-weapon system equipmen? to the maximum extent 
possible under the "Centers of Excellence" concept. The "Centers of Excellence" may be located 
in the Executive Service's facilities, another Service's facilities or contractor facilities. Total 
weapon system management will be the responsibility of the using Service. 

Alternative F DOD Consolidatioq 

All depot maintenance functions will be consolidated under a single organization external to the 
Services. Individual weapon platforms, DLRs, components1 and non-weapon system equipment2 
will be maintained in government owned depots or contracted out. Government owned depots 
could be government operated (GOGO) or contractor operated (GOCO). 



Alternative G Commel-clallze Ma . . intenance 

Contract out all depot maintenance requirements. Contract management would be maintained at 
either the Service level or by a single organization external to the Services. The ultimate goal 
would be to include contract maintenance as part of the weapon system acquisition costs of new 
systems throughout their life cycle. 

Footnotes: 1. Components: hydraulic actuators, gas turbine engines, aircraft landing gear, 
inertial navigation systems, etc. 

2. Non-Weapon System Equipment: automatic test equipment, ground support 
equipment, general purpose vehicles, etc. 
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APPENDIX D 

STUDY PLAN 

I. Approve Terms of Reference. 

II. Receive baseline briefings on Service depot maintenance programs, and historical 
items. 

III. Review concept paper to establish a common understanding of problems and 
alternatives; agree on baseline alternatives to be analyzed. 

IV. Define current business environment; how we perform depot maintenance now? How 
the world situation, collapse of communism, Base Force and shift to a regional focus 
have changed the volume and timing of what depots must produce. Collect data on: 

- Financial Aspect (Appendix F) 

- Facility Characteristics (Appendix F) 

- Depot Commodity Workload (Appendix F) 

V. Evaluate/assess current business environment; how can we better perform depot 
maintenance? 

- Identify the following: 

-- Excess capacity 

-- Duplicative capability 

-- Overhead cost 

VI. Assess each alternative in concept paper IAW Director for Strategic Plans and Policy, 
J-5, guidelines (Appendix C). Develop estimates of cost savings for each alternative 
(Appendix E). Criteria for selection of alternatives should include both military and 
business considerations: 

- Military considerations. Any recommended change must preserve or enhance 
military capability and readiness by: 

-- Preserving or enhancing Service Chiefs' ability to rapidly satisfy changes in 
priorities of primary weapon system depot level maintenance. 



-- Decreasing rather than increasing downtime of equipment. 

-- -Improving or sustaining (rather than degrading) the quality of the repair 
process. 

-- Enhancing rather than degrading peacetime, contingency response, regional 
war, mobilization, and reconstitution capabilities. 

- Business considerations. Any recommended change must result in s i 6 i c a n t  net 
savings and: 

-- Justify turbulence associated with change (judgment call). 

-- Ensure that near term investment costs are not prohibitive. 

VII. Reach conclusions. 

VIII. Develop recommendations. 



APPENDIX E 
- 

Workload Consolidation Calculation 

1. -duction. The procedures used to determine potential cost savings resulting from 
migrating workloads among the depots were taken from established references and 
previously accepted methodologies. Recurring and non-recurring costs associated with a 
movement of work were identified. The transition of work from one depot to another was 
spread over a 2 year period. The following primary references were used during this 
effort: 

a. DOD Depot Maintenance and Maintenance Support Cost Accounting Handbook, 
DOD 7220.29-H, Table 18 computer runs. 

b. DDMC Corporate Business Plan FY 1992-1997, October 1992 (FY 1993 data). 

c. JDMAG Depot Profiles 1991, May 1991, Depot Profile Size Attribute. 

d. National Defense Budget Estimates for N 1993, OSD(C) March 1992. 

e. Service POM 94 MILCON Submissions data. 

f. DDMC Joint Service Engine Study, January 1991. 

g. Marine Corps Option Paper, 11 April 1990. 

h. DDMC DOD Tactical Missile Study, 18 January 1991. 

i. Joint Services Update of the Tactical Missile Maintenance Consolidation Savings 
and Cost Analysis, 1 August 1992 (rev. 26 August 1992). 

j. Air Force Logistics Command (AFLC) Air Logistics Center (ALC) Closure and 
Relocation Model, 2 March 1992. 

k. Service Commodity Matrix-Appendix F, Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study. 

1. Service Budget Estimate Submissions, FY 199411995. 

m. Analysis of Depot Maintenance Consolidation Proposals (Green Book), Naval 
Aviation Depot Corporate Board, 22 February 1990. 



2. Analysis and Com~utatioq~. 

a. Qch altemative sought to increase capacity utilization throughout DOD. In doing 
this, most alternatives contained a series of options that could be characterized as: 
centralizing the workload by pulling up the work from the smaller depots, 
decentralizing the work by pushing down the work from the larger depots, and the 
movement of work from mid-size depots to others. 

b. The cost spreadsheets ran all options using the actual FY91 financial data from the 
transferring depot(s) and the gaining depot(s). FY91 actual hours attributed to the 
migrating work and the cost associated with that work were extracted from Reference 
la, listed on the previous page. The gaining depot is assumed to pick up the work at 
the gaining depot's labor rates. The total FY94 depot maintenance personnel levels 
from Reference Ib, were used to determine non-recurring costs. The cost calculations 
provide a relative cost measure of work moved from one location to another using 
FY91 actual accounting costs. These relative costs are not "budget quality" cost 
estimates. 

c. The calculations accounted for non-recurring costs of severance pay, 
unemployment, early retirement, relocation, TDY, movement of equipment, 
facility/equipment shutdown, cost of disruption, recruitment of personnel, training, 
MILCON avoidance, productivity loss at the gaining site, and plant equipment. 
Recurring costs included operations overhead, and general and administrative (G&A). 
All costs were adjusted to FY93 constant dollars for comparison. 

3. Bcuning. Total direct labor costs for the migrating workload were determined by 
commodity direct labor hours (DLH) multiplied by the direct labor rates of the gaining 
depot(s). Recurring costs (labor, material, other, G&A, and operations overhead) are 
determined by two methodologies that provide a range of costs. The Low method 
assumed 35 percent of the total work cost at the losing depot(s) does not transfer 
(Reference If). The High altemative transferred 100 percent of the labor, material, and 
other and assumed that 30 percent of both G&A and operations overhead did not transfer 
(from Reference lj). Savings were gained from workload consolidations and 
improvements to the repair process through the use of Technology Repair Centers (TRCs) 
and "Centers of Excellence" (COE). 

a. MILCON Avoidance. MILCON avoidance includes the cost of approved and 
scheduled MILCON that would no longer be required as a depot closes or a workload 
specifically impacted by the MILCON is repostured. MILCON avoidance is 
determined in two ranges with one being the transfer of none of the MILCON 



requirement (total cost avoidance), the other with all of the requirement (all MILCON 
costs transferred to the gaining depot). The study team utilized data from References 
lb, le, lk and 11. No projects listed as "unfunded requirements" were used. 

b. Industrial Plant Equipment (IPE) Avoidance. This area includes the cost of 
approved and scheduled IPE from Reference lk, that would no longer be required as a 
depot closes. Costs are computed in two ranges with one being the transfer of none of 
the equipment (total cost avoidance), the other with all of the plant equipment 
requirements (all cost transferred to gaining depot). Where partial workload transfers, 
a proportional amount (based on relative DLHs) of future equipment purchases is 
costed in a like manner. Future, more detailed studies might more closely tie specific 
equipment purchases directly to commodities. 

c. Severance Pay. 

(1) The ratio of involuntary-to-voluntary separations will vary with many factors, 
most notably the availability of other government activities in the area. Fifteen 
and 55 percent (References If and lg) of the total depot employment was used to 
estimate the low and high range of involuntary separations respectively. 

(2) Severance pay costs are derived by taking the range of personnel that would 
be involuntarily separated multiplied by the average direct labor rate multiplied by 
640 hours. (Based upon an average Federal Service time of 13.4 years, with one 
week's pay for up to 10 years of service and 2 weeks pay for every year after 
ten.) 

d. Early-Out Retirement. This cost is based on data used in Reference lj. The 
calculation uses 10 percent of the work force multiplied by 17,604 dollars, the annual 
annuity, multiplied by 5.9 years which represents the number of years the annuity is 
paid because of early-out retirement. 

e. Unemployment Compensation. Unemployment compensation is based on a 
reemployment percent of 25. The computation was based on 212 dollars per week for 
39 weeks multiplied by the number of unemployed as a result of workload movement. 
The cost is based on data used in Reference lj. 

f. Relocation Costs. Based on data used in the DDMC Joint Service Engine Study 
(Reference If), relocation costs were estimated as 31,600 dollars multiplied by 15 
percent of the civilian personnel originally dedicated to that workload. Where military 
personnel are direct workers at the losing depot, it is assumed that they were replaced 
on a one-for-one basis at the gaining depot by civilian labor. Where partial depot 
transfer (work/commodity) occurs, special Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) 



Table 18 (Reference la) reports were generated allocating appropriate cost categories 
and DLHs to the work/commodities selected for transfer. Direct labor personnel 
assigned to each commodity were assumed to equal the ratio of the commodity DLH to 
depot total DLH. 

g. TDY Costs. Cost of TDY associated with a smooth and orderly transfer of the 
workload was estimated to be 150,000 dollars to cover travel and expenses for each 
gaining depot. 

h. Movement of Equipment. This area measures the cost associated with the 
removal, shipment, and installation of equipment necessary to perform maintenance on 
the migrated workload. Based on the DDMC Joint Service Engine Study, Reference 
If, the total transfer cost is estimated as 22 percent of the total book value of the plant 
equipment at the transferring depot. The factor of 22 percent is the sum of 2 percent 
to de-install, 6 percent for packing, crating, and handling, 4 percent for transportation 
and 10 percent for unpacking, uncrating, and installation. The book value of the 
equipment is obtained from Reference lc. 

i. Recruitment Cost. The number of new hires was based on References If and lj. 
The methodology assumes 85 percent of the civilian workers dedicated to the migrating 
workload would be recruited at the new facility. The recruitment cost is this number 
of people times 200 dollars. 

j. Training Costs. The cost associated with the training of new hires is determined 
by multiplying the number of new hires times 33 percent times the direct labor rate 
times 5.6 months (References If and lj). 

k. Facility/Equipment/Equipment Shutdown Costs. This item includes costs for 
closing buildings and other production facilities because of closure or reposture of 
single site workload. The current recognized value for this is 1.13 dollars per square 
foot. This value was used per OSD direction in BRAC-91 and represents only the cost 
to mothball the facility. Source is Reference lm. 

1. Productivity Loss. Loss of productivity results from the realignment of work to 
new activities. Two sources were used to provide a high and low estimate. Based on 
the Joint Services Update of the Tactical Missile Study (Reference li) a 3 year effect 
was used with the first year productivity loss being 26 percent of the direct labor cost, 
the second being 12 percent and the third year 5 percent (High). Based on Reference 
If, the team took a 1 year loss in productivity of 10 percent of the direct labor cost 
(Low). 



m. Cost of Disruption (Losing Depot/Workload). Completion of work-in-process will 
become increasingly inefficient at a closing or losing facility because of low morale, 
supply and material shortages, tear down of equipment, etc. Based on Reference lm, 
disruption cost was determined based on the following formula; (0.25 multiplied by 
the hours transferred multiplied by the losing depot's labor rate) multiplied by 2. This 
cost was based on a 2 year transition. 

Miscellaneo~. Additional MILCON and equipment, above that currently programmed 
for a losing or gaining depot, may be required but were not priced. 
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APPENDIX F 

DEPOT COMMODITY MATRIX 

L A depot-commodity matrix was created for this study to provide a quick reference of each 
maintenance depot's mission by commodity, financial data and facility characteristics. These 
factors are oriented vertically. Depots, which are listed horizontally, are grouped into three 
categories: Aviation, Shipyards and Ground Equipment depots. An "x" was placed in the 
commodity section for a depot only if that commodity represented 5 percent or more of that 
depot's workload. As a result, all the work performed at a depot may not be reflected in the 
matrix. - 

IL The matrix consists of 27 pages. When properly arranged, it will form a 3 x 9 page 
document. Individual pages should be oriented as indicated in- Table F- 1. 

- 
Table F-1 Commodity Matrix Orientation Scheme 

IIL The information contained in the matrix was provided by OSD, JDMAG and the Services. 
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Depot Commodity Matrix - Appendix F 
Aviation - AGMC - ALC ALC ALC -- 

- - - - - - - - 1- Newark Ogden -- Oklahoma City Sacramento -- - - 

Financial I 

-- 
Budget (91 actual192 budget) I S  84177.2 . -. 437.1 ---- 1436.4 536.11497-8 458.7142% - - 

civilian Personnel - - .  (# p e $ i e / O $ y  - -- . -- -- - 1120 - -. - -- 5 4 n  59%- --- 5337 
Direct - - - -  

J - 785 41 20 4613 -- - 40% -- 

Indirect 
-- - - - J 335 1337 1 322 12E -- 

Military Personnel (# people/%) -- l o  1 36 45 - - 45 
Direct -- - -- J 0 94 - 14 -- 25 

-- Indirect - -- J -- 10 42 31 - - -- 24 
Utilization (%) -- - pppp - - 
1 Shift - - - - - - - S - 71 .OO% 81.20% 84.00% - . - - . -- 90.00% 
2 Shifts - - - -- - - - S 1-9.40% . - - 1530% -- 11.10% - - -- - - - 9000~ 
3 Shifts 

.- 
S 9.60% 2.90% 4.90% 1 .OO% -- - 

5 Day Workweek -- - S -- - 100.00% 100.00% --- 100.00% 100.00% - - -  

7 Day Workweek -- -- --- - S 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% - 0.00% 
Overtime 2.30% 7.60% 7.30% 5.50% -- 

--- 

Army 
. - - - - - -- - 

3408 366 ---- 75 - 967 
831 3 4008 3455 11561 

Air Force - NIA N/A N/A NIP 
Marine Corps - - - - - -- - o 54 oi 454 
Coast Guard -- 9.4 

FY91 workload - Value ($K) 1 231 26 454002 - 71 6597 -. . --- 4344% - 

I 

Facility I 
- - - 

Depot Size (sqft) (covered) 472M" - 3.7M' 5.2M' 3.546~' 
Acreaoe 72" 6698' 4885' 2949" 
Storage Space 
. - -- 

covered / J - -  1 OOK* 1 208K" 253K' 
uncovered I J 291 7 

Equipment Value($M) J 301.8' 663.6" 526.2' -- 5035' 
~ a c i l i t ~  - Value($M) J -- 2 4 3 . ~  351.8' 1,133.4' 633.6" -- 

Access -- 
Air (distance to airport) - - - -- -- S 0.25 - - 8 15 .- - 14 
Rail (y1n)- -- - 

Y Y Y Y 
Water (yln) S N N N 15W 

R o a d  - - - -  - (miles to Interstate) - - - - - -- S 1-70(1  OM^) 1-1 5,l-80(.25Mi) -- - 1-35,l-40(.25~i) I-5,l-80(.25~i] 
MILCON @st1 0 yrs, prod related)($K) S 6,700 I 73,200 --I i9 ,  1 OO? T<,! 00 

- -. - - - - - - - 
14,900 1 59,500 

-- 
------ow 57,400, 140,668- 172,251 -- -- 1 777446 

-- 9,7001 127,939 - - 1 91,600 
585: 7570 93% -- 

84"L 
1,232 .- - / 6,875- - - 7,072 --- ' 6T495 
1,644 / 7,150 7,644 7,705 -- 

Gservice - - - provided, . - -- .- - - 0. OSD I 

- -  - ---- 

' - Service vice - JDMAG - -. - - -- provided - - ! -- 

'* ~ i ~ u r e s  reflect 3 years (93-95) 1 I --- -- I -- - - - - - 

1 1/9/92 9:20 
I 
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ALC - 

-- Sacramento - - - - - 

--- 

ALC 
oklahoma -- City - 

ALC 

- 0gden - - .- - 
Commoditv --- - (at least 5 % of workload) ----- 

j -- 

-- - 

AGMC -- 

Newark - - - -- - - - - -. 

Aircrafl -- - - 
Aircraft, Fixed Wing -- - 
Engine 
.. --- 

Propeller - - 

Landing Gear -- . 

Airframe 
- -- small (<=2 engines) 

Large (>2 - - -  engines) - - 

CommINav Equipment -- - - - - - - - 
Instruments -- .- 

Mechanical &terns -- - - -  
OrdIGuns -- - 
Radar -- 
Simulators 
GSEIAGE - - - --- - 

Aircraft, Rotary Wing - - - - -- - 
Engine 
 lade -- - - 
Landing Gear 
Airf - rame 
CommINav Eguipment 

- -  - - -  -- 
Instruments 

-. - - - -  
Mechanical -- - . Systems 
OrdIGuns - -- - 
Radar - -  

Simulators 
GSEIAGE- - - -- -. - 

Remote Piloted Vehicles -- -- 
Missile -- - - -- 

Strategic Airframes - 
Tactical Airframes - - -. - . - - - - - - 
Propulsion/Payload/Explosive - - - -- - -- - - - 
Support & Launch Equip -- - - -- - - - 
Guidance & Control 

Ship --- 
Carrier 
~uclear Propulsion - - -- 

Conventional Propulsion --- 
Radar 
Comm/Nav/Electronics -- -- 

S 
S - 
S 
S 
S 
S 

S - 
S - 
S 
S 
S 
S - 
S 

. 

S 
S 
S - 
S 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
s 
S 
S 
s 
S 
-. 

S -- 
s 
S 
S 
S 
S 
3- - 

IS 
S 
is 
S -- 

- 

Fire control system -- 

Radar 
I 

-- 
S I - -- 

Comm/Nav/Electronics st- - -- - - - - - - t 
Fire Control System I I 

I 
1--- - 

- 

~ e a ~ o n s l ~ u n s  - -- - 

S 

- - -- 

X 

~ e a ~ o n s l ~ u n s  1 -- s 
Surface 

- - .  
S I . 

Nuclear Propulsion 'S - -- - 
~onventiona~~ro~ulsion - -- S --- 

I 

1 
t -- 

- 
I 
1 -  - 

I I L I 

-- 

X 

X 

-C 
X 

- -- - 

X 

--- -- 

i I 
I 

I 

1 
1 

I I 
L __- _ 

X 
X 

- - 

-- i -- 

-- 

---- 
X 

-- 

- .  

X 

I 
-- 

I -- 

1 
I 
t -- 

- - 

-- 

-- 

I----: I 

i -  -- 

I 

. -- 

1 
--- 

X 

I 
-4- 
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ALC 
Oklahoma City 

- 

- 

ALC 
Ogden 

-- 

- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

- Submarine 
Nuclear ~ r o ~ u l s k n  

Conventional ~ r o ~ u l s i o n  - 
Radar - -- 
Comm/Nav/Electronics -- - -  - - 
Fire control System 

-- -- - - 
WeaponsIGuns - 

- Service Craft -- -- 
Vehicles -. 

Armored Vehicles 
-- -- 

Chassis 
.- 

Powertrain -- -.- -- 
Fire Control System - -- - - 
WeaponIGun - - - - - - 

Wheeled Vehicles - - .-- - 

Chassis - --- 
Powertrain 
~ G ~ o n / G u n  

Artillery - 

Towed 
Chassis -- 

Powertrain -- 
Fire Control System - 
Weapon 

Self-propelled -- 

Chassis - - 
Powertrain - 

Fire Control -- System 
Weapon 

construction Vehicles 
Powertrain -- - 
Chassis - 

General 
Powertrain - - - - 

Chassis 
Rail - - 

Communications-Electronic 
- - - - - - 

Ground - -- 
Satt 

-- 

ALC --- 

' Sacramento 

--- 

- -- 

- 

-- 

- - - 

-- -- 
Ordnance/\l\leapons/Munitions 
T ~ r ~ e d o s l ~ i n e s  - - 

Chemical -- 

Small Arms 
-. . . - - - - 

Conv. munitions -- - - - - - 

Metrology 
Automatic Test Equipment 

1 1/9/92 9 120 

S: 
S 
S 
S 
s- 
S - 
S 
S .- 

- S 
S 
S 
S 
S - 
S 
S 
s 
S 
s 
S 

S - 
S - 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S 
S 

- S 
S -- 
S 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S - 
s 

AGMC 
Newark 

---. 

I 

S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S - 
S - 
S 

--- 

- -  

-- 

-- 

-- ~ 

X 

- -- 

-- ~ 

--- 

I -- 

I -- 

-- 

--- 
I 
I ---- 
I X 

- -- 

-- 

-v -- 

, 

I 

- 
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Depot Commodity Matrix j 
. -- - - . - -- - - . . - . .. .. .- - - r- - -  

Aviation 4- AT-; -- ALC .- NADEP -- - - NADEP . - - . 

Warner-Robins 1 San Antonio Alameda Jacksonville 
Fin- . . -. . . . . . - . . . . 
Budget (91 actual192 budget) 
. -- - . . . - - . . - . . . . - . - . .- - - . . - S 467.1 1493.4 61 8.51550.2 ?/378.0 ?I3 1 G  
Civilian Personnel (# people1Y0) . -- - - - . -. 5780 6602 3 2 & 4 / 2 5 &  -- 

Direct . - ~ 
J - - - - . 4326 . . - - - 4807 . - - . . . - 

1 7 1 8 y e ;  ~g - lndirect 
~p 

J 1452 1 795 1566 
Military Personnel (# people/%) 54 38 32 -. -- 3C - - - - . . . -- - - - -. - 
Direct . J .. 30 16 0 C 

-24 7 2 2  
- - 

lndirect - - .- -. - - . . - J 32 X 
Utilization . - (%) ~ - . . -. . - - - 

1 shift -- S -- 87.00% 
. - . - - -. . . 88.00% . 86.00% - . . . - . . 

89.00% 
. . 

2 Shifts - . . .. . - S 10.00% 1 1.00% --- 14.00% 10.00% - 

3 Shifts - . - - - . . . . - - - - S . 3.00% 1 .OO% 0.00% - 1 .00% . . . 

5 Day Workweek -~ S 69.00% . . . . -. . . . 10636% 1 00.00./, . .- . . - . . . 100.00% -. . . . ~  

7 Day Workweek S 31 .00% 060% 0.00% - .. . -- 0.00% - - --.-- 
Overtime -- - -. . . - . - - s 8.30~0 12.40% 8.60% 11.91% - -- 

Interservicing ($I%) FY91 - -. -. - - - . 
Army J 1 . . 608 - -. - - 70 3673 - 6 X  - 

Navy.--- J 41 .. . 49 . - 5238 .- . N/A NIP 
Air Force -- - -. 

J NI A 53207 4947 -. 

Marine Corps - - - - . - - - - . . 
J 0 C --- 

Coast Guard 
. - .. - 

S - . . . . . . 
FY91 workload Value ($K) 0 566352 87371 5 354339 258565 

Facility - - 
Depot Size (sqft) (covered) J 3.371 M' 3.784M' 2.3~ 1.6M 
Acreage 
. - - - - - - - J 8720' 4660" 138 9e 
Storage Space - -  - -- 
covered -. J 1 065 
uncovered - - J -- 

Equipment Value($M J 850.1'1 646.9' 1 83 2% 
~acility~a6e($(SM) - J 257.5' / 372' 246 392 
Access 
Air (distance to airport) IS I 101 15 / Y 1 Y 

-. - - .- - 
Rail (y/n) - -- S -- Y i Y N I -- n 

- water (yln) - -- -- S 
N 1; N 

Road (miles to Interstate] - - . - . - -. - - - - S US1 29,l-75(8 Mi) 1-1 0,l-35(.25Mi) - 

M ILCON (past 1 0 yrs, prod reIated)($K) S ~1-,404 -- 81,600 . -- 41,40C 
MILCON (SYDP)($K) S 32,800 / 27,200 *400** r -  - 

-- 
0" 

Plant Equipment (past 10 years)($)<) -- - . - - - - - - S 159,530 / 192,103 --- -- 73,300 1 - -- 62,100 --- - 

Plant Equipment (SYDP)($K) . 136,405 20,00ii' 1 

capacity Utilization(%) - - . -- - - - . - 87% 
Workload (DLH) 8,193 2,626 2,4% 

&acity (DLH) 8,935 2,915 I 2,693 
7 

Service vice JDMAG provided I i-- -- - 

" - Fipres - - - - - reflect -- 3 yea& (93-95) T *-I- - 
1 1 19192 9.20 I 
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. 

Nuclear Propulsion . . .- . . - 
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-- - - - - 

Chassis I S !  1 -  1 I--- _ -- A - -- 

- - - - - - - - 

Submarine 
Nuclear Propulsion 

-- - 

conventional Propulsion .- 

Radar 

- - - - - - - - - 
WeaponslGuns 

-- - 
Vehicles 
Armored Vehicles 

I Powertrain IS I I I I 

-1- -. ALC - - 

Warner-Robins / San Antonio 

-. . -. - - 
Fire Control System IS I I 

I S  I I 

I 

NADETEP-- 
Alameda , Jacksonvil6-- -- 

S 
s 
S 
S 
s- 

S 

S - - 
S 

! 
I s p p  ---I 

t 
k------; 

I Wheeled - Vehicles - 
Chassis -- . - 

Powertrain - - - - . - - 
WeaponIGun -- --- 

I 

s-----j 

- 

Towed -- 
Chassis - - 
Powertrain 

-S 
S 
S 
S 

S 
S 
S 

Are Control System - - . . - - - - - 

Weapon - . -  

Self-propelled - -- 
Chassis 
Powertrain --- - 
Are Control System 

Chassis I I -- ! S L -  i 

- 

Weapon 
Construction Vehicles 

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

Powertrain -. -. . - - - 

Chassis - 

General 
. .- 

powertrain 

-- 

- 

- 
-- 

-. 

-- 

, - 
I 

S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 

Ground -- 

Satt 

I 

S 
S 
S 
S 
S 

Rail 
. - - - - . - - - - - - 
Communications-Electronic -- -- - . - 

-- 

I 

. -  1-- 
I 

S / 
s J 

- 

1 
- 

I 

I - 

S ,  I 

1 
I 

OrdnanceMleaponslMunitions - - - -- - -- 1s I tF~edosIMines. Chemical IS 
----- is' 

-- 

I -- 

I 

I 

Small Arms - IS -- 

Conv. munitions IS t -- f 

- t- - i  
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NADEP . . .  

~ o r t h  Island 

?I31 6.5 

-- 3365 
. 1858 

Depot Commodity Matrix 
Aviation 

.. ..- ... 

Financial - - - .. - ... .  
Budget (91 actual192 budget) -- -- ~ . 

Civilian Personnel (# people/Yo) 
. . . . .  - - ... - - 

Direct 

! 

I I - 

- NADEP - .... - .. . .  
NADEP 

Pensacola i -. Cherry - . -. Point -. - 
I 

?1334.4 

.. ... 

1776 
1632 

-- 

40 j - 30 ~ 

1 

I .{ 

94.5OY0 . 1 87.50% - . . - . - - 

5.00%i . 1 1 .OO% ... 

0.50% 
100.00% 

covered -- - - -. .. 

uncovered 
~ ~ u i ~ m e n t  - - . . -. . . - Value($M) 

Indirect 
- - - - .- -. - - - 

Military Personnel (# people/%) - - - - - . - - . 
Direct 
Indirect - . . - . 

Utilization (%) 
. .. - .... - - -- 

1 Shift 
2 shifts 

-. .- ..... 

3 shifts 
5 ~ a i ~ o r k w e e k  . . . . . . . .  

7 Day Workweek 
. . .  . - - - 
Overtime 

-. 

S 

... 

J 

1 .5o0lo 
100.00% 

NADEP - 
...... 

Norfolk 

?/325.6 .- 

. . . . . .  .- - -- - - 3985 

2061 . . - 

..... 
0.00% --0:06./, -- 

14.76% I 17.73% -- 

3578 -. .. 1 1 0806 
NIA I NIA 

1 28726' -. 9720 
4 / 104 

1 
364336 1 2398% -. - 

-- 

1 .~MI- 
326 -- - 

i 
J 
j 
J .- 

j 

J 
J - 
- -. 

S 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S- 

Facility ~ a l u e ( $ ~ )  
. ... .- - - - - ! J 

Access 
. -. . - -. 

Air -. (distance -. . to -. - airport) - S 

I 

, 
297 1 288 

390 
N/A 

1 0206 -. 

31 4 

331 598 

1924 -. 

34 
0 

.- 
34 

-- 
94.00% 
5.70% 
0.30% 

1 0 ~ 0 0 %  --  

0.00% 
9.28% 

Interservicing - - -- ($/Yo) FY91 
. . .  

Army 

Navy 
Air Force .... - 

Marine Corps - - . - -- - . . - 

Coast Guard 
-. ............ 

FY91 Workload Value ($K) . - - - .. - - .. - -- - 

Rail (yln) 
-. - - . . -. . 

s Y J 
-I 

Y 
Water (y/n) S Y i 20M 

. ~. Road (miles . . . . . . .  to Interstate) - .. - . .  - S . 
MILCON (past 10 yrs, prod related)($)<) S 83,000 - - 

. . -. - -- . - - -. . - - .. - 
MILCON - - - (SYDP)($K) - . .. . . . . . . . . . . . .  

0" 
Plant Equipment . (past 10 years)($K) 76,700 

Capacity Utilization(%) 
... - . . . . . . . . . . .  - - 

241 ~ 9 
3,314 / 2,639 . 

I 
I 

i --.. ~- 

8 t 
I 

- - -- ! -I------ - .- - - - - - 

.- 1 
~ 

L: I 

Service .- vice JDMAG - - provided - -- j 

-r-:---~ ~- 

.. .. 

** Figures reflect 3 years (93-95) 1 ' 

~~. 

1 i/9192 9:20 , I 

1 
I 

-- 

i 

3% 287 

Y i Y 

1 507 

32 - 
0 

32 

88.90% - - 

9.80% 
i-30% 

100.00% 
0.00% . - 

14.99% 

Facility 
. -- 

Depot Size (sqftJmvered) - - -. -- . .  

Acreage 

J 
J 
J 
J 
S 
0 

I 

80 
NIA 
i 4  
0 

25291 - 5 
I 

Y 

Storage ~ Space 

-. 

.. - J 
J 

-. Y ~ 

2.3M 1 2:: 1 72 
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NADEP 
- ~or th lsknd 

X 

X 
X 
X 

NADEP ' NADEP - 

~ensacola -- - cherry Point 
7- - --- 

I 
. -- 

I 
I 

X -- 

-- X I - 
I - X -- 
! 
I 

I X 
I 
-- 

I X 
I 

I X 

NADEP -- 
 orf folk - 

i 

Guidance & Control - 
Ship - --- 
Carrier ‘ 

~uclear Propulsion -- 
Conventional ~ro~uls ion 

R a d a r  -- 
Comm/Nav/Electronics -- - 
Fire control system -- . . -* - 

-- WeaponsIGuns --- 

--- 

- - 

-- - - 

Airframe 
comm/~av - Equipment - -- 
Instruments - - - - - - - 
Mechanical-systems -- -. - - - - - - 
OrdIGuns -. 

Radar 
Simulators -- 
GSEIAGE - -  

Remote ~ i lb ted Vehicles 
Missile 

Strategic Airframes 

T a c t i c a l  -- . - - -. ~irframes - -- -. - 

Propulsionff ayload/Explosive 
suppor t  & ~aunch ~ q d ~  - -- -.- - 

--- X 

- 

Commoditv (at least 5% of workload) ----- -- 

Aircraft - -- -- 

Aircraft, Fixed Wing - 
Engine -- 
Propeller 

-- 

Landing Gear -- - 

Airframe - - - -  
Small (<=2 engines) 

~ a r ~ e  (>2 engines) - -- - 

Comm/~a; - - - Equipment 

-- Instruments 
Mechanical-systems 
0rdZuns 

-- ~ & r  

- 
X X 
X I 

t - 

X 
X I ' X - 

I -- - - - - 

I 
I 

1 
- 

I 

I 
I 

S 
S 
s 

, 

- 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 

.- s 

X 

-- 

S 
S 

S - 
S 
S 
- -  S 
S 
S 
.. 

S 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S 
S 

- 

-- X 

Simulators 
GSE~AGE -- - - - --- 

Aircraft, --- Rotary Wing 
Engine -- 
Blade - 

- Landing Gear 

- 

I 

- -  - 

S 
S 
S 
S 
s LC 

--- 

-- 
- 

I 
-- 

I i 

surface -. 
Nuclear Propulsion - -. - - - - - - 
Conventional Propulsion 

-- -- - 

11 

S 
S 
S 
S 
S 

s 
S 
S 
S 

S 
S 
S - 

Fire control System -- - -  

X 

- 

Radar - --- 
Comm/Nav/Electronics 

-- - - 

I Sjt-----. - -- 

f j  WeaponsIGuns 
I - 

1 -- --. - - - - - 

I 
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-- - 

- A .- 

Submarine . . - 
-. - 

Nuclear Propulsion - - - 

conventional Propulsion - . . . . - - - - 
Radar 
~omm/~av/~lectronics 

. - - . . . . .- 

- + 

S 

- S 

- NADEP - . . - . . . - -- 
North Island 

-- 

NADEP - . . . - . .- - - 
Norfolk 

S 
S 

~ 

NADEP 
-. - . - - - 

Pensacola 
NADEP 
. . - - . -. , - - - -- - 

Cherry Point 

-- 

- ~ 
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USCG -- -- 

Elizabeth City 

42.7/43.8*** 
301 

251183.4"/0 

Depot Commodity Matrix - Appendix F 
- -- 

Aviation 

Financial 
.- - 

Budget -. (91 actual192 budget) 
Civilian Personnel (# people/o/o) -- - - 

Direct - .- 
Indirect - - - 

Military Personnel (# people/%) 
Direct - 

- lndirect - 
Utilization (%) 
-. -- - -. 

1 Shift -- -- 
2 Shifts -- - 
3 Shifts -- -- - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - 
5 Day Workweek - 

7 Day Workweek 
Overtime -- - 

Interservicing ($/YO) FY91 -- 
Army 

-- -- 

Navy- 
Air Force -- 
Marine Corps - - - . - - - - - - 

Coast Guard 
~ ~ 9 1  workload Value ($K) 

-- 

Facilihr 
Depotsize (sqft) (rovered) - -  -- 
Acreage - -  - 
Storage Space 
covered -- -- - -. 

uncovered 
-- 

Equipment Value($M) 
- Facility -- Value($M) 
Access - 
Air (distance to airport) -- 
Rail (yln) 

-. -- - 
Water (yln) 
Road - - (miles - - - to -- Interstate) - - - - 

MILCON (past 10 y r s , ~ o d  related)($K) 
MILCON - - - - (SYDP)($K) - - 

- S 

J 

!?!pot 
Corpus Christi 

328.51358.2 - -- 

31 37 
1945 - - 

J 

J 
J 

S - 
S - 

. S 
S 
S 
S 

J 
j 
J 
J -- 
S 
0 

J 
J 

J 
J 
J 
J 

S 
S 
S 

Plant Equipment (past 10 years)($K) - -- -- 

Plant ~ ~ u i ~ m e n t  (SYDP)($K) - --- -- 
~ a ~ c i t ~ t i k a t i o n ( % )  - - - - - - - - 
Workload (DLH) - -- 
Capacity (DLH) -- -. 

1192 

2 - 
0 - 
2 

95.00% --  - 

- -- 2.00% 
3.00% - - 

100.00% - 
0.00% 

15.30% 

Nl A 
1 6803 -. 

5011 6.6% 
53 

36167.9% -- 

17132.1 % 

83.00% - - -  - . 

17.00% ___ 
0.00% 

100.00% - -  

0.00% 
5.00% 

0 
o 

S 117,2001 - - 1,141 

Yl4mi - 

TBD 
TBD 

- S 
S 

S 
J 
J 
J . 

I 

- -- - -- - - 

-----I- 
* Service vice JDMAG provided 
" - Figures - reflect 3 years (93-95) 

871 3 
0 

41 7565 

2.2M 
186- 

.- 

1.5M 
93'- 
362 

YIOmi 
~112mi 
~ 1 1  5mi- 

1-3711G1i- --- -- 

34,000 

122,700 1,%1 
78% / 0.9982' -. - 

4,042 - -  - 1 499* 
5,155 , 500* 

-- - - *** ~eflect; 1%92A&al/FY93~ud~et 
1 1 19/92 9.20 

0 
0 -- - 

NIA 
43915 

283K* 
39' 

51.7K' 
4 8 ~ '  

2. 
1 25.4' 

Y 
Y 
N 

, 

s 21,200 -- 
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.- . .. .. 

Army Depot - . . - - - . . - - 

Corpus Christi 

.. -- - -- - - 

USCG 
.- -- 

~lizabeth City I 
-. 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X -- 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

mmoditv (at least 5% of workload 
. . . . . . .  ... 

Aircraft 
Aircraft, Fixed Wing - - - ........ 

Engine 
-. -. . . . . .  

Propeller 

- ......... - -. 
Airframe -- - - -. -. 

Small (<=2 engines) - -. - - . .. ......- 

Large (>2 ....... engines) - .... 
CommINav Equipment - - . .... .. 

Instruments -- .... . 
Mechanical . . . . . .  Systems 
OrdIGuns 
Radar -- 
Simulators 

-. . - .... 
GSEIAGE 

~ 

Aircraft, Rotary Wing- - .......... .- -- -- 

Fire ~ o n t r o l ~ ~ ~ s t e r n  S 1 I 
.- --- -. . -- - -- - ! 

WeaponslGuns 
. - -. ; s . i  i 

Surface - - . . - .. -. - is I I 
Nuclear Propulsion I 

-. 
1s 

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

Conventional ~ r o ~ u g o n  I 

. 
is I 

Radar --. IS  , / 
Comm/Nav/Electronics is 1 ................- .- . 4 - - - - 
Fire Control - -- System IS 1 7--- 

S 
S 
-. 

-. S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S ...... 

S 
S 

Weapons/Guns ! S 

X 

- 

.. X 

I 
I 
I 

X 
x 
X 
X 

Engine - 

Blade 
Landing Gear 

. -- . - - . . - - 
Airframe ...... 

1 - 1 1 19/92 9 :20 1 

s - 
S 
S 
s 

CommlNav EquJment - .- - - .. -. . - - - . - X 
Instruments 

-. 
X . ........... 

Mechanical Systems .- 
OrdIGuns 
Radar -- ,.-... ....... 

Simulators 1 s 
GSEIAGE - is .- ............ 

Remote Piloted Vehicles . -- - -. -. - - is - 
Missile ! S 

Strategic Airframes - - j S . ........... . 
Tactical Airframes ..... IS 
Pr~ulsion/Payload/Explosive -. 1 s- 

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

Support .- & Launch Equip ...... ... 
............. 

! S +. 

~uidance & Control -- : S 
Ship 
-. 

; S 
Carrier -- -- - ! S ....... 

Nuclear Propulsion 
. -- - - . -. - .. -- - Is 

Conventional Propulsion ---- S 
Radar - s- ...... 

I 

Comm/Nav/Electronics I S !  1 
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I '  

USCG --- 
Elizabeth - City 

- 

i 
- + - 

Army Depot 
Corpus Christi 

I 

I 
Submarine - - --.- 

Nuclear Propulsion 

-- 

- -- - -- 
Conventional Propulsion 
Radar -- - 

Chassis 

S 
s 

Vehicles - - -- 
Armored Vehicles 

- 

- --- 

-- 
Powertrain 
Fire Control System ! S 
Weapon 1s 

Self-propelled 1s I 

Comm/Nav/Electronics 
Fire Control System 

. - - -- - - - - - 
WeaponsIGuns 

. -- - - - - - 
Service Craft 

- - -- 
Chassis 
Powertrain - -- 
Fire Control System - - - - - 
WeaponIGun 

VVheeledVehicks -- - -- 
Chassis 
Powertrain 

-- 

~ e & o % / ~ u n  

chassis IS 
Powertrain -- - --- I:. Fire Control System - - - - 
Weapon -- 

~onstructi%n Vehicles 
powertrain - / S t  
Chassis / s 

General / S -- 

Powertrain i s -  
c h a s s i s  - S 
Rail I S 

~ommunications-~lectronic -. - . - 'S 
Ground S 
Satt S - 

OrdnanceMleaponslMunitions - - / S 
TorpedosIMines - - S 

S 
S 
S 
S 

S 
S 
S - 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S 

- 

- 

Chemical 
Small Arms --- - 
Conv. munitions - - - - -  

:I 
S 

Metrology__ - - - -- S ' - ,  I 
Automatic Test Equipment -- S 

I 
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Depot Commodity Matrix 
Ships NSY NSY I NSY 1 NSY -- 

Portsmouth Philadel~hia Norfolk / Charleston 
Financial I 

-- 
~ud~et - (91 actual192 budget) S 41 2.31382.2M - 51 8.81452.4M - 676.01680.1 MI 485.~42:~: 

Civilian - Personnel (# people/o/o) 6027 61 99 -9997 -- - 
Direct -- - 

J 3301 3903 5999 345: 
Indirect J 2726 - 2296 3998 - 231 - 1 

-- 

Military Personnel (# 105 42 163 5: -- - 

Direct - -- - - - 
J 

.- 
o 14 - - 0 --- ( 

lndirect - -  J 1 05 28 1 03 5: 
Utilization (%) -- - . - -- - -- --- 

1 Shift 
-- - S 

. 100.00% - --. 100.00% -- 100.00% .- 100.00% - 

2 shi f ts  -- S 
3 Shifts - -  S 
5 Day Workweek s 100.00% - 100.00% 100.00% -- - - - - 100.00% - - 

7 Day workweek -- 
S 

Overtime - - S 9.70% 14.00% 4.90% 12.10% -- 

Interservicing ($PA) -- 

Armv J 0 0 0 ( 

:east Guard -- - - --- - -- 

P/91 Workload Value ($K) 
I 

o 94453"' 1 8 i n i * * * I  io294isj 44731 z 

Storage Space - -. 
covered J 
uncovered -. - - J -- 

Equipment - - - - - Value($M) -- J 388.1 - -- 189" -. . 216.3" 220.5' 
Facility Value($M) -- J 1,123' 2,371 ' 2,497' 1702 

Access -- 
Air (distance to airport) S 4M - ---- -- 3M 
Rail (yln) -- - S YIO -- Y 
Water (yln) .- ---- S -- Y/1 - - - - Y -- .- - -. Y \r 

Road (miles to Interstate) -- - - - - - - - - .-s - 1-95 1 1-70,l-95 - -- 1-64 I-2€ 
MILCON (past 10 yrs, prod related) S 25.1 M" -- 

3 6 . 3 M " ' r G ~ '  -- 

MILCON (SDP)- .- si i 4 X 1  2.8~ 
Plant Equipment (past 10 years) S / 707.4~ 207.4~ 36'4M 1 - 7 1  .5b - - - - - - -- - - - - - - 
Plant Equipment (SYDP) - -  ~i 3 4 ~ '  3 5 . 2 ~  i 3T6b t . --_1___ - 

~ h d o c k  Utilization(%) -- -- J 1 36% 
'm3M+- 

103% 1 90 /0 84% 

~ o r k l o a d - ( ~ ~ h  J 1 6 j  30 1 8,3081 12,755 7 , 5 6 5  - - 

Capacity (DLH) - J +- 1 ------- - 
I I 

7 
-- - 

c-L 

S= Service provided, 0=  OSD provided, J= JDMAG - p r o v i d e c  -- I I 
Service ~~GJDMAG Provided i - - 

'* Reflects past 7 years vice 10 I 
I - -  -- - -  - -- - - 

'*' Apparent reporting error I I 

- - 
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' I  
NSY NSY 1 NSY 

phTadelphia 

- - -- . 

- 

- - . - - - 
Engine 

- - P r o p e l l e r  - -- - - - - -- 

Landing Gear -- - - - - - 

Airframe - - 

Small (<=2 engines) 
Large (>2 engines) -- 

CommJNav Equipment 
~ns t rumen ts - -  - - - -- - - - 

~echanicai Systems - -- - -- 

.pNorfoli 
- - - 

-- Charleston - - -- - 

-- 

- - 

-- 

-- 

I 

S 
S 
S 
S 
s 
S T  
S 
S - 

S 

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

- - 

-- 

. - -- -- - 

-- 

-- 

- 

Support & Launch Equip - . - - j S 
Guidance & Control -- - - -- S 

Ord/Guns - . 

Radar -- I: 
Simulators S 
GSEILGE - -. - -- S 

Aircraft, Rotary Wing S - -- - 
Engine -_ - S 

-- Blade S 
Landing Gear S 

-- ~irframe - - . - - - - S 
CommINav Equipment -- - --  S 
Instruments 

. - - - - - - - S 
Mechanical Systems -- - S 
Ord/Guns - - -- 's I 

j 

- -- - 

-- - 

- - WeaponsIGuns .- 
.- -- - - I :  Lit -- -. - 

Surface X I X 
I 

-- 

N U ~ &  --  - Propulsion IS 1 x 1 - -  

Conventional Propulsion 
-- - - -- 'S i  X __-- - j 

Radar S i 

-- - - 

- - 

-- 

-- 

- 

Ship IS]- 

Radar -- 
simulators 
GSEIAGE - 

Remote -- Piloted Vehicles 
Missile - 

Strategic Airframes - - - - . - - - - - - 
Tactical Airframes 

I 
I 

-- - 1 
~ o m m / ~ a v ~ l e c t r o n i c s  
- -  --- - - 1s' 

Fire control System S . 

S 

S - 
S 
S 
s 
S 
S- 

X 

I 

I 
I 
I 

- 

~ropu~sion/~a~~oad/Explosive - - [ s 

X 
I 
I 

I X 
I 
I X 
I X 

Carrier - 
Nuclear Propulsion --+ -- - 
Conventional - Propulsion I S 

-I 

; 

---I 
Fire -- Control - - - - System - S 

--* 

Radar -- - -- 
Comm/Nav/Electronics - 

~ o n s l ~ u n s - -  --- S 

S 

- S - 

! 
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- - - NSY_.- -- NSY NSY 
-- 

NSY 

Powertrain -- - 
Fire - -  --- ~ontrolS~stem 

>eapon/~un - - -  

Wheeled Vehicles - - -  
- 

Chassis 
-- Powertrain 

 weapon/^& - - 
Artillery 
  owed -- - ---.- 

- -- Chassis 
Powertrain -- - - -- - - 
Fire Control System -- 
Weapon 
~p - - 

Self -propelled -- 
Chassis 
~ o z r a i n  -- --- 

Fire Control System - - - -- 
Weapon - 

Construction Vehicles - - -. - - - 
Powertrain 

C h a s s i s -  - -  

General -- --- 
Powertrain 

C h a s s i s  
Rail - -- 

Communications-Electronic -- -- -- - 
Ground 
Satt -- - 

OrdnanceMleaponslMunitions 
. -- 

~ o ~ d o s l ~ i n e s  -- - 
Chemical - 

Small Arms A 1 - -  --- 
Conv. munitions - j 

Submarine 
- Nuclear ~ e u l s i o n  -- - . - - - - - 

Conventional Propulsion -- 

~ a d a r  -- 

~omm/Nav/Electronics -- - - - - - - 
Fire -. Control System 
~ e a ~ o n s t ~ u n s  - - 

Service craft - -- 
Vehicles - - - - -  
Armored -. Vehicles 
Chassis -- 

Norfolk 

X 
X 

s - 

1 Charleston -- 

-- 

X - 

.- 

- 

Portsmouth Philadelphia 

Metrology -- t- 1s 

I 
-- 

~~- - - - 

--A 

--- 

-- 

S 
S 
s 
S 
S 

- s 
S 
S 
S 
s 
S 

jlLT 

I 

X I 

I 

I 

I I 
I 

I 

I- 
I 

Automatic Test Equipment -- IS,  

-- --- 

1 1 19/92 920 
I 

--+-A- -- 

I 

-7 
- -- - - -- 

-- 

-- 
j - -- 

I--_ 
-- 

I 

I 
-- 

I 

-- 

I 

1 - 

-- 

-- 

-- 

S 
S 
s - 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
s - 
S 
S - 
S 
S 
S - 
S 
s 
-. S 
S 
S 
S 
s 
S 

- S 
S 
S 
s 
S 
S 

.~ 

I 

I 
I 
I 
1 

I 
-- I 

1 
I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I 

1 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

S -. 
S 

--I --- - -  

-- - 
I 

-- - 
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Depot Commodity Matrix 
- - - -- -- 

Financial 
-. . - - - - - - 

Bud et (91 actual192 budget) 9 - - .- - _ - - - - .- -- 
Civilian Personnel (# people/%) - - - - - - - - -. 

Direct - - 
lndirect - - - - - - - - 

Military Personnel (# people/Yo) 
-. 

Direct -- 

lndireh -- - - 

3 Shifts lsi 1 I 

Utilization . - (%) -- - - - 
1 shift 100.00%' 100.00% j 100.00% 
2 Shifts . . I 

-. . 

. 
S 

J 
. -. 

J 

J 
J 

- 

100.00% 

-- - 
5 Day Workweek - - -- - - - -. - - 
7 Day Workweek -- 

Overtime _ _ 

NSY -- - - - - 

Mare Island Long NSY_-wSY Beach Pearl Harbor 
NSY -- - -- - 

Puget Sound 

s ' 100.00%, ~ 0 . 0 0 %  / 100.00% 100.00% 

Army- - 
Navy 
Air Force .- 

Marine Corps - -  

Coast Guard--- -- - .- 
~ / 9 1  workload value ($K) 

Depot Size (sqft) (covered) 
Acreage 
Storage -- Space 
covered - -. - - . - - 

I 

Service vice JDMAG provided I 

1 -- - - - - -- - -- --- 
* Reflects past 7 years vice 10 I 
. --- - - . - .- - - - -- j 

'* Apparent reporting error I I 
- - I - 

1 

1/9/92 9:20 I 

S 
S 

' J  
J 
J 
J 
S 
0 

0 1 
N/A / NIA - " ~ r i ~ ~ ~ - - i - i l ~  - -- 

0 I 71 2 C 

I 

483.81497.2M 288.7131 - -- 385.71363.2M f75.0n4 55r%v 

1 

- - 7.90% 1 9.20% _- - - 1 6.00% . I I - -- _ 11.10% . 

uncovered - . . - . . . . . 

Equipment Value($M) 331.8' 281.4' 

6033 4292 
3742 ; 23% 

. . . -. 

2291 ~ 1913 
1061 26 

0 / 0 
1061 26 

C 

5986% 

1 

531 932 

J 
J 

I 

~ a c i @  Value($M) -- -. .. . . -. -. . -- - .- 
Access - -. - . . . . - 
Air (distance to airport) - - . . . . - 
Rail (yln) 

. . . . . - - 

Water (yln) - -- - - -. . 
Road (miles to Interstate) - . - . - - - .. . . . -. . . - - . - - - - . . 

- -- -. - - - . - 

MILCON (past 10 yrs, prod related) 
. ~ -.-. -- 

. 

. 

1.1 95.5' 2,011 -- .I 

10.7M' -- 
5548 

Y 

i in1 

0 '  52 

- -- - - 

5 ~ '  -- 
1367 

J 

7 

MILCON (sYDPI- S;  1 0 : 8 ~ 1 7 . 4 6 & l  -. - 

Plant Equipment (past 10 years) 
. -. - - . . . - . . - - -. . -. - /Si  146.4M 66.1 M 

. - - -- . . . 
Plant Equipment (SYDP) S I  3 8 . 1 ~ 1  1 7 . 4 ~ -  

38% 
4,389 

I 

1 I 

J 

S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
-. 

-- 

30M 

21 - 75 

287528 

j 

2.5M" 
21 4 

470E 

298006 

3.6M' 
160 

2,253' 

36M - 
Y 
Y 

CA37,l-80 .- . 

32,.9M'" 
H- 1 1 6 7 . 1  5 ~ + 4  2.66M" I 

. . . --- 

2.9M .. / 57 .58~  

97.5MI . - . . . . . . 

2;:: 45.1 . -- M --- 

76% i 203% - 
-. . 

2,235.6' 

2 3 ~  
Y 
Y 

1-71 0 
1 0.8~"' 

4,569 

r g / 7 6 8 6 <  

13,917 

52 
0 

52 

- -- 
1% 

- - ( 
1% 
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- -- 

Commoditv (at le ast 5% of workload) - - - - - -- -- 
Aircraft -- ---- -- 

Aircraft, Fixed Wing - 

E n g i n e  - -- 

propeller -- - 

Landing Gear -- 
~ir f rame- .- - - 

Small ---- (-32 - engines) 
Large - (>2 engines) 

CommINav Equipment -- 
lnstrumeng - -- - - - -  
Mechanical Systems -- - 
Ord/Guns 

- .  - 

Radar 
~imTlators -- - -- 

-GSEIAGE - -- -- 

Aircraft, Rotary Wing 
~ngine 

~ l a d e -  
-. 

Landing Gear 
~ i r f r a m e -  -- - - - -- - - -- 

CommINav - - - - Equipment 

-- Instruments 
~echanica l~~stems 
OrdIGuns - -  

R a d a r  -- 

Simulators -- -- 
GSEIAGE - 

- - Remote Piloted -- Vehicles 
~issile- -- 

strategic Airframes - -  ---- - 
Tactical Airframes 

~ropuls ion~ay load l~xp los ive  -- -- - - - - - - 
Support & Launch Equip -- - ---- - - 
Guidance & ~ontroi - -- -  

Ship 
Carrier -- - - - - - - - - 
Nuclear Propulsion - -. . . - 
Conventional ~ro~uls ion 

~ a d a r  -- 

Comm/Nav/Electronics - - 
Fire Control System -- - - - - - -- 
WeaponsIGuns 

Surface 
Nuclear Propulsion -- - - -  

I 
NSY -- I NSY 

Mare Island I Long Beach , 1 

- -- - 

1 
I 

- 

I 

1 

- .  

S 
. 

s 
S 
S - 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S - 
S 
S 
S 
S 
s 

. 

s 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
s - 
S - 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S - 
S 
s 
S 
S 
s 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 

Conventional ~ro~uls ion - - - -. -- - S 

I 1 1 1 
-- 

I I r 
I X X I -- X 

X -- 

I 
NSY 
I- 

NSY - -  - 
Pearl ~a%r I Puget Sound -- 

-- 

X 

- - 

' s  --- - L 

Radar X I -- 

Comm/Nav/Electronics -- I X -- 

Fire Control System X I 
.- - - 

Weapons/Guns 1 
I --- -- --- - - - I 

I 
- --- -- - - - - - - - 

1 1 19/92 9 :20 

- 

-- 

I 

I - - 

i 

I 

I -. 
I 

, -- 

I 

I 
- - 

I 

1 
- - - -- - - 

-- 

-- 

I 
-4 - -- - --- - 

I 

- 

-. 

- - 

i 
- - 

I X - --- 
- 

I 

I 
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I L- 
I i NSY NSY NSY 1 NSY 
I 

- -- 

I ~are-island i Long Beach ~ e a r l  Harbor Puget Sound 

I - submarine---- x x 

- -1: 
-- 

- - -- -- 

Nuclear ~ ro~u ls ion  - - - 
X X 

Conventional Propulsion - - - S - 
Radar - -- S - -- 

Comm/Nav/Electronics - - - - - -- - - - - S 
Fire Control System S I 

-- - - - - - I -- 

WeaponsIGuns s I 

- - - . .-. I 
-- 

Service Cyf l  

:r 

-- - -  -- -- 

Vehicles - S - - -- -- -- -- .- .- - - 

Armored Vehicles - - -  S 
Chassis IS - - -  
Powertrain -- - S 
Fire Control System - . . - - S -- 

- - WeaponIGun s . - - - --- 

Wheeled vehicles - S 
Chassis S -- 

-- ~ o w e r t f l /  -- -- - - - 

WeaponIGun -- 

Artillery -- .. - s: -- . -- 

Towed S 
Chassis -- - . - -- S 
Powertrain - - - .  . 

S 
. -.- 

Fire Control System 
-. - -- -- S 

Wemon S 

- -  I 
Construction Vehicles 1 - . - S : -- 

Powertrain 
I 

S I -- 

Chassis -- S 
General - S 2 

powertrain - - , S 
Chassis IS I i 1 I 

Rail 

Ground I 
satt - s 1 , I 

)rdnanceMlea~onslMunitions ts I 
TorpedosIMines -- 

I --- 
Chemical I I- - 

I 

Small Arms 1 - - - -- 

Conv. munitions isk- 1 I -- -- 
-. . - -- S 
tletrology S I I 

--I - 

\uGmatic Test Equipment I 

I -- s I 
I I 
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Depot Commodity Matrix 
- -- 

Financial -- 
Budget (91 actual192 -- - -. - budget) - - - -- 
civilian Personnel (# people/%) - 
Direct 
lndiiect 

Military Personnel (# people1'3'0) 
.-.- - 

Direct 
indirect 

utilization (%) 
1 Shift 

-2 shifts -- 
3 Shifts - -  
5 Day Workweek - .  

7 Day workweek -- -- 
Overtime -- 

lnteGervicing - - ($I%) 
Army -- -- 

Navy _ -. 
Air Force - - 
Marine &tps - -. - --- - 
Coast Guard 

~ ~ 9 1  workload Value ($K) -- 

NESEC -- 
Portsmouth 

?I21 945 
325 
277 

' 48 
0 
0 
0 

1 00% 

S 

J 
J 

J 

- J 

S 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S 

J 
J . 
J - 
J 
S 
0 

Capacity (DLH) - 

NESEC -- 

San Diego 

?I20454 
222 
205 

17 
0 
0 
0 

1 000/0 

Facllitv-- - 
Dyo t  Size (sqft) (covered) - -- 
Acreage 
Storage Space - -- 

covered - - -- 
uncovered - -- 

Eguiprnent Value($M) 
Facility - GIU-M~ 
Access 
Air (distance to airport) -- 
Rail (y/n) 
Water (yln) 

- ~ ~ a d  (miles to Interstate) 
-. -- - -. - - 

MILCON (past 10 yrs, prod related) 
MILCON (sYDFj - -- 
Plant Equqment (past 10 years) - - -- - - - -- 
Plant Equipment (SYDP) - -- 

Drydock . - - - - ~t?lization(%) -- - 

Workload (DLH) 

- I-- 6151 660 -- -- J 1 
I I 

I 

USCG - -  

Curtis Bay 

53.2~159.1 -- M4*** -- 

630 

4 6 ~ 3 . 3 %  - - .- 

168126.7% -- - 

140 
n/5s0/, 
63145% 

1 00% 

J 
j 

J 
J 
J 
J 

S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 

J-I 

5% 
0'3'0 

1 - 00% - 

20% 

0 
0 

1 00% 1 100% 

. -- -- - - - / J  1 

Service vice JDMAG provided 
" ~eflects past 7years vice 10 - 

27'0 

N/A 

I 
1 

8% 

NIA 

~ 

83K 

*" Apparent reporting error 
I I I 

-- -- -- . I 
t 

I I_ 
**** Reflects - ~ ~ 9 2  - ActuallFY93 - Budg_et I - - --A - . - -- -- - --- - - 

1 1/9/92 9:20 I 

1 0 

7 2 ~  

0 
NIA 

5%100 

-p 1M 
113 

250K 
20 Acres 

50 - 
87 

y~~  mi 
Y 

- -  Y 
Yl1 -- mi 

3.25 / 3.5 

6.4 
3.3 

5mi 
Y 

5mi 
1-64 

40 
36 

Y 
Y 
Y 

1-5,l-8 
4200 / 8141 7M 

I I 2 6 ~  

82% 

I 

6~ 
I 6M 

9202 95% 
503 / 6 6 '  1M 
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I 

- 

~ 
NESEC USCG NESEC 1 

- -- 

Commoditv (at least 5% of workload) 
Aircraft 
~ircraft. Fixed Wing - 
€ngine 
propeller 

Curtis Bay -- 

. - -- - -- - 

s 
s 
s 
S 

-- 

-~ort.&outh San Diego -- 

i 

---- 

I 

I 

I I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 

I I 

1 
I 
I 

--- I 

I 
I I 

Landing Gear -- 
~irframe -- - 7 s  

Smalllc=2 engines) - -- - - - . 

Large (>2 engines) -- . - - - - - 
CommlNav -- Equipment -. -- - 

Instruments - -- - 
Mechanical -- Systems 
OrcVGuns - - -  
Radar -- - -  
Simulators - - ---- 
GSEIAGE -- - 

Aircraft, Rotary Wing -- --- - 

Engine -- 

Blade - - -  - - -- 
Landing Gear -- -- 
Airframe - 

S 

S - 
s 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
s 
S 
s 
S 
S 

CommINav - -  Equipment S 
I 

I 

i 

I 

1 
I 

I 

I 

-- 

- 

Guidance & Control j S 

lnstruments 
-. . 

~echankal  Systems 
OrdIGuns -- -- 
Radar 
Simulators 
GSEIAGE - s 

I 

Remote Piloted Vehicles 
~ i s s k  

S 
S 

shie -- - j s 
Carrier -- is/ 
Nuclear Propulsion -- - -- S '  
conventional Propulsion IS--- I 

Radar -- -- I S {  I 
Comm/Nav/Electronics 

I 

. -- - 
Is1 X 
i -- 

- -- -- - - 
Fire Control System 1 - S , 
WeaponsIGuns -- -- : S! 

Surface -- IS ,  - X 
Nuclear Propulsion -- -- - -- - - 1 S 

, - 
Conventional Propulsion - -- X 

Stra teg ic  Airframes -- j S 

-- 

Radar 
--a -______t 

S 
Comm/Nav/Electronics s 

- X 
X X I X 

- - -- - -- -- 

- ~ i r e  Control System IS -. i I X 
1 : S /  X 

I 
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USCG 
Curtis Bay 

- 

-- 

-- 

-- -- - -- - 

- - 

-- 

Submarine 
~uclear - Propulsion 

-- Conventional ~ r o s s i o n  - 

Radar - - - - 

~omm/~av/~lectronics - 

- Fire - Control - System - 

Weapons/Guns -- - - - - - - -- 

Service -- Craft 
Vehicles - - 

~rmored Vehicles - -- 
- - Chassis - 

Powertrain -- -- - 
Fire Control System - - -. -- -- 
Weapon/Gun - 

wheeled Vehicles 
C h a s s i s  

Powertrain - -- - -- 
WeaponIGun - - 

Artillery 
Towed . 

Chassis -- - 
Powertrain -- --- - - 
Fire - Control - System - 

Weapon -- - 

I 
I 

NESEC j NESEC 

S 

Portsmouth , -- San -- fiego - 

- S 
S 
S 
S - 
S 
S 
s 

I 

I 
I 

1 

S 
S 
S 
. 

S 
S 

- .  S 
s 
S 
'-s 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S 
s 
S 

- 

I 
I 

1 

I 

Self-propelled 
Chassis - - -  
Powertrain - -. - - - - - 
Fire . Control - S e e m  - 

Weapon . . - 

Construction Vehicles - - - - - - - 
Powertrain 

c h a s s i s  
General -- 

Powertrain -- - - -- 

Chassis -- 
Rail 

communications-~lectronic - - -- 
Ground - 

I I 

--- 

, , 

- 

1 
I 

-- - - - - - 

--- - - 

S - 
S 
S 

S - 
- S 
S 

- S 
s 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 

!SI  

Ordnance/Weapons/Munitions - -- / S 
Satt -- - -- 9 

I 
Torpedos/Mines 

-. - -- 
Chemical I 

small Arms 
-. - - - - - 

Conv. munitions ! 
MetroiogY s -- I ! 
~u tomat ic  Test Equipment S I 

I I 1 

1 1 /9/92 9:20 1 
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Depot Commodity Matrix - 1 1  
Ground 
. . - -- - - - - - - - - - 

Army Depot Army Depot Army Depot 1 Army Depot 
-1- - - -- 

Anniston Letterkenny Red River I Tooele 
Financial 
.- .- .- - - -- - - - . - 

Budget (91 actual192 budget) - - - -  - 
S . - 265.8/=1 - - - - - 163.411~2~ 160.8JE50.4 146.811 28.! 

Civilian Personnel (# people/%) 2739 -- - -  , 21 52 1 74: 
Direct I J  I 1 808 1 11271 1 356 / 1 1 3: 

Utilization (%) 
1 shift - -- S 88.00% - .-. 90.00% 89.00% -- -- 94.009 
2 Shifts - .- - S 10.00% .- 1.06% -- 8.00% 1 .00% 
3 Shifts - - - A s 1  2.00%] -- 9.00% 1 3.000/~] - 5.009 
5 Day - - Workweek . .. . .. . -. 

- IS I 
7 Day Workweek - - S 
Overtime - .- - --- S 8.90% -- . 6.60%] --- 13.40% 5.10% -- 

In terservv ($P/o) -. 1 : 
Army -- J 

-. 
Nl A NIA NIA NII -- 

Navy J -- 1619 669- ---- 156 66; 
Air Force J 337 116 0 3461 - - 

Marine Corps J 2021 1 378 9 183 - 
Coast Guard S 

FY91 ~ o r k l i a w a l u e  ($K) 0 355671 41 565 216128 1 78221 - 

Faci1.W -- 

Depot Size (sqft) (covered) J 1.5M 1.4M - -- - - -- -- - - - -- . 
-- 

1.4M 
Acreage - - - - -- - 2 i 8 i i 3 "  1951 1 19081 
Storage Space --- 
covered J -- I 5 . 8 ~  .- .. 1 2.5h - 
uncovered - - - ' J  

Equipment - Value - ($M) J 
Facility Value ($MI - - J 1 38 600 
Access 
Air (distance to airport) -- -- S 60mi 60mi 
Rail (ytn) -- - S Y Y 
Water - (yln) - S n 80mi - 

Road (miles to Interstate) - -. - - - - -. . . - . . -. . . - (S / 1-20 1-81 / 1-301 ~ r 3 y 8 :  -- -- 
MlLCON l ~ a s t  10 vrs. ~ r o d  related) IS 1 15000 I 0 / 58000 - -  . .  . - - . - -- ---- - 

MILCON (SYDP) S 1150j 6820 1 29000 C 
Plant Equipment . -  (past - 10 years) S 1 04300] -- -- - 76000 / 1 10700 1 1210~ 

- . - . - 
Workload -- - (DLH) -- J ] -  2,7861 2,197 - 

--  -- 

3,670 / - 

Caoacitv (DLH) 

, I 
- 1  

O= OSD ~rovided. J= JDMAG provided ! 
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- - - -- 

Army Depot 
~ooele -. 

-- -- -- 

~ o m m o d ~ v  (at least 5% of workload) - 
Aircraft 
Aircraft, Fixed Wing - -- -- 

~ n ~ i n e -  -- 

Proyeller 
~ a n d i n i ~ e a r  
Airframe . 

Small - (<=2 engines) 
Large (>2 engines) -- 

comm/Nai ~ ~ u i ~ r n z t  - 
Instruments 

~ e ~ h a n i c a l - s y s t e m s  - 

Ord/Guns -- - 
Radar - 
Simulators - -- -- 
GSEIAGE . - 

Aircraft, Rotary Wing -- - -- - - - - - 
Engine -- 
~ l a &  - 

Landing Gear -- - - 

Airframe 
~ o m m l ~ a v  - Equipment 

instruments 
~echanical Systems -- - 
Ord/Guns 
Radar -- 

Simulators - 
GSE/AGE 

Remote Piloted Vehicles - -- 
Missile 

Strategic - Airframes 
Tactical ~irframes 

-- Propulsion/PayloadlExplosive 
Support & Launch Equip -- - - -  
Guidance & control 

Ship --- -- 

Canier - -- 
Nuclear Pr~lpulsion - -  

Conventional Propulsion .. 

Radar 
Comm/Nav/Electronics --  

Fire - Control - - - system -- 

WeaponslGuns - 
Surface -- - - 
Nuclear Propulsion - - -- 
Conventional ~k$ulsion 
Radar -- 
~omm/Nav/Electronics - - - - - - - - 7.3 

- -- . 

Army ---- Depot 
Red River 

-kiiDT3-. 

S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
s 
S 

s - 
S 
S 

- S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 

.--- S 
S 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
s 
S 
S - 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
- S 
- S 
S 
S 
S 
S 

IS. 

Army Depot 
~nniston 

Fire Control System S 
Weapons/Guns - -  - 1 

Letterkenny 

I 
I I "+-+ i I I 

- 

1 1/9/92 9:09 I 
I 

- 

' 

- - 

X 

- 

~- -- 

I 

I 

I 

I --- 

-- 
I 

I 

X 
X I 

X 1 

.- -- -- 

--- 

- -- 

-- 

- 

- - 

- 

- 

-- 
X 

- 

- -- - -- - 

-- 

-- 

-- 

X -- 

- 

X X - 

-. 

.- -- - - - 

- 

-- -- 

I 

I 

I 

---- 
I 

I 

- 

1 
I 

I 

I 

C-- - - - - - -- 

I - .  
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Army ~ e ~ o t  1 ~ r r n y ~ e p o t  1 Army ~ e p o t  1 Army Dep2 
%/k4nni$on I Letterkennv Red River Tooele 

Submarine 
- -  

Nuclear Propulsion - -- - - - - - - . . 
Conventional Propulsion . - --- 

Radar 
Comm/Nav/Electronics - - -  . .  - 

Fire Control - - -  System 

Wheeled - . Vehicles I sl-----l X 

Service Crafl .- S -. - 
vehicles - S 
Armored Vehicles 3 -- 

Chassis IS I 1 I I X 

S 
S 
S 
s 
S 
S 

Chassis -- 
Powertrain 
Fire control System - - - -- 

WeaponIGun . - 

Towed IS I I X 1 I 

- - - 

S 
S 
S 
S -- 

Powertrain . . 

~ e a ~ o n l ~ u n  -- 

Artillery - 

I 

- 

X 
X 
X 
X 

-- - -- 
Chassis - ----- 
Powertrain 
Fire control System - - -- -- 
Weapon -- 

~e l f -~ ro~e l led  
Chassis 
powertrain - - - - - -- 

Fire Control - System 
Weapon -- --- 

Construction -- Vehicles 
Powertrain 
Chassis 

General -- 
Powertrain - - - - - - 

1 satt . . 1 - _ - -  - .-_. 1 

.- 

- 

-- 

- 

- 

X 

-- 

S 
S 
S 

Chassis 
Rail - - - - . 

Communications-Electronic -- 

Ground 

X 
X 
X 

X 

S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
3 - 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 

Small Arms 

-S& 

; 
, 

- -- - - 

Conv. munitions - -- X I X X - - - - - - --- -- 

Metrology . - 

~utomatic Test Equipment 1 S X X I X X 

S 
S 
S 
S 

OrdnanceMleapons/Munitions 
TorpedosIMines -- --- - 
Chemical - -. - - - - 

X 
X 

X 
i X 1 -  -- -_ - 

/ -- 
I 

-- 

-- 

- 

- 

-- 

X -- - 
X 

- -- 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

S 
S 
S - 

I 

X 
X - - X 

I 

-. 

X - - 

X 
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Depot Commodity - Matrix 

-- - 
Financial -- 
Budget (91 actual192 budget) - -- - - - . 

Civilian personnel (#peop~elYo) 
.-- - - 

Direct 
Indirect . 

Military Personnel - (# people lo/^) 
- Direct -- 

Indirect - 

Utilization (Yo) -- 
1 Shift 
2 Shifts - -- - 
3 Shifts -- 
5 Day Workweek - - - - - - 
7 Day ~orkweek 

- 

- 
- 

Overtime 
lnterse&icing - ($P/o) 
Army -- 
Navy 
Air Force -- - - -- 
Marine Corps - 

Coast Guard - - -- - - - - 

FY91 Workload Value ($K) 

Facility 
Depot Size (sqft) (covered) -- -- 
Acreage - 
Storage Space - - - - - 
covered --- 
uncovered - 

Equipment Valye ($M) 
Facility Value ($M) 
Access -- -- 

Air (distance to airport) 
Rail (yln) 

pp 

Water (yln) 
Road (miles - to - - Interstate) - - - - - - -. 

M ~ C O N  (past 10 yrs, prod related) - - - - - - - - - - 
MILCON (SYDP) - -  - - 

Plant Equipment (past 10 years) - - - - - - - - - - - 
Plant Equipment (sYE)  
. - - - - . --- - - - - 
Capacity Utilization(%) -- 

Workload (DLH) 
Capacity -- (DLH) 

- - 

S 

J 
J 

J 
J 

S 
S 
S 
S -- 
S 
S 

J .- 
J 
J 
J ' 
s 
0 

J 
J 
- -. 
J 
J 
J 
J 

S 
S 
S 
S 
S 

S "-I 

*Service vice JDMAG provided 

- - - . 
1 1 19192 9:09 

76@0 5.1M1 7 1 4 . 3 ~  

1 45% --- -1 1 128% 
J I 1,582 I 1,%01 
J~-ZII=YY/ 
j ; 5,207 1 1 , 0 9 ~ 3  ,is9 

I 
/ -___---- 

MCLB - -- 
Barstow 

60.7~163.7~ - -- 

822 
494 
328 
1 - 23 
100 
23 - 

91.30% 
8.30% 
0.40% 

100.00% 

-- 
15.60% 

81 1 
iSo 
13 

NI A 
0 

59989 

.69M - - 

355 

- 1 3 ~ '  - -- 

1.7M 
23 
47 

5rni 
Y 
N 

1-40(1), 1-1 5(1) 
1.53M 
27% 
1 6 . 5 ~  

Army - - - -. - Depot - 
Tobyhanna 

153.411 73.2 - . -. 

2525 

1793 - -. 
732 

3 
0 

. 3 

97.50% 

2.30% - - 
0.20% 

4.80% 

-i2%. 
NIA 
422 

3086 
1730. 

1 56392 

1 193 

-- - - - -. 

90 
220 

22rni 
Y 

1 2 0 ~ 1  
1-380- 

346061 

I r 

MCLB -- 

Albany 

79.3M151.3M 
756 
373 
383 -- - 

1 35 -- 
45 
90 

99.40% -- - 
0.60% - - . 

0.00% 
100.00% 

25.20% 

1633 
633 
20, 

NIA 
0 

66906 

.48M - 
89 

- 
.1 9M4 
1.4M 

35 
26 

1 Omi 
Y 
N 

US1 9(2),US82(2) 
1 1 - : 8 ~  

12M 

I 

I 
I 

J - - 
I 

6 5 5 0 , " 1 2 5 .  fM  

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

Commoditv -- (at least 5% of workload) 
Aircraft -- - 
Aircraft, Fixed Wing -- --- -- 
Engine -- 

Propeller 
 andin in^ - -  Gear -- - 

Airframe - -- 
Small (<=2 engines) -- -- - - 

Large (>2 engine<) -- - -  -- - 
CommINav - -  Eqipment 
instruments - - -- - - -- - 
Mechanical Systems -- 
OrdIGuns - - -- 
Radar - - -- 
Simulators 
GSEIAGE -- - - - 

~ i r c ra6  Rotary Win - -  - -  -L 
Engine 
Blade - - -- - 
Landing Gear -- - - 
Airframe 
~ o m m / ~ a v  - Equi~ment - -  

Instruments - 

Mechanical Systems 
Ord/Guns -- -- - 
Radar 

--- Simulators 
- - - GSEIAGE- . - - -- 

Remote Piloted Vehicles 
Missile - ---- 

Strategic Airframes 
-- 

Tactical Airframes -- -- - 

Propulsion/Payload/Explosive - --- - - - - - - 
Support & Launch Equip - - - -- - - 
Guidance & Control - - -- -- - -- 

Ship - -- --- 
Carrier - 

Nudear Projulsion -- -- 

Conventional Propulsion -- 
Radar - -- 

- - Comm/Nav/Electronics -- 

Fire -. control - System -- 

WeaponsIGuns 

. . 

S 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
s 
s 
S 
.- 

S 
S 
s 
s 
S 
S 
S 

- S 
- S 
S 
S 
S 

- S 
s 
S 
S - 
S - 
S 
S 
S - 
S 
S -- 

S 
S 
S 
S 

S -. 
Is 
S 

I 

I 

--T -- 

1 
I 

1 

I 

Army Depot - -- ! MCLB MCLB 
Tobyhanna b a r k B < i s i ~ 7  

Surface - -- 
Nuclear - - Propulsion - --- - - 

Conventional Propulsion -- -- 
Radar - - - - 

Comm/Nav/Electronics 
Fire control System 
weapons/Guns 

- -- -- 

S - - 
S 
S 

1 s_ 
S 
S 
S 

- -- -- - -- 

1 1 19/92 9 :09 1 
I 

- - - - - 

- 

X 

- -- - 

- 

- - - - - - - - - 

- 

X 

- - 

I 

I 

I 

-. - - - 

-- - -- +- 
I I 
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. - S 
Nuclear Propulsion - -  I 2Jbmarine 

S 
Conventional ~ro~;lsion S 

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

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

WeaponsIGuns - -. - - -- 

Servic6 craft 

- - .. 
Armored Vehicles 

chassis 
Powertrain - - 

Fire Control Svstem 
Weapon/Gun -- 

Wheeled Vehicles - - -. - . - -- - 

Chassis 
Powertrain -- - - 
weapon/~;n - - 

Artillery 
Towed 

S .- 
S 
S 

1 Chassis 
Powertrain -- - -  - 
Fire Control System -- . 

Weapon - -- 
Self-propelled - . - - -- - 

I Chassis -- - 1 Powertrain - - -  
Fire . - Control - - . . . System 
Weapon -- 

~onstruction~~ehicles 
powertrain -- - 

Chassis -- 

S - 
S 
S 
S 

General 
Powertrain - - - - - - - - - - 
Chassis 

Rail 

I 
-- Chemical - --- -- IS1 

Small Arms -- -- - / S /  
C 

X 

--- 

S 
S 
S 
. 

S 
S 
S 
s 
S 
S 
S 
s 
S 

Communications-Electronic - -  - 

Ground 

Conv. munitions I is/ I 1 
Metrology - I X -- -- 

iSI - -- 

X 

S 
S .- 
S 
S 

Automatic Test Equipment ~ s I  I 

i I I 

S ~ 1 
S 

I 

-- - - 

- - -- 

1 
X I 

i S P P  satt---- 
Ordnance/Weapons/Munitions 

-- --- - -- a / S 

-- 

X 

-- 

- 

1 X 
1 

iorpedosfiines -. - I S  - I 
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APPENDIX G 

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE A 

1.  Overvieq. Alternative A assumes that each Service will retain its own separate depot 
maintenance operations in accordance with DMRD 908. DMRD 908 directs the Services to 
increase interservicing, streamline depot operations, reduce management staffs at all levels, 
increase competition, team with private industq for remanufacturing/manufacturing, etc. 
Additional depot closures and realignments will be accomplished through the Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process. The Defense - Depot Maintenance Council 
(DDMC) will provide management oversight. 

2. Coqorate Business Plan. The DDMC Corporate Business Plan (CBP), FY92-97, October 
1992 (draft) is the source document for the analysis of Alternative A in Chapter IV. 
Savings/projected savings are presented in this draft plan that describe the joint Service 

_strategy for managing the organic depot maintenance industrial base during the remainder of 
the 1990s and beyond. The main focus is on achieving the 6.36 billion dollar savings during 
FY91 through IT97 called for in DMRD 908 and DMRD 908C. The plan details savings 
attributable to both near-and long-term Service actions. Near-term savings are downsizing of 
both the direct and indirect work force at depot installations, closure of facilities, cancellation 
of facility projects, and internal Service workload consolidations. Long-range actions are 
interservicing, competition, and capacity utilization. In addition to describing the strategy for 
achieving DMRD 908 savings, this plan also provides the joint Service Depot Maintenance 
Vision Statement of the Future for FY95 and Beyond, (CBP, Appendix A). 

a. Cost savings. Table G-1 provides the details of Services' projected savings. 

Table G-1 Service Projected Savings FY91-FY97 
($ Millions) 

Near-tern 
Interservicing 
Competition 
Capacity Utilization 

Total 

NAVSEA 

1755.2 
0.7 

69.8 
282.3 

2108.0 

ARMY ( NAVAlR AIR FORCE 

664.4 
70.0 

943.3 
30.6 

1708.3 

339.2 
8.9 

138.7 
579.0 

1065.8 

MARINES 

0.0 
2.5 

25.8 
0.4 

28.6 

448.8 
52.6 

555.9 
391.5 

1448.8 



Alternative A establishes a standard against which to measure the other alternatives, 
except for cost savings. The other alternatives provide cost savings projections relative 
to each other only. 

b. Capacity Reduction. The CBP facility consolidations maintain the current inventory of 
depots, other than the previously scheduled closings of Sacramento Army Depot and 
Philadelphia Naval Shipyard. After these closings, the DOD capacity utilization rate will 
be 64 percent, the baseline for all other alternatives. 

c. Unnecessary Duplication. Even after all initiatives of DMRD 908 are complete, 
substantial unnecessary duplication and excess capacity will exist within each Service as 
well as among all Services. This provides for the highest level of unnecessary duplication 
of all the alternatives. 



APPENDIX G 

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE B 

1. Overview. Alternative B consolidates within Service boundaries. As a result, 
consolidation computations will be treated sequentially for each Service, beginning with the 
Army. It should be noted that FY87 capacity figures were used in the analysis of Alternatives 
B through F since it was a peak year with larger overall employment and more accurately 
reflects what work a depot facility could absorb during workload consolidation. The FY87 
capacity figures were used to determine excess capacity and utilization rates for Army, Air 
Force, and NAVAIR depots. Marine Corps capacity was based on FY93 figures, NAVORD 
capacity was based on the maximum reported capacity between FY91 and FY97. Capacity of 
depots earmarked for closure was not considered in this study. 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-2, the six Army depots are projected by JDMAG to have a 
workload of 16,500 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The FY87 capacity of Axmy depots was 26,700 KDLH, a capacity excess of 
10,200 KDLH over the IT95 workload projection. Based on this capacity, Army 
depot utilization would be 62 percent. The Army has concentrated most technologies 
into "Centers of Excellence" with the exception of a few specific systems where the 
cost of moving specialized facilities would exceed the savings potential over the 
remaining life of the system. ANAD is the sole Army facility configured for heavy 
combat vehicles and all Services' small arms. CCAD performs Army and Air Force 
helicopter depot maintenance. LEAD is responsible for all Services' tactical missiles, 
RRAD for light combat vehicles and artillery, TEAD for automotive and rail, and 
TOAD for all Army electronics. 



Table G-2 Comparison of Army Depots 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

b. Potential Consolidations. Excess Army depot capacity was reduced by consolidating 
automotive and other relatively low-tech commodities maintained at four Army depots into 
three of the above facilities. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of the work of six Army depots into five has the potential to achieve 
depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 142 to 548 million dollars during 
FY94 through FY03, as shown in Table G-3. An in-depth study of Army munitions 
depots may yield additional savings through consolidation. 

A 

Table G-3 Alternative B (Army) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant N 9 3  $Million) 

EXCESS 

2600 

400 

1 100 

2100 

2100 

1900 

10200 

FY87 CAPACITY 

4600 

4800 

3800 

4800 

3200 

5500 

26700 

DEPOT 

ANAD 

CCAD 

LEAD 

RRAD 

TEAD 

TOAD 

Total 

FY95 WORK 

2000 

44-00 

2700 

2700 

1 100 

3600 

16500 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 
Annual 

FY Minimum Maximum 

94 (35) 3 
95 (27) 9 
96 23 69 
97 26 68 
98 26 68 
99 26 67 
00 26 66 
0 1 26 66 
02 25 66 
03 26 66 

Totnl 143. 548 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(35) 3 
(62) 12 
(39) 81 
(13) 149 
13 217 
39 284 
65 350 
91 416 

116 482 
142 548 



(2). Capacity Reduction. Assuming the workload of one depot is absorbed by three 
others, projected utilization will increase by 8 percent from 62 percent to 70 percent. 

(3) Umecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within the Army is reduced by 
highly specialized "Centers of Excellence" for each commodity. 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-4, the six Naval aviation depots are projected to have a 
workload of 14,700 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The capacity of these depots in FT87 was 26,400 KDLH, a capacity excess of 
11,700 KDLH over the EY9S workload projection. Based on this capacity, NAVAIR 
depot utilization would be 56 percent. 

(3) NADEP-PNCLA provides specialized support to Navy and Air Force helicopters. 
The others primarily support fned-wing aircraft. NADEP-CHYPT primarily supports 
Marine Corps aviation platforms. The Navy maintains two other depots for the depot 
maintenance of Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) electronics. 
These depots are not considered NAVAIR depots but do have a combined projected 
FY95 electronics depot maintenance workload of 1,200 KDLH and FY87 capacity of 
1,100 KDLH. A portion of this work is avionics depot maintenance. 

Table G-4 Comparison of NAVAlR Depots 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

b. Potential Consolidations. Excess NAVAIR depot capacity at six facilities was reduced 
by consolidating the workload at four remaining facilities along the following lines: 

DEPOT 

NADEP-ALMD 

NADEP-CHYPT 

NADEP-JAX 

NADEP-NORVA 

NADEP-NORIS 

NADEP-PNCLA 

Total 

(1) Airframes and Airframe Accessories/Components. 

FY95 WORK 

2400 

2000 

2200 

2800 

2500 

2800 

14700 

FY87 CAPACITY 

4800 

3000 

3400 

5800 

5800 

3600 

26400 

EXCESS 

2400 

1000 

1200 

3000 

3300 

800 

11700 



(a) NADEP-PNCLA has large fmed facilities required for helicopter dynamic 
components and rotor blades. It is also located in close physical proximity to high 
priority Air Force Special Operations Forces (SOF) operational units and is well 
suited to continue to provide Air Force and Navy helicopter support. 

(b) The fixed-wing airframe and airframe accessories/components workload of 
five depots was consolidated into three depots. 

(2) Engines and engine accessories/components. The engines and engine 
accessories/components workload of NADEP-ALMD, NADEP-JAX, NADEP-CHYPT, 
NADEP-NORVA and NADEP-NORIS was consolidated into three depots. 

(3) Avionics. The avionics workload of all NAVAIR depots was also consolidated 
into three depots. Additionally, the SPAWAR electronics depot maintenance workload 
should be reviewed with a goal of transferring the avionics workload from these 
NAVAIR depots to the SPAWAR depots, or consolidating the SPAWAR depot 
maintenance workload at NAVAIR depots. If the latter alternative were considered, 
further SPAWAR consolidation would be possible. Additional study is required in this 
area. 

c. Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of the work of six NAVAIR depots into four has the potential to achieve 
depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 343 to 1,747 million dollars from 
FY94 through FT03, as shown in Table G-5. Consolidation of SPAWAR electronics 
depots may yield additional savings. 

Table G-5 Alternative B (NAVAIR) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

I I Annual I Cumulative 
FY Minimum Maximum 
94 (159) (40) 
95 t 142) (32) 
96 75 227 
97 8 1 228 
98 82 228 
99 81 228 
00 82 228 
01 8 1 226 
02 8 1 227 

Minimum Maximum 

(159) (40) 
(301) (72) 
(226) 155 
( 145) 383 
(63) 61 1 
18 839 

100 1,067 
181 1,293 
262 1520 

03 8 1 227 
Total 343 1,747 

343 1,747 



(2) Capacity Reduction. With work from two depots absorbed by the others, 
projected utilization increases by 25 percent from 56 percent to 81 percent. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVAIR is reduced %y 
highly specialized "Centers of Excellence." 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) A long-term shipyard capacity limitation is its physical limitation expressed in 
drydock-equivalents. A drydock-equivalent is the number of drydocks at a facility 
multiplied by the drydock utilization index for that shipyard. The drydock utilization 
index used is the annual index provided by OPNAV N-431 to JDMAG, which includes 
annual da);;for ship docking/undocking and drydock maintenance. When the total of 
drydock-equivalents for all Navy shipyards is divided by the-number of Navy 
drydocks, a Navy drydock utilization rate results. As shown in Table G-6, the seven 
NAVSEA shipyards are projected by JDMAG to have an average drydock utilization 
rate of 71 percent in FY95. A check of projected utilization through FY97 shows this 
rate to be relatively constant as older, maintenance-intensive ships are retired and the 
naval force is restructured. A conservative goal for drydock utilization would be a 
factor of 1.0 or (100 percent), representing one ship-year for each drydock. 
Contingency capacity is available by aclmowledging that more than one small ship can 
be docked in each drydock when required. This may reduce schedule flexibility as 
both ships must be docked and undocked at the same time. Floating drydocks 
available at shipyards offer further contingency capacity. Subjective limitations on 
shipyard capacity in addition to the facilities include the skills of the work force, 
complexity of the work, and the maximum concurrent work a shipyard can manage. 
Some of these factors can be overcome in the long-term by expanding work forces and 
management staffs. Because a measure of the limit imposed by these factors over the 
long-term was not available, drydock utilization was the only factor used in this 
analysis. 

(2) Puget Sound and Norfolk are considered essential shipyards for their nuclear 
carrier drydocking capabilities. Because other nuclear capable sites can service 
submarines, they offer a more flexible capability, although much of the projected 
workload reduction is due to the retirement of nuclear powered cruisers and attack 
submarines. Long Beach is not staffed with nuclear capable personnel but has one 
large, modem drydock located near major southern California homeports that is 
capable of docking nuclear carriers. There are three other Navy drydocks not included 
in this analysis (two at Norfolk and one at Pearl Harbor) that are no longer in use. 



Table G-6 Comparison of NAVSEA FY95 Drydock Utilization Rates 

b. Potential Consolidations. The utilization rate of 71 percent indicates that almost one of 
every three drydocks is unused, on the average, at all times. Acknowledging the priority 
of nuclear capable and carrier capable shipyards on each coast, the work of at least two 
shipyards, one on each coast, was consolidated into the other five shipyards to improve 
this utilization rate by 21 percent to a projected 92 percent. Excess capacity in the two 
remaining east coast shipyards would still remain above 45 percent. Further consolidation 
or reduction of a shipyard capability to a Ship Repair Facility could be made if the 
remaining facility is adequate for all nuclear work projected. 

c. Summary. 

DRYDOCK- 

EQUIVALENTS 

0.60 

1.12 

2.00 

9.36 

2.32 

1.26 

1.68 

18.34 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of the work of seven shipyards into five has the potential to achieve 
depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 702 to 2,701 million dollars from 
FY94 through FY03 as shown in Table G-7. 

UTILIZATION 

INDEX (%) 

20 

28 

67 

156 

58 

42 

56 

7 1 
- 

SHIPYARD 

Portsmouth 

Norfolk 

Charleston 

Puget Sound 

Mare Island 

Long beach 

Pearl Harbor 

Total 

DRYDOCKS 

3 

4 

3 

6 

4 

3 

3 

- 26 
- 



Table G-7 Alternative B (NAVSEA) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

1 Annual Cumulative 
N Minimum Maximum 
94 (350) (130) 

(2) Capacity Reduction. With the work of two shipyards absorbed by the other 
facilities, the projected N 9 5  drydock utilization rate will increase by 21 percent from 
71 percent to 92 percent. 

Minimum Maximum 

(350) (1 30) 

03 168 363 
Total 702 2,701 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVSEA is reduced, 
particularly when commodity and component consolidation is pursued following 
consolidation of shipyards. 

702 2,701 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-8, the six Air Force depots are projected by JDMAG to 
have a workload of 34,000 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The N 8 7  capacity of Air Force depots was 53,100 KDLH, an excess capacity of 
19,100 KDLH over the EY95 workload. Based on this capacity, Air Force depot 
utilization is 64 percent. 

(3) The Air Force has concentrated many technologies into Technical Repair Centers 
(TRC), similar to the Army's "Centers of Excellence" concept. Nonetheless, many 
redundant sources of repair are retained at other facilities. AGMC's highly accurate 
Type I precision measuring equipment capability, made possible by its geographic 



location, provides a capability to repair precision inertial navigation systems that does 
not exist elsewhere in DOD. 

- 

Table G-8 Comparison of Air Force Depots - 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

b. Potential Consolidations. The maintenance workload of one ALC was consolidated at 
the remaining facilities along the following guidelines: 

(1) Ai&ames and Airframe Accessories/Components. Airframe and airframe 
accessories/components depot maintenance conducted at 00-ALC, OC-ALC, SA-ALC, 
SM-ALC and WR-ALC was consolidated into four of these five depots. Source of 
Repair (SOR) responsibilities for specific aircraft was transferred to depots with excess 
capacity that are currently SOR for other aircraft of the same or similar size, mission 
and technology. 

EXCESS 

5600 

3600 

5700 

2500 

1500 

200 

19100 

(2) Engines and Engine Accessories/Components. Engine accessories/components 
depot maintenance was consolidated at two depots where engine maintenance is 
conducted to extend the initiative already undertaken by the Air Force for engines. 

FY87 CAPACITY 

1 2400 

9900 

12900 

8500 

8100 

1300 

53100 

DEPOT 

OC-ALC 

00-ALC 

SA-ALC 

SM-ALC 

WR--kc  - 

AGMC 

Total 

(3) Avionics and Ground Electronics. Electronics and technologies related to 
maintenance of sensors and communications were consolidated at one electronics 
maintenance TRC. This required consolidation of many widely varying technologies 
(infrared, microwave, fight instruments, etc.), in addition to electronics used in several 
environments (air, land, space). 

EY95 WORK - 
6800 

6300 

7200 

6000 

a -  6600 

1100 

34000 

(4) Instnunents and Metrology. These commodities were consolidated at the one 
small specialized, non-airframe depot. 



(5) General Purpose Equipment. Support of Air Force electronic general 
purpose equipment was consolidated at one depot. 

c. Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Altematives B through F, 
consolidation of the work of six Air Force depots into five has the potential to achieve 
depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 368 to 1,317 million dollars from 
FY94 through FYO3, as shown in Table G-9. 

Table G-9 Alternative B (Air Force) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FV93 $Million) 

NOTE. Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

(2) Capacity Reduction. When the work of one large ALC is absorbed by the 
projected excess capacity of the other depots, the utilization will increase by 12 percent 
from 64 percent to 76 percent. 

~ ~ u a l  
FY Minimum Maximum 

94 (164) (41) 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Like Anny "Centers of Excellence", the Air Force TRC 
concept provides a framework for eliminating duplication. Consolidation of six depot 
maintenance activities into five and a concurrent review of workload assignments at 
those five will reduce duplication within the Air Force. 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(164) (41) 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-10, the two Marine Corps depots are projected by JDMAG 
to have a workload of 2,400 KDLH in FY95. 



(2) The FY87 capacity of Marine Corps depots was over 2,400 KDLH, exactly the 
workload of EY95. No excess capacity results in a computed utilization rate of 100 
percent. 

(3) Both depots have similar, redundant capabilities, although restrictive environmental 
laws may make one site preferable to the other. MCLBA directly supports the 
Maritime Pre-positioning Force through its Blount Island facility in Jacksonville, 
Florida. 

Table G-10 Comparison of Marine Corps Depots 

b. Potential Consolidations. The projected post-Operation DESERT STORM workload 
for each Marine Corps depot is 1,700 KDLH in FY93. This demonstrates an ability to 
expand capability more than 35 percent above computed capacity figures. Following the 
completion of Operation DESERT STORM reconstitution, the FY96 workload of the two 
depots declines to a total of 2,200 KDLH. This figure is 35 percent greater than the 
workload of W90, the last year unaffected by Operation DESERT STORM requirements. 
Considering Base Force reductions, this projection of future workload may be high due to 
the inclusion of other-than-depot-level maintenance. Taking advantage of the additional 
capacity demonstrated during Operation DESERT STORM reconstitution, and expanding 
capacity by transfer of production equipment from one depot to the other, all projected 
Marine Corps depot maintenance was consolidated at one "Center of Excellence". 

c. Summary. 

EXCESS 
I 

None 

100 

None 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of the work of two Marine Corps depots into one has the potential to 
achieve depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 33 to 170 million dollars from 
FY94 through FY03 as shown in Table G-11. 

FY87 CAPACITY 

1 100 

1300 

2400 

C 

DEPOT 

MCLBA 

MCLBB 

Total 

FY95 WORK 

1200 

1200 

2400 



Table G-11 Alternative B (Marine Corps) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

1 Total 33 170 I I] 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

(2) Capacity Reduction. If one depot assumes the entire Marine Corps workload of 
2,200 KDLH, excess capacity will remain zero. 

Annual 
FY Minimum Maximum 
94 (21) (7) 
95 (18) (5) 
96 8 23 
97 10 23 
98 9 23 - 
99 9 23 
00 9 23 
01 10 22 
02 8 - 22 
03 - 9 23 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within the Marine Corps is 
eliminated by having one "Center of Excellence." 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(21) (7) 
(39) (12) 
(31) 11 
(21) 34 
(12) 5 7 
(3) 80 
6 103 

. 16 125 
24 147 
33 170 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-12, NAVORD has Naval Surface Weapons Centers, 
Naval Underwater Weapons Centers, and Naval Weapons Stations at nine 
separate sites. The nine sites are projected by JDMAG to have a workload of 
4,550 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The FY87 depot maintenance capacity of NAVORD facilities was 27,925 KDLH. 
This capacity has been significantly reduced by the effects of the transfer of much of 
the ordnance maintenance workload to the Army, reduced requirements for depot 
maintenance on new weapon systems, and the smaller fleet size. Computation of 
utilization based on this IT87 capacity would yield a utilization rate of 15 percent, an 
inaccurate representation of capabilities of depots which have been permanently 
downsized. A more accurate reflection of capacity of NAVORD facilities is the 
maximum recent capacity demonstrated since FY91 and in projections through FT97. 
This capacity is projected to be 5,590 KDLH, 1,330 KDLH over the FY95 workload 



projection. Based on this capacity, NAVORD depot utilization is 81 percent. 

(3) NSWC Louisville supports Navy surface gunnery. NUWC Keyport is the sole site 
for support of the Navy's underwater weapons. NWS Yorktown is the sole site for 
support of Navy mines. NSWC Crane is resident on a Army facility and primarily an 
electronics depot. Depot maintenance work is a relatively minor function of NAVORD 
facilities. They primarily perform research, development, intermediate maintenance, 
and ordnance storage/issue. The equipment used for depot maintenance is a very 
small fraction of NAVORD facilities, and no cost of consolidating this equipment was 
included in this analysis. 

Table G-12 Comparison of NAVORD Depots 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

b. Potential Consolidations. Excess NAVORD capacity was used to consolidate the 
ordnance depot workload into three depots along the following lines. 

DEPOT 

NSWC-Indian Head 

NS WC-Louisville 

NUWC-Keyport 

NWS-Charleston 

NWS Concord 

NWS-Earle 

NWS-Sea1 Beach 

NwS-Yorktown 

NS WC-Crane 

Total 

(1) The NUWC is a unique facility required to support the development, test and 
maintenance of naval underwater weapons. 

(2) One NSWC absorbed the workload of the other two. 

(3) The depot maintenance workload of the five NWS's was consolidated at one NWS 
with additional support provided by NUWC and the remaining NSWC. 

EXCESS 

None 

None 

760 

20 

140 

20 

230 

None 

- 
160 

1330 

FY95 WORK 

210 

1440 

1840 

30 

10 

30 

230 

70 

690 

4550 

(4) The ordnance electronics depot maintenance of all NAVORD depots was 
consolidated into other depots supporting Navy electronics, NADEP-NORVA and 

MAX CAPACITY 

200 

1170 

2600 

50 

150 

50 

460 

60 

850 

5590 



NADEP-NOFUS, and the two SPAWAR depots at Portsmouth, VA, and San Diego, 
CA. 

c. Summary. 

( I )  Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of the depot maintenance work of nine NAVORD depots into three has 
the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions of 1 to 178 million dollars 
from FY94 through N 0 3 ,  as shown in Table G-13. 

Table G-13 Alternative B (NAVORD) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

11 . Total 1 178 1 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

(2) Capacity Reduction. This consolidation of nine depots into three eliminates FY95 
capacity excess. 

Annual 
FY Minimum Maximum 

94 (23) (5) 
95 (18) (2) 
96 4 24 
97 5 24 
98 6 24 
99 5 24 
00 5 22 
01 6 22 
02 5 23 
03 6 22 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVORD is eliminated 
by the consolidation of nine depots into three. 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(23) (5) 
(41) (7) 
(37) 17 
(32) 4 1 
(26) 65 
(21) 89 
(1 6) 11 1 
(10) 133 
(5) 156 
1 178 

a. Cost Savings. Aggregating the above Service cost reductions, for comparison to 
Alternatives C through F, Alternative B consolidations have the potential to achieve depot 
maintenance cost reductions ranging from 1,589 to 6,661 million dollars during FY94 
through N03, as shown in Table G-14. 



Table G-14 Alternative B (DOD) -- Pfojected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

b. Capacity Reduction. The total utilization of DOD depots after the consolidations 
recommended under Alternative B rises from 64 percent to 82 percent. 

Annual 
FY Minimum Maximum 

94 (752) (220) 

03 369 863 
Total 1,589 6,66 1 

c. Unnecessary Duplication. The "Centers of Excellence" concept reduces or eliminates 
unnecessary duplication within each Service, but significant duplication will exist among 
the Services after the consolidations recommended in this alternative. 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(752) (220) 

1,589 6,66 1 



APPENDIX G 

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE C 

1. Overview. 

a. Alternative C consolidates depot maintenance responsibility for each major type of 
weapon system platform (fixed/rotary wing aircraft, shipslunderwater ordnance, ground 
vehicles/equipment, missiles) under an Executive Service. The using Service of each 
weapon system retains responsibility for depot maintenance of depot-level reparables 
@LR)/components of the weapon system platforms. 

b. Following these guidelines, the weapon system platform and DLR/component 
commodity responsibilities were distributed as shown in Table G-15. 

Table G-15 Alternative C Distribution of Commodity Responsibilities 

c. Capacity and work projections provided by JDMAG did not distribute commodities 
in detail for other-than-aviation maintenance. N 9 1  workload, distributed by Work 
Breakdown Structure categories in DOD 7220.9-M, was used to establish a workload 
baseline in each commodity. The FY91 percentage of work in each commodity was 
applied to the N 9 5  total workload and the N 8 7  capacities. If an airframe/hull/ 
body/fiame commodity generated less than 8 KDLH work at any depot, that work was not 
transferred to the Executive Service depots. 

COMMODITY 

Aircraft 
Fixed/Rotary Wing Airframes 
All Aircraft Components/DLRs 

ShipsfUndematerOrdnance 
Hulls and All Components 

Ground Vehicles/Equipment 
Vehicles Hull/Body/Frarne 
Artillery/Vehicles Armament 
Vehicle Components 
Ground Comm-Electronics 
General Purpose Equipment (GPE) 
Ordnance 

Missiles 
Tactical 
Strategic 

RESPONSIBLE SERVICE 

Air Force 
Using Service 

Navy 

Army 
-Y 

Using Service 
Using Service 
Using Service 
Using Service 

Air Force 



2. Aircraft. 

a. Capacity vs Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-16, fured wing/rotary wing aircraft depots were 
projected by JDMAG to have an airframe workload of 19,700 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The IT87 capacity of the aviation M a m e  depots was 29,600 KDLH, a 
capacity excess of 9,900 KDLH over the FY95 workload projection. Based on 
this capacity, depot airframe utilization would be 67 percent. As stated above, 
the Air Force would be the Executive Service for all aviation airframe depot 
maintenance while the using Services would retain DLR/component 
maintenance in their depots. Since the total FY95 akfkarne depot maintenance 
workload is projected to exceed the N 8 7  capacity of the existing Air Force 
depots, airframe work was transferred to appropriate Air Force depots until it 
reached FY87 capacity limits. The remainding workload was left at using 
Service depots. 

Table G-16 Comparison of Aviation Depot Airframe Capacity and Workload 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

b. Potential Consolidations. 

(1) Army. No consolidation of Army aviation depot activities was possible since the 
Army requires its only aviation depot for DLIVcornponent repairs. 

EXCESS 
I 

1500 
2100 
1 100 
400 
700 
500 
800 
300 
600 
1200 
300 
400 
9900 

FY87 CAPACITY 
4400 
4300 
3100 
3700 
3100 
lo00 
1400 
1 100 
1900 
2400 
1500 
1700 
29600 

DEPOT 
r 

OC-ALC 
00-ALC 
SA-ALC 
WR-ACC 
SM-ALC 
NADEP-ALMD 
NADEP-CHYPT 
NADEP- JAX 
NADEP-NORVA 
NADEP-NORIS 
NADEP-PNCLA 
CCAD 

Total 

-95 WORK 
2900 
2200 
2000 
3300 
2400 
500 
600 
800 
1300 
1200 
1200 
1300 
19700 



(2) Navy. To obtain a range of potential savings, three analyses of potential 
consolidations were conducted. They compared consolidation of residual 
W a m e  work and Navy DLR/component work into: 

(a) two large NADEPs; 

(b) three mid-size NADEPs; and 

(c) four small NADEPs. 

c. Aircraft Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of aviation airframe depot maintenance into all existing Air Force depots 
to the maximum extent possible, with consolidation of aircraft DLR/components within 
depots of the using Service has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost 
reductions ranging from 351 to 1,5 11 million dollars during N 9 4  through EY03, as 
shown in Table G-17. The maximum savings were obtained by consolidating the six 
NADEPs into four. 

Table G-17 Alternative C (Aviation) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $M) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

11 Annual 1 Cumulative 

(2) Capacity Reduction. Assuming the workload of the Air Force depots is 
maximized for ai&ames, CCAD is retained after migrating aviation airframe work, and 
six NADEPs are consolidated into four, the projected total Air Force depot capacity 
utilization will increase from 64 to 76 percent and Navy depot capacity utilization from 
56 to 76 percent. 

FY Minimum Maximum 

94 (197) (380) 
Minimum Maximum 

(197) (380) 



(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Reduced duplication in the aircraft airframe commodity 
is eliminated although substantial duplication still remains within and among the 
Services for depot maintenance of aviation DLRsfcomponents. 

3. ms/Underwater Wea~ons.  The methodology employed in Altematives C, D, and E 
differs from Alternative B in that Alternative B's capacity analysis was based on drydock 
capacity vice direct labor hours as in Altematives C, D, and E. These separate paths lead to 
the same conclusions. Capacity utilization figures for Alternative B and Altematives C, D, 
and E differ since they have different foundations. Ship and underwater weapons 
commodities offer no potential for consolidation under any Service other than the current 
using Service--the Navy. A summary of those conclusions follows. 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-18, shipyards were projected by JDMAG to have a 
workload of 50,200 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The FY87 capacity of the shipyards was 75,500 KDLH, a capacity excess of over 
25,300 KDLH over the FY95 workload projection. Based on this capacity, shipyard 
capacity utilization would be 67 percent. 

Table G-18 Comparison of Shipyard Capacity and Workload 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

b. Potential Consolidations. In addition to the Philadelphia shpyard which will be 
closed by FY96, the workload at two additional shipyards was consolidated into the 
remaining five. 

DEPOT 
Portsmouth 
Philadelphia 
Norfolk 
Charleston 
Puget Sound 
Mare Jsland 
Long Beach 
Pearl Harbor 

Total 

EXCESS 
I 

3800 
6200 
5200 
2400 
600 

2100 
2600 
2400 

25300 

M 9 5  WORK 
4000 
4000 
9100 
6400 

12000 
6800 
3600 
4300 

50200 

FT87 CAPACITY 

7800 
10200 
14300 
8800 

12600 
8900 
6200 
6700 

75500 



c. Shipyard Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. The savings resulting from the consolidation of the work of 
seven shipyards into five is the same for Alternatives B, C, D, and E, and has 
the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions of from 702 to 2,701 
million dollars from FY94 through FY03. A summary chart of these reductions 
is shown in Table G-7. 

(2) Capacity Reduction. With the work of two shipyards absorbed by the other 
facilities, the projected capacity utilization rate will increase by 33 percent from 67 to 
100 percent based on direct labor hour workload requirements. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVSEA is reduced, 
particularly when commodity and component consolidation is pursued following 
consolidation of shipyards. 

d. NAVORD Depots. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of the depot maintenance work of nine NAVORD depots into three has 
the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions of 1 to 178 million dollars 
from FY94 through FY03. 

(2) Capacity Reduction. This consolidation of nine depots into three eliminates the 
FY95 capacity excess and brings them to 100 percent capacity utilization. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVORD is virtually 
eliminated by the consolidation of nine depots into three. 

4. Ground Vehicles/Eaui~ment. 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-19, and as broken down in Table G-15, the depots 
performing ground equipment platform maintenance were projected by JDMAG to 
have a workload of 1,700 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The N 8 7  capacity for ground vehicle/equipment platforms was 2,600 KDLH, a 
capacity excess of 900 KDLH over the FY95 workload projection. Based on this 
capacity, ground vehicleJequipment platform capacity utilization would be 65 percent. 
As stated above, the Army would be the Executive Service for all ground vehicles and 
equipment while the using Services maintain responsibility for vehicle 
DLRs/components. The Army has concentrated most technologies into "Centers of 
Excellence" with the exception of a few specific systems where the cost of moving 



specialized facilities would exceed the savings potential over the remaining life of the 
systems. ANAD is the sole Army facility configured for heavy combat vehicles and 
all Services' small arms. LEAD is responsible for all Services' tactical missiles, RRBD 
for light combat vehicles and artillery, TEAD for automotive and rail,-and TOAD for 
all electronics. Marine Corps depots are virtually identical in depot maintenance 
capabilities to provide independent support to operating forces based on geographic 
location. 

Table G-19 ~ o m ~ & i s o n  of Ground Vehicles/Equipment (Platform) Depots 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

b. Potential Consolidations. 

DEPOT 
ANAD- - 
LEAD 
RRAD 
TOAD 
TEAD 
MCLBA 
MCLBB 

Total 

(1) Army. The five Army ground depots were consolidated into four. 

(2) Air Force. No Air Force depots were consolidated due to their support of 
aviation commodities. 

FY95 WORK 
200 
100 
200 
200 
100 
500 
400 

1700 

(3) Marine Corps. As discussed in Alternative B, the Marine Corps has 
projected the workload for each of their depots to be 1,700 KDLH in FY93. 
This figure exceeds the FY87 capacity by 35 percent. Therefore, in the case of 
the Marine Corps, the EY93 workload projection figure was used as the baseline 
for depot capacity. Taking advantage of this additional capacity and with the 
migration of 37 percent of the Marine Corps workload to the Army, all the 
Marine Corps' workload was consolidated into a single depot. 

c. Ground Vehicle/Equipment Summary. 

FY87 CAPAClTY 
600 
200 - 

300 
400 
100 
500 
500 

2600 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of land hull/body/frarnes, and artillery/vehicle arrnarnent into 

EXCESS 
1 

400 
100 
100 
200 
0 
0 

100 
900 



Army depots has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions 
ranging from 240 to 751 million dollars during FY94 through FY03, as shown 
in Table G-20. 

Table G-20 Alternative C (Ground) -- Projected Reiative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

I1 ~nnua l  1 ~umulative 
FY Minimum Maximum 

94 (62) (1 1) 

(2) Capacity Reduction. Consolidating the Army ground equipment 
maintenance depots from five to four, the projected capacity utilization will 
increase by 5 percent from 62 percent to 67 percent. Marine Corps capacity 
utilization will drop from 100 percent to 88 percent. 

Minimum Maximum 

(62) (11) 
95 (44) 4 
96 40 97 
97 44 95 
98 43 96 
99 44 95 
00 44 94 
01 44 93 
02 43 94 
03 44 94 

Total 240 75 1 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication in ground 
vehicle/equipment platform maintenance is eliminated although some duplication 
still remains among the Services for depot maintenance of DLRs/components 

(106) (7) 
(66) 90 
(22) 185 
2 1 28 1 
65 376 

109 470 
153 563 
196 657 
240 75 1 

5. Missiles. 

a. Tactical Missiles. Ongoing initiatives have consolidated much of the tactical 
missile work at LEAD. Some Navy work remains at NAVORD depots. After the 
consolidation into three NAVORD depots above, the transfer of this tactical missile 
work to LEAD would not permit further consolidation of NAVORD depots. Cost 
reductions from this transfer were negligible although the consolidation would decrease 
the unit costs for tactical missile maintenance. 

b. Strategic Missiles. This commodity has already been consolidated under the Air Force 
at 00-ALC and no cost reductions were found. 



a. Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, Altemative C 
consolidations have the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions ranging 
from 1,294 to 5,141 million dollars during N 9 4  through N 0 3 ,  as shown in Table G-21. 

Table G-21 Alternative C FY94-FY03--Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

b. Capacity Reduction. The total capacity utilization of DOD depots after the 
consolidations recommended under Alternative C rises from 64 percent to 88 percent. 

Annual 
FY Minimum Maximum 

03 309 721 
Total 1,294 5,141 

c. Unnecessary Duplication. As discussed for each of the commodities above, Alternative 
C reduces much of the duplication among the Services for maintenance of similar weapon 
system platforms. By requiring each Service to provide its own support for 
DLRs/components of those platforms, duplication among the Services remains for these 
commodities. Adoption of the "Centers of Excellence" concept by every Service will help 
reduce the total duplication, but total elimination is not possible under this alternative for 
the DLRs/components. 

Cumulative 
Minim urn Maximum 

1,294 5,141 



APPENDIX G 

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE D 

Overview. 

a. Alternative D consolidates depot maintenance responsibility for depot-level reparables 
(DLRs)/components of weapon system platforms along similar technology lines under an 
Executive Service. The using Service of each weapon system retains responsibility for 
depot maintenance of the weapon system platforms. The Executive Service is usually the 
Service with the largest inventory of the DLR/component. 

b. Following these guidelines, the weapon system platform and DLR/component 
commodity responsibilities were distributed as shown in Table G-22. 

Table G-22 Alternative D Distribution of Commodity Responsibilities 

c. Capacity and work projections provided by JDMAG did not distribute commodities 
in detail for other-than-aviation maintenance. FY91 workload, distributed by Work 
Breakdown Structure categories in DOD 7220.9-M, was used to establish a workload 
baseline in each commodity. The FY91 percentage of work in each commodity was 
applied to the FY95 total workload and the FY87 capacities. If a DLRIcomponent 
commodity generated less than eight KDLH work at any depot, that work was not 
transferred to the Executive Service depots. 

COMMODITY 

Aircraft 
Fixed/Rotary Wing Airframes 
All Aircraft Components/DLRs 

Ships/UnderwaterOrdnance 
Hulls and All Components 

Ground Vehicles/Equipment 
Vehicles HuU/Body/Frame 
Adlery/Vehicles Armament 
Vehicle Components 
Ground Comm-Electronics 
General Purpose Equipment (GPE) 
Ordnance 

Missiles 
Tactical 
Strategic 

RESPONSIBLE SERVICE 

Using Service 
Air Force 

Navy 

Using Service 
Using Service 

Army 
Army 
Army 
Army 

Army 
Air Force 



2. Aircraft. 

a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-23, Service depots were projected by JDMAG to have an 
aircraft DLR/component workload of 28,900 KDLH in EY95. 

(2) The FY87 capacity of the aircraft DLR/component depots was 53,900 KDLH, a 
capacity excess of 25,500 KDLH over the FY95 workload projection. Based on this 
capacity, depot aircraft Dm/component utilization would be 54 percent. As stated 
above, the Air Force would be the Executive Service for all aircraft DLR/component 
depot maintenance while the using Services would retain air£rame maintenance in their 
depots. After all aircraft DLR/component work was consolidated to Air Force depots, 
the other Service depots were consolidated to the maximum extent possible using EY87 
capacities. 

Table G-23 Comparison of Depot Aircraft DLWComponent 
Capacity and Workload 

(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

DEPOT 
OC-ALC 
00-ALC 
SA-ALC 
WR-ACC 
SM-ALC 
NADEP-ALMD 
NADEP-CHYPT 
NADEP-JAX 
NADEP-NORVA 
NADEP-NORIS 
NAPED-PNCLA 
CCAD 
LEAD 

1 RRAD 
I TOAD 

Totals 

FY95 WORK FY87CAF'ACITY I EXCESS 
8100 
5500 
9800 
4400 
5500 
3800 
1600 
2300 
4000 
3400 
2100 
3400 
None 
None 

4200 
2500 
5400 
1200 
3700 
1900 
200 
900 

2600 
2200 
400 
300 

None 
None 

None I None 



b. Potential Consolidations 

(1) Army. No consolidation of Army aviation depot activities was possible as the 
Army required its sole source of airframe repair. 

(2) Navy. The work of six NADEPs was consolidated into three for airframe repair, 
and one other NADEP, performing only helicopter maintenance. 

c. Aircraft Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of aircraft DLR/component depot maintenance into existing Air Force 
depots and consolidation of the airikame commodity within depots of the using Service 
has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 420 
million dollars to 3,641 million dollars during N 9 4  through N 0 3 ,  as shown in Table 
G-24. 

Table 6-24 Alternative D (Aviation) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant I393 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 
Annual I Cumulative 

I1 Total 420 3,641 I 

FY Minimum Maximum 
94 (318) (63) 
95 (291) (35) 
96 128 497 
97 1 29 464 
98 129 464 
99 128 463 
00 129 463 
01 1 29 463 
02 128 462 
03 1 29 463 

(2) Capacity Reduction. The fixed-wing airframe workload of six NADEPs was 
consolidated into three. The projected aviation depot aircraft DLR/component capacity 
utilization rate increased by 8 percent from 54 percent to 62 percent. Total Navy 
aviation depot capacity utilization increased from 56 to 82 percent and Air Force depot 
capacity utilization will increase from 64 to 80 percent. 

Minimum Maximum 

(318) (63) 
(609) (98) 
(481) 399 
(352) 863 
(223) 1,327 
(95) 1,790 
34 2,253 

163 2-7 16 
29 1 3,178 
420 3,641 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication in the aircraft DLRIcomponent 
commodities is reduced although substantial duplication still remains within and among 



the Services for depot maintenance of airframes. 

3 .  Shi~s/Underwater Weaaon~. The methodology employed in Alternatives C ,  D, and E - 
differs from Alternative B in that Alternative B's capacity analysis was basedupon drydock 
capacity vice direct labor hours as in Alternatives C, D, and E. These separate paths lead to 
the same conclusions. Capacity utilization figures for Alternative B and Alternatives C, D, 
and E differ since they have different foundations. Ship and underwater weapons 
commodities offer no potential for consolidation under any Service other than the current 
using Service--the Navy. A S i a r y  of those conclusions follows. 

a. NAVSEA Shipyards. 

(1) Cost Savings. The savings resulting from the consolidation of the work of seven 
shipyards *to five is the same for Alternatives B, C, D, and E, and has the potential to 
achieve depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 702 to 2,701 million dollars 
from FY94 through FY03. A summary of these cost reductions is shown in Table 
G-7. 

(2) Capacity Reduction. With the work of two shipyards absorbed by the other 
facilities, the projected capacity utilization rate will increase by 33 percent from 67 to 
100 percent based on direct labor hour workload requirements. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVSEA is reduced, 
particularly when commodity and component consolidation is pursued following 
consolidation of shipyards. 

b. NAVORD Depots. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of the depot maintenance work of nine NAVORD depots into three has 
the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions of 1 to 178 million dollars 
from N 9 4  through FYO3. 

(2) Capacity Reduction. This consolidation of nine depots into three eliminates FY95 
capacity excess, bringing them to 100 percent capacity utilization. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVORD is virtually 
eliminated by the consolidation of nine depots into three. 

a. Capacity vs. WorkIoad. 

(1) As shown in Table G-25, ground vehiclefequipment DLR/components depots were 



projected by JDMAG to have workload of 15,500 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The FY87 capacity of the ground vehiclelequipment DLRIcomponents depots was 
26,900 KDLH, a capacity excess of 11,500 KDLH over the EY95 workload projection. 
Based on this capacity, ground vehiclelequipment depot utilization would be 58 
percent. As stated above, the Army would be the Executive Service for all vehicle and 
equipment DLRs/components. Anny depots would also assume Executive Service 
responsibilities for general purpose equipment and ordnance while the using Service 
would retain depot maintenance of vehicle hull/body/frame. The Army has 
concentrated most technologies into "Centers of Excellence" with the exception of a 
few specific systems where the cost of moving specialized facilities would exceed the 
savings potential over the remaining life of the systems. Anniston is the sole Army 
facility configured for heavy combat vehicles and all Services' small arms. LEAD is 
responsible for all Services' tactical missiles, RRAD for light combat vehicles and 
artillery, TEAD for automotive and rail, and TOAD for all electronics. Marine Corps 
depots are virtually identical in depot maintenance capabilities. 

Table G-25 Comparison for Ground Vehicles/Equipment 
(DLW Components) Depots 

(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

b. Potential Consolidations. 

(1) Army. The workload of the five Army ground depots were consolidated into four. 

DEPOT 
ANAD 
LEAD 
RRAD 
TOAD 
TE AD 
MCLBA 
MCLBB 
00-ALC 
SA-ALC 
SM-ALC 
WR-ALC 

Total 

FY95 WORK 
1700 
2400 
2500 
3200 
1000 
700 
800 
500 
800 

1800 
100 

15500 

FT87 CAPACITY 
4000 
3600 
4500 
5 100 
3 100 
600 
900 
500 

1700 
2800 

100 
26900 

EXCESS 
I 

2300 
1200 
2000 
1900 
2100 
None 

1 00 
None 

900 
1000 
None 
11500 



(2) Air Force. Although ground communications-electronics and general purpose 
equipment are consolidated at Army depots, no Air Force depots could be consolidated 
due to their support of aviation commodities. 

(3) Marine Corps. As discussed in Alternative B, the Marine Corps has projected the 
workload for each of their depots to be 1,700 KDLH in W93. This figure exceeds the 
FY87 capacity by 35 percent. Therefore, in the case of the Marine Corps, the FY93 
workload projection figure was used as the baseline for depot capacity. Taking 
advantage of this additional capacity and with the migration of 37 percent of the 
Marine Corps workload to the Army, all the Marine Corps workload was consolidated 
into a single depot. 

c. Ground Vehicle/Equipment Summary 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of land vehicle DLR/components, ground communications-electronics, 
and general purpose equipment into Army depots has the potential to achieve depot 
maintenance cost reductions ranging from 366 to 1,628 million dollars during FY94 
through FY03. The cumulative annual distribution of these potential reductions is 
shown in Table G-26. 

Table G-26 Alternative D (Ground) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 
I1 A M U ~ ~  

FY Minimum Maximum 

94 (182) (58) 

(2) Capacity Reduction. Assuming the workload of the Army depots are consolidated 
from five to four and two Marine Corps depots are consolidated into one, the projected 
ground Army depot utilization will increase by five percent from 82 percent to 87 
percent. Since the work remaining at the one Marine Corps depot was a small portion 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(1 82) (58) 

03 88 21 1 

Total 366 1,628 

366 1,628 



of their overall workload requirement, the Marine Corps depot utilization dropped from 
100 percent to 53 percent. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication in the ground 
vehicle/equipment commodity is reduced although some duplication still remains 
among the Services for- depot maintenance of commodities common to land vehicles 
and artillery. 

a. Tactical Missiles. Ongoing initiatives have consolidated much of the tactical missile 
work at LEAD. Some Navy work remains outstanding at NAVORD depots. After the 
consolidation into three NAVORD depots discussed in sub paragraph 3.b., above, the 
transfer of this tactical missile work to LEAD would not permit further consolidation of 
NAVORD depots. Cost reductions from this transfer were negligible although the 
consolidation would decrease the unit costs for tactical missile maintenance. 

b. Strategic Missiles. This commodity has already been consolidated under the Air Force 
at 00-ALC and no cost reductions were found. 

a. Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F7 Alternative D 
consolidations have the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions ranging 
from 1,490 to 8,148 million dollars during FY94 through N O 3  as shown in Table G-27. 

Table G-27 Alternative D FY94-FY03--Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 
r 

Annual 
FY Minimum Maximum 

94 (872) (256) 
95 (766) (174) 
96 387 1,130 
97 392 1,072 
98 392 1,071 
99 391 1,070 
00 39 1 1,059 
0 1 392 1,059 
02 391 1,058 
03 392 1,059 

Total 1,490 8,148 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(872) (256) 
(1,638) (430) 
(1,251) 700 

(859) 1,772 
(467) 5843 
(76) 3,913 
315 4,972 
707 6,031 

1,098 7,089 
1,490 8,148 



b. Capacity Reduction. The toral utilization of DOD depots after the consolidations 
recommended under Alternative D rises by 23 percent from 64 percent to 87 percent. 

c. Unnecessary Duplication. As discussed for each of the commodities above, Alternative 
D reduces much of the duplication among the Services for maintenance of similar weapon 
system platform DLR/components. By requiring each Service to provide its own support 
for the hull/body/frame of similar weapon system platforms, duplication among the 
Services remains for these commodities. Adoption of the "Centers of Excellence" concept 
by every Service will help reduce the duplication. 



APPENDIX G 

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE E 
- 

1. Overview. 

a. Alternative E consolidates complete depot maintenance responsibility for similar 
weapon system platfonnsand their depot-level reparables (DLRs)/components under an 
Executive Service. The Executive Service is usually the Service that has the largest 
inventory of the DLR/component. Work distributions among depots were made using the 
best information on commodities and depot capabilities available to the analyst. 

b. Following these guidelines, the weapon system platform and DWcornponent 
comr60dity reqonsibilities were distributed as shown in Table G-28. Metrology was 
added as a commodity because consolidation of metrology support would be a logical 
extension of this alternative that consolidates all types of depot maintenance under a 
minimum number of Executive Services. 

Table G-28 Alternative E Distribution of Commodity Responsibilities 

c. Capacity and work projections provided by JDMAG did not distribute commodities 
in detail for other-than-aviation maintenance. N 9 1  workload, distributed by Work 
Breakdown Structure categories in DOD 7220.9-M, was used to establish a workload 
baseline in each commodity. The FY91 percentage of work in each commodity was 
applied to the FY95 total workload and the W87 capacities. If a DLR/component 
commodity generated less than 8 KDLH work at any depot, that work was not 
considered. 

- 
COMMODITY 

Aircraft 
Strategic Missiles 
Metrology 

Tactical Missiles 
Combat Vehicles 
Automotive 
Construction Equipment 
Ground Communication and Electronics 
Ordnance, Weapons & Munition 
General Purpose Equipment 

Ships 
Underwater Ordnance 

RESPONSIBLE SERVICE 
I 

Air Force 
Air Force 
Air Force 

Army 
Army 
MY 
Army 

Army 
Army 

Navy 
Navy 



2. Aircraft. 

a. Capacity vs. Workload 

(1) As shown in Table G-29, Service depots were projected by JDMAG to have an 
aviation workload of 47,200 KDLH in FY95. AGMC was not a candidate for 
consolidation in the aircraft analysis but was considered separately under metrology. 

7c 4co 
(2) The FY87 capacity of the aviation depots was &I00 KDLH, a capacity excess of 
28,200 KDLH over the IT95 workload projection. Based on this capacity, depot 
aircraft DLR/component utilization would be62 percent. As stated above, the Air 
Force would be the Executive Service for all aviation depot maintenance. After all 
aircraft DLR/component work was consolidated to Air Force depots, the other Service 
depots were consolidated to the maximum extent possible using FY87 capacities. 
Unique capabilities of depots were considered and retained such as SA-ALC large 
aircraft hangars, "Technology Repair Centers" (TRCs), and CCAD/NADEP-PNCLA 
and CHYPT rotary wing facilities. 

Table G-29 Comparison of Depot Aviation 
Capacity and Workload 

(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

DEPOT 
OC-ALC 
00-AU: 
SA-ALC 
WR-ALC 
SM-ALC 
NADEP-ALMD 
NADEP-CHYPT 
NADEP-JAX 
NADEP-NORVA 
NADEP-NORIS 
NADEP-PNCLA 
CCAD 
LEAD 
RRAD 
TOAD 

Total 

FY95 WORK 
6800 
5100 
6400 
6500 
4200 
2400 
2000 
2200 
2800 
2400 
2800 
3100 
200 
100 
200 

47200 

FY87 CAPACITY 
12400 
8000 

11200 
8000 
6000 
4800 
3000 
3400 
5800 
5800 
3600 
3400 
None 
None 
None 

75400 

EXCESS 
5600 
2900 
4800 
1500 
1800 
2400 
lo00 
1200 
3000 
3400 
800 
300 

None 
None 
None 

28200 



b. Potential Consolidations. Analysis was conducted on consolidation of workloads from 
large depots into small depots, consolidation of a large depot and several small depots, and 
consolidation of all small depots into the large depots. The analysis concluded that 
consolidation of a number of small depots and one large depot was the most feasible. 
This consolidation took advantage of the Technology Repair Centers (TRCs) resident in 
larger depots and the unique capabilities of three smaller depots. The consolidation 
includes the following. 

(1) Amy. Army's aviation depot activities consisted solely of rotary wing airframe 
and dynamic components. The Air Force acquired this depot as part of the Executive 
Service for a l l  aviation. 

(2) Navy. The workload requirement of four NADEPs was consolidated into the 
remaining depots. 

(3) Air Force. The aviation workload from one depot is consolidated &to the 
remaining depots. 

c. Aircraft Summary. 

(I) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of aviation depot maintenance into four existing Air Force depots, m o  
NADEPs, and CCAD has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions 
ranging from 776 to 4,700 during FY94 through FY03. The cumulative annual 
distribution of these potential reductions is shown in Table G-30. Note that the break 
even point for the low savings exreme is seven years. 

Table G-30 Alternative E (Aviation) -- Rojected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Altematives B through F 
I Annual I Cumulative ll 

FY Minimum Maximum 

94 (512) (143) 
95 (493) (135) 
96 258 699 
97 221 620 
98 220 619 
99 220 619 
00 215 605 
0 1 216 605 
02 215 606 
03 216 605 

Minimum Maximum 

(5 12) (143) 
(1,005) (278) 

(747) 421 
(526) 1,04 1 
(306) 1,660 
(86) 2,279 
1 29 2,884 
345 3,489 
560 4,095 
776 4,700 



(2) Capacity Reduction. Assuming the workload of four NADEPs and one ALC are 
consolidated, the projected utilization will increase from 62 to 94 percent. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Duplication in the aviation~cornrnodities is sigdicantly 
reduced. 

3. &i&Underwater Wea~ons .  The analysis of ships/underwater weapons for this 
Alternative were identical to that of Alternatives C and D as ship and underwater weapons 
commodities offer no potential for consolidation under any Service other than the current 
using Service, the Navy. A summary of those conclusions is as follows. 

a. NAVSEA Shipyards. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through G ,  
consolidation of the work of seven shipyards into five has the potential to achieve 
depot maintenance cost reductions ranging from 702 to 2,701 million dollars from 
FY94 through W03. 

(2 )  Capacity Reduction. With the work of two shipyards absorbed by the other 
facilities, the projected N 9 5  utilization rate will increase from 67 to 100 percent based 
on direct labor hour workload requirements. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVSEA is reduced, 
particularly when commodity and component consolidation is pursued following 
consolidation of shipyards, 

b. NAVORD Depots. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of the depot maintenance work of nine NAVORD depots into three has 
the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions of 1 to 178 million dollars 
from FY94 through FY03. 

(2) Capacity Reduction. This consolidation of nine depots into three eliminates FY95 
capacity excess. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication within NAVORD is reduced 
by the consolidation of nine depots into three. 

4. Ground Vehicles/Eaui~ment. 



a. Capacity vs. Workload. 

(1) As shown in Table G-31, ground vehicle/equipment depots were projected by 
JDMAG to have workload of 17,300 KDLH in FY95. 

(2) The FY87 capacity of the ground vehicle/equipment depots was 29,500 KDLH, a 
capacity excess of 12,300 KDLH over the FY95 workload projection. Based on this 
capacity, ground vehicle/equipment depot utilization would be 58 percent. As shown 
in Table G-26, the Army would be the Executive Service for all ground vehicles and 
equipment. Army depots would also assume Executive Service responsibilities for 
general purpose equipment, artillery, and ordnance. ANAD is the sole Army facility 
configured for heavy combat vehicles and all Services' small arms. LEAD is 
responsible for all Services' tactical missiles, RRAD for light combat vehicles and 
artillery, TEAD for automotive and rail, and TOAD for all electronics. Marine Corps 
depots are virtually identical in depot maintenance capabilities. 

Table G-31 Comparison of Ground VehicIes/Equipment Depots 
(Thousands of Direct Labor Hours) 

b. Potential Consolidations. 

(1) Army. The work of five Army depots were consolidated into four. 

EXCESS 

2600 
1300 
2100 
2100 
2100 
None 
200 

None 
900 
1000 
None 
12300 

(2) Air Force. Ground communications-electronics and general purpose equipment 
depot maintenance was consolidated at Army depots. Since this work was conducted 
at the same depot which was consolidated under aviation, no further depots were 
consolidated. 

FY87 CAPACITY 

4600 
3800 
4800 
5500 
3200 
1100 
1400 
500 
1700 

2800 
100 

29500 

DEPOT 

ANAD 
LEAD 
RR AD 
TOAD 
TEAD 
MCLBA 
MCLBB 
00-ALC 
SA-ALC 
SM-ALC 
WR-ALC 

Total 
L 

W95 WORK 

2000 
2500 
2700 
3400 
1100 
1200 
1200 
500 
800 
1800 
100 

17300 



(3) Marine Corps. The work of two depots was consolidated into the Army depots to 
take advantage of the "Centers of Excellence" concept. 

c. Ground VehicleJEquipment Summary. 

(1) Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, 
consolidation of land vehicles, ground communicationselectronics, and general purpose 
equipment into Army depots has the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost 
reductions from 281 to 1,600 d i o n  dollars during FY94 through FY03. The 
cumulative annual distribution of these potential reductions is shown in Table G-32. 
Note that the break even point for the low savings extreme occurs after seven years. 

Table G-32 Alternative E (Ground VehicleslEquipment) -- Projected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

03 82 209 28 1 1,600 I Total 28 1 1,600 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Altematives B through F 

(2) Capacity Reduction. Assuming the workload of five Army depots is consolidated 
into four, and two Marine Corps depots are consolidated into the Army, the projected 
utilization will increase from 58 to 92 percent. 

Annual 
FY Minimum Maximum 

94 (201) (68) 
95 (162) (40) 
96 74 221 
97 8 1 21 8 
98 81 217 
99 82 218 
00 82 209 
0 1 80 208 
02 82 208 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. Unnecessary duplication in the ground 
vehiclejequipment commodity is eliminated. 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maximum 

(201) (68) 
(363) (1 08) 
(289) 113 
(208) 33 1 
(127) 548 
(45) 766 
37 975 

117 1,183 
199 1,391 

5. Missiles. 

a. Tactical Missiles. Ongoing initiatives have consolidated much of the tactical missile 
work at LEAD. Some Navy work remains outstanding at NAVORD depots. After the 
consolidation into three NAVORD depots, the transfer of this tactical missile work to 



LEAD would not permit further consolidation of NAVORD depots. 

b. Strategic Missiles. This commodity has already been consolidated within the Air 
Force at 00-ALC. 

a. Capacity vs Workload. There are three metrology laboratories. The Air Force lab is at 
AGMC, the Navy lab is being consolidated at NADEP-NORIS, and the Army lab is at 
Redstone Arsenal, AL. Specific capacity and workload statistics were not available for all 
locations. 

b. Potential Consolidations. A 29 January 1991, JLC/DDMC report titled "A Study of the 
Services' Primary Standards Laboratories for the Joint Logistics Commanders and the 
Defense Depot Maintenance Council", was reviewed to obtain costs for consolidation 
analyses. The most cost effective consolidation was to establish the Air Force as the 
Executive Service and consolidate metrology support at AGMC. 

c. Metrology Summary. 

(I) Cost Savings. After a consolidation cost of 8 million dollars, annual savings of 
1.54 million dollars would begin accruing in the sixth year. Cufnmulative savings 
through W03 are 8 million dollars. 

(2) Capacity Reduction. AGMC metrology capacity would be expanded during 
consolidation. The facility would operate veIy close to 100 percent capacity. 

(3) Unnecessary Duplication. All unnecessary metrology duplication within and 
among the Services would be eliminated. 

a. Cost Savings. For the purpose of comparing Alternatives B through F, Alternative E 
consolidations have the potential to achieve depot maintenance cost reductions ranging 
from 1,761 to 9,180 million dollars during FY94 through FV03 as shown in table G-33. 



Table G-33 Alternative E FY94-FY03 -- F'rojected Relative Savings 
(Constant FY93 $Million) 

NOTE: Only for comparison with Alternatives B through F 

b. Capacity Reduction. The total utilization of DOD depots after the consolidations 
recommended under Alternative E rises from 61 percent to 95 percent. 

Annual 
FY Minimum Maximum 
94 t 1,083 t 346) 
95 (976) (272) 
96 510 1,330 
97 476 1,225 
98 476 1,223 
99 476 1,225 

- 00 - 472 1,200 
01 469 1,197 
02 472 1,200 
03 47 1 1,198 

Total 1,761 9,180 

c. Unnecessary Duplication. As discussed for each of the commodities above, Alternative 
E reduces virtually all duplication among the Services for maintenance of similar weapon 
system platforms and DLR/components. 

Cumulative 
Minimum Maxim um 

(1,085) (346) 
(2,061) (618) 
(1,551) 712 
(1,075) 1,937 

(599) 3,160 
(123) 4,385 
349 5,585 
818 6,782 

1,290 7,982 
1,761 9,180 



APPENDIX G 

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE F 

1. Overview. Altemative F considers the creation of a single manager to control all depot 
maintenance within DOD. Two different and distinct options are examined. One is a 
Defense Maintenance Agency (DMA) reporting to OSD and the other is a Joint Depot 
Maintenance Command (JDMC), a &led command, reporting to the National Command 
Authority (NCA) through the CJCS. The basic difference between Alternative E and 
Alternatives F(DMA) and F(JDMC) is who is in charge. In Altemative E, there are three 
separate Service Executives in charge of depot maintenance. In Alternative F(DMA), there is 
a central agency is charge of a I I  depot activities. In Alternative F(JDMC), there is a unified 
commander in charge of four separate Service components. It is assumed for the purpose of 
this analysis that both options under Altemative F would result in no less consolidation and 
elimination of duplication than is possible in Alternative E. Therefore, the analysis developed 
for Altemative E is also applied to both options in Alternative F. 

2. PMA. A DMA involves the creation of a central authority that is superimposed over the 
existing depot maintenance system with full responsibility and authority to change, manage, 
and operate the depot maintenance effort DOD-wide. A DMA implies removing the 
responsibility for depot maintenance from the Services and placing it in the hands of a central 
authority. Basically, the Services would purchase depot level maintenance from the DMA. A 
DMA would: 

a. Directly own, control, and operate applicable depot level maintenance facilities, other 
than theater assigned depot assets. 

b. Be responsible for consolidations, competition initiatives, workload assignments, capital 
investment decisions, and standardization of systems and work processes, as appropriate, 
to maximize the efficiency of the depot system. 

c. Work to Service specified technical aspects of work packages. 

d. Negotiate with the Services on time schedules and costs. 

e. Ensure adequate depot capacity for peacetime and surge requirements. 

f. Submit and defend depot budget requirements. The Services would control the funds 
authorized for depot level maintenance. 

g. Develop BRAC recommendations (post BRAC-93). 



3. JDMC. A JDMC would be the central authority for depot maintenance with full 
responsibility and authority to change, manage, and operate the depot maintenance effort. In 
this case, however, the Services would have a fully participating role through their Service 
components, including ownership and operation of those depots that remain active after 
consolidation decisions are made by the Joint Commander. A JDMC would: 

a. Be responsible for consolidations, competition initiatives, workload assignments, capital 
investment decisions, and standardization of systems and work processes, as appropriate, 
to maximize the efficiency of the depot system. The ownership and day-to-day control of 
the individual depot facilities would remain with the appropriate Services. 

b. Negotiate time standards and costs with the users. 

c. Work to Service specifled technical aspects of work packages. 

d. Ensure adequate depot capacity for peacetime and surge requirements. 

e. Coordinate consolidated submission of depot budget requirements. The Services would 
control the funds authorized for depot level maintenance. 

f. Develop BRAC recommendations (post BRAC-93). 



APPENDIX G 

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE G 

1. Overvieq. Alternative G considers contracting the entire depot maintenance workload to 
private industry either through industry facilities or government-owned/contractor-operated 
(GOCO) facilities. Depot maintenance management and contract coordination would be 
provided by a new OSD-level organization or Service organizations. In either case, the 
contracting agency would: 

a. Assess contractor capabilities before awarding a contract. 
b. Provide pricing and negotiation support. 
c. Support source selection. 
d. Manage the contract after award. 
e. Provide technical support. 
f. Accept the contractor's work and assure payment. 

2. Effect ~ C o m ~ e t i t i o n .  Competition is one of the principal strategies of DMRD 908. 
Public-private and public-public competition improves efficiency by stimulating overhead cost 
reduction and improved productivity. 

a. Competition Pilot Program Results. In response to the FY91 congressional authority 
for a competition pilot program described in Chapter 11, each Service opened selected 
depot maintenance work to competition. Some competition involved private bidders, as 
well as public bidders from more than one Service. Of the 18 workloads awarded with an 
annual value of 87 million dollars, organic depots won 14 awards. Table G-34 displays 
the results of FY91 competition, including projected savings resulting from the awards. In 
FY92, of fourteen workloads awarded, organic depots won eight. The projected savings 
from competition for N 9 1  through FY97 are 22.76 million dollars. 

b. Competition Without Public Depots. The public-private pilot program demonstrated 
that organic depots are competitive with private industry and probably provide an incentive 
for private industry to improve efficiency and submit competitive bids. This alternative 
eliminates organic public depots and leaves only private-private competition. Without the 
competition of the depots to drive industry to cut costs commercialized maintenance would 
probably result in much lower savings than those resulting from public-private savings 
realized in FY91. The competitive environment that produces savings today could evolve 
into a sole-source environment with significantly greater costs. 



Table G-34 Depot Maintenance Competition FY91 Pilot Program Results 

Previous Award FY91-97 
Service Workload Work Site Winner Savings ($M) 

T63-700 Engine CCAD CCAD 3.13 
PATRIOT Launch Station LEAD LEAD -0.09 
MI 1 3 Engine RRAD Detroit Diesel 0.42 
M44 1 - 1 /2 Ton Engine TEAD TEAD 0.36 
MILVANS ANAD Genco -0.03 
AN/TPQ-36/37 SAAD SAAD -0.38 
RT-524 TOAD TOAD 1.49 

4.90 

Air Force G-56 15 Gearbox SA-ALC Standard Aero 6.40 
F- 16 Software N&V 00-ALC Logicon 0.70 
TF33 Vanes & Shrouds Contract Chromalloy 1.30 
AN/IliC-97A SM-ALC SM-ALC 0.70 
AN/ARC- 186-UHF WR-ALC WR-ALC 1.70 

10.80 

Marine Corps M923 5-Ton Truck MCLBB TEAD 6.89 
AN/rpB-ID MCLBA Loral 0.17 

7.06 

DOD Total 22.76 

Source: DDMC CBP (FY92-97) 

3. Limits of Contractor Maintenance. This alternative will create several new limitations that 
are discussed in the following subparagraphs. 

a. Old Technology Maintenance. Service depots maintain many weapon systems built 
with older technology. Such systems often require reverse engineering to produce parts no 
longer available from commercial vendors. This situation will become even more 
prevalent as lower defense procurement budgets necessitate extending weapon system life 
cycles. Work on older systems is often too small in volume or too difficult to be 
attractive to private industry. It is also very difficult to predict the scope and details of 
work required on older systems before the actual effort is begun, thereby resulting in 
costly, non-competitive contract revisions. After the attractive and high profit work is 
awarded to private industry, the Services can be expected to be left with essential work on 
older weapon systems that has traditionally been performed by the organic depots. For 
this reason, some GOCO facilities on cost-plus contracts will probably be essential. 



b. Capacity Expansion. Commercial industries can be expected to size their capacity to 
peacetime requirements. It would be expensive to maintain excess capacity for short-term 
surges in output which are critical to meeting military contingencies. 

- 
c. Weapon System Management. Unlimited competition would substantially complicate 
weapon system management. Instead of dealing with one or a small number of military 
commands for depot maintenance of a weapon system platform, a manager may have to 
balance the efforts of a large number of contractors throughout the country, each of which 
has been awarded the mahtenance of components of the platform. 

d. Exposure to Unplanned Interruptions. Service depots are seldom, if ever, exposed 
to work stoppages caused by problems with labor, such as strikes or job actions. They 
are also virtually immune to bankruptcies and corporate reorganizations which can 
bring output 0-rivate industry to a complete and unexpected halt. At most, Service 
depots experience these problems when their vendor suppliers have unplanned 
interruptions. The depots counter these temporary delays with alternate sources of 
supplies or internal reconfigurations to produce components organically. Complete 
contractor depot maintenance exposes the entire maintenance function to these 
problems which can intermpt output for long periods and severely degrade readiness 
and warfighting abilities in a very short order. 

e. Contract Flexibility. Service depots experience frequent changes to programmed output 
and system maintenance requirements. Modifications to contracts to support program 
changes could be costly and time consuming. 

4. Summary. 

a. Cost Savings. Cost savings for Alternative G were not computed. The cost savings 
from competition using the current system of public-private competition are highly 
variable depending on the source used. Eliminating the public element from competition 
will result in even greater variability which is not predictable. Contract maintenance may 
yield initial cost savings, but actually become more expensive as duplicate capabilities are 
discontinued and contracts tend to become sole-source. No dollar comparison of 
Alternative G can be made relative to Alternatives B thru F. 

b. Capacity Reduction. Since all Service depots are closed or become GOCO, any 
unnecessary capacity within the Services is eliminated. Service capacity will be zero. 

c. Duplication. As with capacity reduction, aLl Service depots are eliminated along with 
all duplication. 
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DALO - SMM 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF FOR LOGISTICS 

WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0500 

2 6 OCT 1992 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHAIRMAN, JCS DEPOT MAINTENANCE STUDY GROUP 

SUBJECT: Army's Input to the JCS Depot Maintenance 
Study--Information Memorandum 

5 1 6  - 
1. This is in response to your request that each service 
evaluate the seven alternatives proposed to achieve even greater 
depot maintenance efficiencies and prepare an issue paper on the 
role of Army depots at reduced service levels (Tabs A & B ) .  

2. As you well know, we submitted an alternative to the study 
group, which in essence provides for single service management of 
a weapon system, all its components, and depot level reparables. 
We think this alternative creates a logical management strategy 
and supports the system management approach to depot maintenance. 
It also maximizes cost savings while maintaining responsiveness 
to contingency requirements, peacetime readiness, sustainrnent and 
reconstitution of our forces. 

3 .  We are looking forward to the outcome of y,our study. 

%&L 
2 Encl LEON E. SALOMON 

Lieutenant General, GS 
Deputy Chief of Staff 

f o r  Logistics 

CF: 
AMCCG 
DAMO- ZA 
ASA (I,L&E) 
DALO-PLZ-A 
JCS (54) 



APPENDIX H 

ARMY ALTERNATIVE REVIEW 

. . Alternative A Indrvldual S u e  Management 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintentenance pmcess? 

PRO: Proven capability to support life cycle management of materiel, peacetime readiness, 
sustainment and reconstitution of redeployed forces. Fully integrated approach to integrated 
logistics system support (ILS) management to include requirements, specifications and 
configuration control being centralized under a single materiel manager. Integrated with aU 
aspects of the Army's logistics structure. Depot maintenance is a vital element of the Army's 
maintenance policy and doctrine, facilitating coordination between requirements, development, 
engineering, maintenance and financial management for improving/upgrading equipment 
which will be increasingly important in the future budgetary environment. Facilitates program 
execution with work specifications, production standards and depots centralized under a 
single industrial manager, Depot Systems Command, where end items and depot level 
reparables are rebuilt/remanufactured/ modified at Centers of Technical Excellence (CTX) 
providing a integrated weapon systems approach to maintenance. 

CON: Does not allow for maximum technology transfer between services, adoption of best 
industrial processes across DOD or attain best depot maintenance costs for end items and 
DLRs. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

It is reasonable to expect some savings can be made without jeopardizing peacetime readiness, 
sustainment and reconstitution which are three critical factors in the depot maintenance 
military effectiveness equation. It is essential those factors be weighed carefully against any 
cost savings that will clearly reduce military effectiveness in evaluating every alternative. 

Efficiencies: Maintenance Council (DDMC) and Army Management Review Decisions 
(AMRD) have initiated a wide range of actions to improve efficiency of depot maintenance 
and are producing positive results. It is recognized additional actions can be taken to further 
reduce costs, excess capacity and duplication under this alternative; however, it will not 
achieve maximum savings potential without degrading military effectiveness. 



Alternative -Service M a n ~ j C o n s o l i d a t i o n  into "Centers of Excellence'? 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Semices' maintenance process? 

PRO: Best alternative in tenns of readiness, sustainment, reconstitution and cost savings. 
Depot maintenance cost for end items and DLRs would decline without the negative impacts 
of other alternatives. Avoids system and depot management problems of splitting 
management of end items and DLRs as Alternatives C, D, E, F and G do. Logical 
management strategy based on Executive Agent/ Single Service Manager for both weapon and 
non-weapon systems and associated DLRs and achieves maximum effectiveness from Center 
of Excellence concept. Supports weapon systems management and "One face to the 
customer". 

CON: Service could loose control of all depot maintenance for some systems. This loss of 
control is also applicable to varying degrees for Alternatives C, D, E, F, and G. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Yes, assuming Executive Agent assignment based on predominant operator eg. ships, fixed 
wing, rotary wing, ground commo and electronics, ground vehicles etc. 

Implementation: Is this alternative ~a l i s t i c?  

Management strategy is logical, supports systems management approach and maximizes cost 
savings while maintaining responsiveness to peacetime readiness, sustainrnent and 
reconstitution. Supports other services on a systems basis which facilitates support of 
PEOs/PMs and service maintenance managers in acquisition, modification, field support etc. 
Implementation of the depot maintenance strategy should be included in the BRAC 93 process 
even if this requires some delay, e.g. 30-60 days so any required closures/realignments can be 
initiated quickly to maximize savings potential vice waiting for the BRAC 95 window. Depot 
maintenance management of Executive AgentISingle Manager assignments and transfer of 
ownership of any depotslfacilities would be phased in during FY93 and completed beforelat 
start of FY94. Easier to manage than alternatives splitting end items and DLRs. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentjSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorties, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," etc? 

The Army would continue to exercise centraIized command and control over organic depots 
through the Depot System Command; where workloading, workload priorities, facilities 
maintenance/modemization, funding, coordination with other services etc., would be focused. 
The A m y ,  as Executive Agent, and the other services have successfully participated for a 



number of years in joint staffiig of the Executive Director for Conventional Ammunition 
(EDCA) Office. This could be a useful model in developing joint staffing at appropriate 
levels in the depot maintenance arena. Assignment of supported service personnel to key staff 
and management positions at HQ DESCOM and appropriate commodity commands, eg. 
Aviation Troop Support Command (ATCOM) and Tank Automotive Command (TACOM) 
would facilitate the coordination and cooperation required to achieve maximum potential 
benefits fiom this alternative. Such an initiative could also meet professional development 
requirements for military personnel. Details of this type arrangement would be worked out 
with each supported service and formalized in a memorandum of understanding (MOU). 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

The Executive Agent meet Anny requirement for peacetime readiness, repair/preparation of 
equipment to support deploying forces, sustainrnent to include providing personneVequipment 
to provide a forward depot capability in contingency areas and reconstitution of redeploying 
forces. 

hput to materiel acquisition process so depot maintenance can be considered in design and 
depot resources (DMPE, specifications, training) can be provided. 

Periodic progressfstatus reports. 

Support Army Program Executive Officers (PEO), Project and Product Managers (PM) in the 
development and management of integrated logistics support for materiel throughout the life 
cycle management process to include research, development, testing, production, fielding, 
modification and d ~ ~ ~ o s a l .  

Participation in workload scheduling and prioritization. 

Fabrication, manufacture and reclamation of parts and equipment. 

Operation of world class industrial facilities in terms of cost, quality and schedule. 

Efficiencies: Am them near or long-term business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Will minimize depot maintenance costs for end items and DLRs via the Centers of Excellence 
Concept and facilitate closing depots to reduce excess capacity. Achieving this may require 
transferring ownership of some depots to another service. Long term benefits include 
minimizing operating, MILCON and new capital equipment costs to operates world class 
industrial facilities. 



Alternative C Consolidate .Weaaons-Platformsiefe.lointservice'%enteIsQf 
ellence 11 

- 
Effectiveness: What am the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiyeness of your 
Services' maintenance pmcess? 

PRO: No clear contribution and it is not an improvement over Alternative A where owning 
service is depot maintenance manager for weapon and non weapon systems and their 
associated depot level reparables (DLR). 

CON: Breaks weapons systems management approach which has a proven track record in 
developing, acquiring, operating, modifying, sustaining and performing depot maintenance on 
a systems basis. This advocates consolidating the hull/chassis/airframe of weapons under a 
single service but leaving weapon system DLRs with the owning service and also leaves non- 
weapon systems aridtheir- associated DLRs with the owning service. Unnecessarily 
complicates depot maintenance and its management for weapon systems and their associated 
DL&. Will likely increase costs to maintain a given level of military effectiveness. The 
service operating the depot responsible for removable and reinstallation of DLRs has no 
control over anything that happens to the DLRs in between when the end item is owned by 
another service. This requires the service owning that end item to purchase DLRs from 
supply or establish repair and return DLR programs at DLR repair depots run by the other 
services.The results include: additional supply transactions, longer repair cycle times, 
increased inventory levels, and higher end item repair costs. No one in charge of weapon 
system depot maintenance and no clear logic to this approach. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized fmm this alternative? 

No, this management strategy breaks weapon system management which is central to 
peacetime readiness, sustainment, reconstitution, life cycle management and ILS. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

There are no clear benefits to be gained from this alternative since it would complicate the 
management of depot maintenance and would likely increase costs while creating additional 
problems in codiguration control, engineering and other linkages between the field, 
developer, service management and depot maintenance. In the absence of clear benefits and 
given obvious adverse impacts, this alternative is not considered realistic. 



If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," etc? 

The b y  would continue to exercise centralized command and control over organic depots 
through the Depot System Command; (DESCOM) where workloading, workload priorities, 
facilities maintenance/modernization, funding, coordination with other services etc., would be 
focused. The Army, as Executive Agent, and the other services have successfully participated 
for a number of years in joint stafYiig of the Executive Director for Conventional Ammunition 
(EDCA) Office. This could be a useful model in developing joint staffing at appropriate 
levels in the depot maintenance arena. Assignment of supported service personnel to key staff 
and management positions at HQ DESCOM and appropriate commodity commands, eg. 
Aviation Troop Support Command (ATCOM) and Tank Automotive Command (TACOM) 
would facilitate the coordination and cooperation required to achieve maximum potential 
benefits from this alternative. Such an initiative could also meet professional development 
requirements for militaqarypersonnel. Details of this type arrangement would be worked out 
with each supported service and formalized in a memorandum of understanding (MOU). 

If your Selvice became a customer of an Executive AgentJSingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm this manager? 

The Executive Agent meet Army requirements for peacetime readiness, repairhreparation of 
equipment to support deploying forces, sustainment to include providing personneVequipment 
operating under Army control to provide a forward depot capability in contingency areas and 
reconstitution of redeploying forces. 

Input to materiel acquisition process so depot maintenance can be considered in design and 
depot resources (DMPE, specifications, training) can be provided. 

Periodic progress/status reports. 

Support Army Program Executive Officers (PEO), Project and Product Managers (PM) in the 
development and management of integrated logistics support for materiel throughout the life 
cycle management process to include research, development, testing, production, fielding, 
modification and dqmsal. 

Participation in workload scheduling and prioritization. 

Operation of world class industrial facilities in terms of cost, quality and schedule. 

Fabrication, manufacture and reclamation of parts and equipment. 



Efficiencies: Are them near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Any overall efficiencies are unclear given the issues addressed in-the (CON) paragraph. The 
efficiencies from weapon system end item consolidations would increase capacity utilization 
of some depots; however, that would not necessarily result in closing any depots since owning 
services would still maintain weapon system DLRs, non weapon systems and their associated 
DLRs. Overhauling an end item would require it be shipped to a depot where the DLRs were 
removed and returned to the owning service for repair in an organic depot or shipped to a 
contractor facility. Repairing those DLRs and then returning them to the original depot for 
reassembly into the end item hull/chassis/airfrarne would significantly increase repair cycle 
times and probably end item rebuild costs. If DLRs are requisitioned from the supply system 
to replace those shipped off to the owning service for repair, this will require more supply 
transactions, management overhead and procurement of additional DL& to support the depot 
maintenance cycle. 



Alternative D Individual Service Management of Wea~on System Platforms in "Centers of 
Excellence" with DLRs. Cornponen&@JVon-Weawn Svstem Fauipment Consolidated fg 
m l e  Service "Centers of Excellence" 

Effectiveness: What the impact of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

PRO: Limited impact on effectiveness for weapon and non-weapon systems when end items 
and associated DLRs are maintained by the same service via "Centers of Excellence Concept". 

CON: When end items and DLRs are split between services on a wholesale basis (weapon 
systems) there are significant adverse impacts without clear offsetting benefits. This is a 
limited business approach to depot maintenance overall, particularly for weapon systems, and 
breaks the weapon system management approach which has a proven track record in 
developing, acquiring, operating, modifying, sustaining and performing depot maintenance of 
weapon systems. Unduly complicates depot maintenance management for weapon systems 
and DLRs when split between multiple services and would likely increase end items rebuild 
costs. Nobody in charge of weapon system depot maintenance and no clear logic to this 
approach. 

Are you willing to accept some decmment in militarg effectivness if substantial savings could 
be realized by this alternative? 

No, this management strategy breaks weapon system management which is central to 
readiness, sustainrnent, reconstitution, life cycle management and ILS. 

Implementation: Is this alternative malistic? 

Any proposal to split depot maintenance management of systems and their associated DLRs 
on a wholesale basis as this does will adversely impact many elements of life cycle 
management, peacetime readiness, sustainment, reconstitution, etc. There is no compelling 
case to do this and doing so would suboptimize the overall process in order to optimize some 
pieces. 

If your Service w e n  selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special ~quirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipment-, 
'Top-up projects," etc? 

The Army would continue to exercise centralized command and control over organic depots 
through the Depot System Command; (DESCOM) where workloading, workload priorities, 
facilities maintenance/modernization, funding, coordination with other services etc., would be 
focused. The Army, as Executive Agent, and the other services have successfully participated 
for a number of years in joint staffing of the Executive Director for Conventional Ammunition 
(EDCA) Office. This could be a useful model in developing joint staffing at appropriate 



levels in the depot maintenance arena. Assignment of supported service personnel to key staff 
and management positions at HQ DESCOM and appropriate commodity commands, eg. 
Aviation Troop Support Command (ATCOM) and Tank Automotive Command (TACOM) 
would facilitate the coordination and cooperation required to achieve maximum potential 
benefits from this alternative. Such an initiative could also meet professional development 
requirements for military personnel. Details of this type arrangement would be worked out 
with each supported service and formalized in a memorandum of understanding (MOU). 

If your Selvice becamse a customer of an Executive AgendSingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

The Executive Agent meet Army requirement for peacetime readiness, repair/preparation of 
equipment to support deploying forces, sustainrnent to include providing persomeVequiprnent 
operating under Army control to provide a forward depot capability in contingency areas and 
reconstitution of redeploying forces. 

Input to materiel acquisition process so depot maintenance can be considered in design and 
depot resources (DMPE, specifications, training) can be provided. 

Periodic progress/status reports. 

Support Army Program Executive Officers (PEO), Project and Product Managers (PM) in the 
development and management of integrated logistics support for materiel throughout the life 
cycle management process to include research, development, testing, production, fielding, 
modification and disposal. 

Participation in workload scheduling and prioritization. 

Fabrication, manufacture and reclamation of parts and equipment. 

Operation of world class industrial facilities in terms of cost, quality and schedule. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Any overall efficiencies are unclear given the issues addressed in the above CON paragraph. 
The efficiencies from weapon system and end item consolidations would increase capacity 
utilization of some depots; however, that would not necessarily result in closing any depots 
since owning services would still maintain weapon system DLRs and non-weapon systems 
and their associated DLRs. Overhauling an end item would require it be shipped to a depot 
where the DLRs were removed and returned to the owning service for repair in an organic 
depot or shipped to a contractor facility. Repairing these DtRs and then returning them the 
original depot for reassembly into the end item hull/chassis/ai~frame will significantly increase 
repair cycle times and probably end item rebuild cost. If DLRs are requisitioned from the 



supply system to replace those shipped off to the owning service for repair, this will require 
more supply transactions, management overhead, and procurement of additional DLRs to 
support the depot maintenance cycle. 



Alternative E Consolidahon . . Qf~imilar/Common Platforms. DLRs. Com~onents and Non- 
Wea~on Svstem Com~onents UnderSineleExecutive Sewice 

Effectiveness: What a the impacts of this alternative on the military effectivness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

PRO: Impact on effectiveness would be dependent on Executive Agent assignments. 
Assuming assignment based on dominant user for ships, f i ed  wing aircraft, rotary wing 
aircraft, ground vehicles, ground command and electronics etc there should be limited impact 
when depot maintenance of systems and associated DLRs are managed by the same service. 

- 
CON: When end items and DLRs are split between services on a wholesale basis (weapon 
systems) there are significant adverse impacts without clear offsetting benefits. This is a 
limited business approach to depot maintenance overall, and particularly for weapon systems, 
and breaks the weapon system management approach which has a proven track record in 
developing, acquiring, &prating, modifying, sustaining and performing depot maintenance of 
weapon systems. Unduly complicates depot maintenance management from every aspect 
when split between multiple services and would likely increase end item rebuild costs for 
those systems. Nobody in charge of weapon system depot maintenance and no clear logic to 
this approach. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

No, this management strategy breaks weapon systems management which is central to 
peacetime readiness, sustainment, reconstitution, life cycle management and ILS. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Any proposal to split depot maintenance management of systems and their associated DLRs 
on a wholesale basis breaks the weapon systems approach to management and will adversely 
impact many elements of life cycle management, peacetime readiness, sustainment, 
reconstitution etc. There is no compelling case to do this and doing so would suboptimize the 
overall process in an effort to optimize some portions (limited purely business approach). 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentJSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," etc? 

The Army would continue to exercise centralized command and control over organic depots 
through the Depot System Command; (DESCOM) where workloading, workload priorities, 
facilities maintenance/modemization, funding, coordination with other services etc., would be 
focused. The Army, as Executive Agent, and the other services have successfully participated 
for a number of years in joint staffing of the Executive Director for Conventional Ammunition 



(EDCA) Office. This could be a useful model in developing joint staffing at appropriate 
levels in the depot maintenance arena. Assignment of supported service personnel to key staff 
and management positions at HQ DESCOM and appropriate commodity commands, eg. 
Aviation Troop Support Command (ATCOM) and Tank Automotive Command (TACOM) 
would facilitate the coordination and cooperation required to achieve maximum potential 
benefits from this alternative. Such an initiative could also meet professional development 
requirements for military personnel. Details of this type arrangement would be worked out 
with each supported service and formalized in a memorandum of understanding (MOU). 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentJSingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

The Executive Agent meet Army requirement for peacetime readiness, repair/preparation of 
equipment to support deploying forces, sustainment to include providing persomel/equipment 
operating under A m y  control to provide a forward depot capability in contingency areas and 
reconstitution of redeploying forces. 

Input to materiel acquisition process so depot maintenance can be considered in design and 
depot resources (DMPE, specifications, training) can be provided. 

Periodic progress/status reports. 

Support Army Program Executive Officers (PEO), Project and Product Managers (PM) in the 
development and management of integrated logistics support for materiel throughout the life 
cycle management process to include research, development, testing, production, fielding, 
modiI?cation and dqmsal. 

Participation in workload scheduling and prioritization. 

Operation of world class industn:al facilities in terms of cost, quality and schedule. 

Fabrication, manufacture and reclamation of parts and equipment. 

Efficiencies: An? them near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

When end items and DLRs are managed by the same service there are ~ i ~ c a n t  cost savings 
because this management approach facilitates closing depots to reduce excess capacity, 
duplication etc. When end items and DLRs are managed by separate services, there are 
numerous negative impacts to systems management, plus end item rebuild programs are 
greatly complicated. 



Alternative F DOD Consolidation 

Effectiveness: What m the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Semices' maintenance process? 

PRO: It is to rationalize how removing depot maintenance from the services will 
enhance effectiveness of Army maintenance either within depots or the overall maintenance 
process from developer to user to depot. 

CON: Major impact on Title 10 responsibilities and would likely require changes to existing 
federal statues. Would place either a DOD staff element or the JCS in charge of an 
organization directly impacting readiness, sustainment, reconstitution. This would break the 
weapon system management approach by disrupting the linkages between field, developer, 
service maintenance/resource management and the depot. It would be extremely diffcult for 
service managers to reach through the DOD or JCS to the depots and work the life cycle 
management process on a weapon system management basis. This would be particularly 

when engineering, configuration management and specifications are involved which 
require close coordination over sustained periods of time to support new system development, 
fielding of new equipment, and modifkation of fielded end items and DLRs. It would also 
complicate the overall maintenance management process of services developing maintenance 
doctrine and policy. DOD or JCS involvement would add several additional organizational 
layers (DOD or JCS, some type depot command headquarters, some number of subordinates 
command elements, e.g., land, air and sea or regional) between service managers and 
supporting depots and would make the depot virtually unreachable from the field level. 
Centralization of critical operational functions at the very top levels of large organizations is 
not the most effective or efficient management methodology as Sears and Roebuck, General 
Motors and many other organizations have learned the hard way. Staffs at the top of such 
organizations tend to be overly bureaucratic, lack the proper sense of urgency, are far 
removed from the impact of their poor decisions and in general lack the operational level 
experience required. Not at all clear what the value added would be from DOD or JCS 
operating depots that cannot be achieved from Alternative B with far less adverse impacts. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be r~aiized by this alternative? 

This alternative has potential for savings but also for ~ i ~ c a n t l y  adversely impacting 
military effectiveness. Greater benefits are achievable under Alternative B with less adverse 
impacts; therefore, this alternative is not supportable. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

No, this would break the systems management approach by removing the service role in depot 
maintenance, adding additional organizational layers to the process, centralizing and calling it 
increased efficiency. Implementation would be a lengthy, complex process due the 



requirement to "stand up" a new command with subordinate elements, etc. and the learning 
curve those organizations wollld undergo. Any closure and realignment decisions would 
likely be delayed until the BRAC 95 window resulting in no siecant savings or closure 
until the year 2000 or beyond. The objective can be achieved with far less disruption and 
adverse consequences, e.g., Altemative B. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive Agenct/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up pmjects," etc? 

Not applicable. 

Efficiencies: Am there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Yes, however, they do not offset the numerous adverse impacts or achieve the efficiencies and 
saving potential of Alternative B. This alternative creates another massive bureaucracy that 
further isolates the field, developer and service manager from supporting depots. Will take 
longer to implement than Alternative B thereby delaying attainment of significant savings. 



Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

PRO: Theoretically at least, this type competition would result in reduced costs of depot 
maintenance and support peacetime readiness at lower costs; however, this has not been 
proven. 

CON: Commerical industry would size capacity based solely on peacetime requirements and 
paying them to maintain excess capacity would be cost prohibitive. Dficulty and cost of 
competing and awarding depot maintenance contracts would be greatly exacerbated; for 
example, last year the Army had some 6,000 program changes in it's organic depot workload. 
Modifying, renegotiating contracts to support changes of this magnitude would be a crushing 
adrninistrative/overhead cost and it would be impossible to maintain reasonable control over 
costs with quantities, condition of assets, etc. continually changing. 

Industry is primarily interested in high volume and high dollar contracts. The Army has 
relatively few programs with an annual value of over $lM and industry is just not interested 
in bidding on small programs. For example, of 10 ea EY92 competition items awarded to 
date, there were no industry bids on three items. It should be noted Army organic depots 
won 5 each of 7 each programs competed in IT91 and 8 ea of 10 ea competed to date in 
FY92. 

Unlimited contracting out would break the wapon system management approach for all 
currently fielded systems since unlimited competition would result in depot maintenace for 
end items and associated DLRs scattered across private industry. 

Contracting for maintenance as part of weapon system acquisition costs for new systems 
would result in services not buying technical data packages leaving them at the mercy of 
original equipment contractors in regards to costs in the future. This is an extremely short- 
sighted and dangerous concept given that systems may be in the inventory 30-40 years or 
longer, especially in the current budget environment. In that period companies would go 
bankrupt, merge, sell off some units, be bought by foreign companies, discontinue operations 
in certain equuipment areas, etc., etc. 

Total commercialization of depot maintenance would likely encounter strong congressional 
opposition and generate prohibitive legislation. 

Worker strikes at commercial contractor facilities could have devastating impacts on 
readiness, sustainment and reconstitution. Organic depots, the "Core" maintenance workload 
concept and reasonable competition levels offer clear advantages over unrestricted 
competition. 



Not at all clear what the advantages of this alternative are in regards to military effectiveness. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiverlss if substantial savings could 
be malized by this alternative? 

No, is a fatally flawed strategy. 

Implentation: Is this alternative malistic? 

No, it gives up a proven depot maintenance management strategy that can be restructured e.g., 
Alternative B to achieve reductions in capacity, duplication, overlap and rebuild costs for end 
items and DLRs without the adverse impacts of Alternative G. 

It is likely a new command structure would need to be created for effective individual service 
or DoD managmenet of the numerous contracts required to accomplish this alternative. 
"Standing up" this command, it's learning curve and the long periods of times required to 
contract out significant workload would delay attainment of major savings for a lengthy 
period of time. Such actions could not be completed by the BRAC 95 window; thereby 
greatly complicating any future closure of depots. Estimate it would take 10 years or longer 
to actually close any significant number of depots using this trategy. An associated major 
problem at our multi-mission depots with major ammunition storage missions e.g., 
Letterkenny, Tooele, Red River and Anniston is the munitions mission remains, requiring 
significant ownership costs to keep the installations open and to manage and execute outload 
in support of major contingencies. It is noted all services are dependent on those munitions. 

Any substantial savings would be purely theoretical at best, not provable, if achievable at a l l  
would take a very long time to do so (cost and time competition), would not resolve the 
problems with low volurne/dollar programs and of support equipment originally manufactured 
by companies no longer in existence, etc. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgendSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," etc? 

Joint staffing of the contracting headquarters would be appropriate with other supported 
services personnel being assigned to key staff and management positions to cooridnate 
priorities, technical requirements, etc. Staffing dtails would be worked out with each 
supported service and formalized in a memorandum of understanding (MOU). 



If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgenVSingle manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

The Army would expect: 

The Executive Agent meet Army requirements for peacetime readiness, repairhreparation of 
equipment to support deploying forces, sustainment to include providing personneVequipment 
operating under Army control to provide a forward depot capability in contingency areas and 
reconstitutuion of redeploying-forces. 

Input to materiel acquisition process so depot maintenance can be considered in design and 
depot resources (DMPE, specifications, training) can be provided. 

Periodic progress/status - report. - 
Support Army Program Executive Officers (PEO), Project and ProduEt Manager (PM) in the 
development and management of integrated logistics support for materiel throughout the life 
cycle managmenet process to include research, development, testing, production, fielding, 
mecation and disposal. 

Participation in workload scheduling and prioritzation. 

Fabrication, manufacture and reclamation of parts and equipment. 

Operation of world class industrial facilities in terms of cost, quality and scheudle. 

Efficiencies: Are them near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

No, it is expected the near and long term implications of totally commercializing maintenance 
would be increased overall costs. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE EXECUTIVE GROUP, JCS DEPOT MAINTENANCE 
CONSOLIDATION STUDY 

Subj: JCS DEPOT MAINTENANCE CONSOLIDATION STUDY 

1. In response to the request from Executive Group Director, General Went, Tab A is 
forwarded as Navy's response to the alternatives under study. Specifically, Alternative I is 
clearly the preferred choice because it maintains the vital command and control linkage 
through the life cycle between Navy depots and the operating forces they support; and retains 
the vital engineering and emergency support capabilities which must be available to meet 
fleet safety and readiness objectives. This alternative preserves Service oversight to ensure 
maintenance meets mission and readiness requirements. 

2. A second alternative is derived from a combination of Alternative I and IV. In addition 
to maintaining command accountability for the mission of the Service, the establishment of 
Centers of Excellence for a specific commodity would offer significant opportunity for 
productivity improvements. 

3. There is no clear consensus to other alternatives beyond I and IV. 

S. F. LOFTUS 
Vice Admiral, U. S. Navy 
Deputy Chief of Naval 
Operations (Logistics) 



APPENDIX I 

NAVY ALTERNATIVE REVIEW - 
- 

Alternative A Individual Service Management 

Effectiveness: What llre the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

- 
Continued effectiveness of the Navy's maintenance process was planned into the Navy's 
response to DOD's "Defense Management Review Decision-908" (DMRD-908). This 
alternative directs continuation of the efforts begun in response to DMRD-908. Current co- 
location of depot level and production facilities allows efficient utilization of expensive unique 
test equipment, engigeering synergism, access to design and production experts, and reduced 
repair costs. costs avoidance is achieved by not having to pay for re_training/resystemization 
costs associated with changing to a new alternative. Any impact attendant to this DMRD has 
been subsequently identified and resolved to the satisfaction of the Navy. 

The' Services' control over mission readiness requirements would be maintained as a counter 
balance to maintenance process sub-optimization. This alternative preserves Service oversight 
to ensure maintenance meets mission and readiness requirements. The Seven Step Process 
ensures cost effectiveness of interservicing decisions, and competition or the potential for 
competition wiU provide incentive for savings over the pre-DRMD 908 budgets. 

Art you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be 1.7ealized by this alternative? 

Alternative A retains service control over total logistics support of the weapon systems and 
components thereby causing the least decrement. An existing plan, the "DDMC Corporate 
Business Plan", outlines initiatives and presupposes that each service has factored in and has 
developed appropriate contingencies for potential military effectiveness impacts. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This is considered the best alternative given the savings goals already included in DRMD 908. 
Cost savings goals and objectives have already been identified and implemented under DRMD 
908, and their impact have not yet been fully assessed. Current operations attest to the 
realistic nature of this alternative. 



If your Service wem selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirtments; e-g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-up projects," etc? 

An Executive Agent for this alternative would be in an administrative role, coordinating the 
operation of such joint oversight organizations as the Defense Depot Maintenance Council, the 
meetings of the Joint Logistics Commanders and the supporting organizations. The 
infrastructure to support this alternative is already in place. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentJSingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

See above. 

Efficiencies: Are them near o r  long-term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

The efficiencies to be gained by this alternative are defined within the "DDMC Corporate 
Business Plan". Each Service would use their existing expertise in performing DOD 
maintenance, and fine-tune existing operations. 

Comments: Alternative A continues the progress made through the efforts of the Defense 
Depot Maintenance Council and demands steady and consistent business planning discipline 
be applied and maintained across all of the DOD depot industrial base. It maintains the link 
between acquisition and life cycle management within the Services for engineering, 
maintenance, integrated logistics support, and modernization; and provides for graceful 
emergency depot surge capability. It focuses Services' management attention on individual 
Service-unique product-line efficiency; and maintains the customer/provider, 
operator/maintainer direct relationship. 



Alternative B Individual Service Management (Consolidation into "Centers of @xcellence'? 

Effectiveness: -What am the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

This alternative expands Alternative C. Including components of the weapons systems for 
consolidation with the platform only exacerbates the problems identified in the second 
alternative. A single Service enables the providing Service to control the total support 
posture necessary to produce the platform; however, separating the operator from the support 
organization may degrade military effectiveness. This alternative also disables the Navy's 
interdependent O/I/D (three level) maintenance program. 

The same concerns expressed on Alternative C (same question) apply here; however, this 
would be less disruptive than Alternative E. 

Am you willing to accept some decmment in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

The Navy is skeptical about the savings potential of this alternative. It does not appear that 
this alternative changes the present operating methods of the independent Services or requires 
continuation of the initiatives attendant to DMRD 908 any other productivity thrust. 

Remarks under Alternative C, same question, apply here. 

Implementation: Is this alternative malistic? 

This alternative is highly idealistic and probably unrealistic. Transfer of logistics support to a 
single Service, often not the requiring Service, breaks the synergy between the operator and 
the repairer. Mission issues wiIl become secondary as the responsibility to meet mission 
oriented priorities become more distant and disconnected from the depot. The depot 
optimizes the repair process, not the total weapons system employment process. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special mquixtments; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-up projects," etc? 

As a designated "DOD Center of Excellence" for a specific commodity, the increased volume 
would offer opportunity for productivity improvements. Additionally, concentrating 
management visibility on reduced range of products as well as an increased depth of like and 
similar commodity items, overhead cost of operations would decline. This would allow for a 
more focused customer relationship and lead to an enhanced "Reliabilitymaintainability 
Centered" analysis and response. 



For ships, the Navy is the sole Service customer of ship depot maintenance in the DOD. As 
such, it would expect to be named executive agent for ship depot maintenance, and experience 
little change in its present role. 

If your Seryice became a customer of an Executive AgentfSingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

Performance in accordance with commodity throughput, cost and quality agreements, visibility 
in advance of problems, so as to allow adjustments if necessary, repair priorities maintained 
equally across Services and a responsive point of contact. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long-term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

None foreseen. Near-term benefits from consolidation would be overcome by cost to 
implement and maintain. Long-term forecast is dependent upon unstated efficiencies by the 
executive agency which kould have a virtual monopoly on the managed platform/commodity 

Comments: There appears to be no "Business Imperative" to improve or no compelling 
interest toward productivity. This alternative alters the commodity mix between the Services, 
but does nothing to alter the fundamental business precepts of the Services. 



Alternative C Consolidate Wea~oas Svstem Platforms into Joint Service "Centers of 
Bxcellence" 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Semices' maintenance process? 

This alternative mandates a break in the synergy between the "weapon" and the "system" and 
a division of repair focus such that Service mission responsibilities would be secondary to the 
maintenance process and, thus, could be impaired. For example, under the alternative the Air 
Force maintains all missiles but does not have the knowledge of nor experience with, the 
unique ship-missile system integration nor with the marine environment which faces Navy 
equipment. The default position would be one which does not recognize the different 
employment of the Service systems. Conflicting priorities, relocation, and transportation costs 
would be significantly affected. The total logistics support integration would increase the size 
of the logistics "layin" in support of pipeline and thereby necessitate either reduction in 
military effectiveness or increased total cost of operations. 

This alternative breaks the synergy between weapons and the maintenance system. It would 
create a division between the repair function and the overall mission responsibility of each 
Service. Layering between the operator and the maintainer would ensure that operational 
problems and needs would seldom be heard. It would be a tremendous if not expensive 
undertaking to maintain mission/asset readiness when systems maintenance and management 
are consolidated for their physical generic similarities rather than the performance and 
employment requirements which the individual systems must meet and which set them apart 
from each other. 

Art you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be malized by this alternative? 

This alternative will not provide substantial savings. Any savings potential must first be 
viewed within the overall context of mission performance by the Services. It is possible to 
set forth the alternatives to provide least cost for a given maintenance program or 
organization, or the best maintenance program or organization for a given funding level. The 
Navy is currently pursuing the former approach in order to meet current maintenance 
guidance. This will ensure ship and operator safety in a highly risky operational environment. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This alternative is reaIistic, but lessons learned from the establishment of Single Manager for 
Conventional Ammunition in the late 1970's should be reviewed. 



If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e-g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," etc? 

The Navy presently integrates interservicing workload into the routine "Work in Process" and 
only applies extraordinary management visibility when there are exceptional, warranting 
conditions. "Executive Agency" would require extraordinary management visibility. It would 
require exceptional sensitivity to the other Services' mission and role within the broader 
context of defense priorities and unique requirements that emerge from their mission and role 
responsibilities. 

The Navy is the sole Service customer of ship depot maintenance in the DOD. As such, it 
would expect to be named executive agent for ship depot maintenance, and experience little 
change in its present role. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgendSingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

Adaptation of the other Services' support posture.to meet the unique mission and 
responsibility of the Navy, repair priorities maintained equally across Services, and a 
responsive point of contact. A joint service charter defining roles and responsibilities of all 
involved parties, prioritization, cost sharing, etc. should be established. The establishment of 
Single Manager for Conventional Ammunition as a baseline. 

For ships, the Navy would expect to be named executive agent for ship depot maintenance, 
and experience little change in its present role. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long-term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Theoretical long-term efficiencies are possible. This, however, depends upon the extent of 
"Special Handling" that is required of the "Executive Agent". With a reduction in 
management staff, "Special Handling" could cause increased inefficiencies over time. Near- 
term efficiencies are not projected to offset the cost of capability relocation or any of the 
other "Non-recurring" attendant costs. 

From the Navy ordnance perspective, there would be no near or long-term efficiencies. 
Tactical missile maintenance has been consolidated at Letterkemy effective N93;  Torpedoes 
and Mines are unique to the Navy; Air-launched Ordnance and Surface Munitions are 
performed jointly with the Army; TOMAHAWK is 100% commercial; Standard Missile is 
65% commercial. 

There are no long-term business efficiencies expected from this alternative for ship depot 
maintenance. 



Comments: There is a moderate potential for increased savings - mostly aircraft. There is 
excess capacity at all ALCs. Efficiency would improve due to activities doing like jobs, one 
location (series of location) for shipment of materials and stability of workforce in a central 
area. However, this alternative breaks some customer/provider, operatorlmaintainer direct 
links through the life cycle. This alternative also presents conflicting priorities as well as a 
si@icant investment cost to relocate workload which may not be offset by lower recurring 
costs. Separation of platform and component repair will require additional cost for reduced 
repair turn-around time or increased inventory levels to offset shipment time for components. 
This alternative may require additional turn-around time for platform because of the need to 
ship, open, and inspect components. Fate of non-industrial support services provided by Navy 
depots (e.g., in-Semice engineering, ILS support to Headquarters, battle damage repair teams, 
etc.) is in question. This alternative would eliminate concurrent repair platform sites. Site 
selection for the lead maintenance activity would be a "political football". 



Alternative D Individual Service m e m e n t  of Weaeon Svstem Platforms in-& 
Excellence" y i th  DLR's. Com~onents and Nan-Weapon Svstem Egui~ment Consolidated i~! 
Single Service-"Centers of Excellence" 

Effectiveness: What an? the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

The creation of Center of Excellence for system components could produce economies of 
scale, but the savings would have to offset additional facilitization, transportation/handling, 
scheduling, training, and associated costs. The separation of accountability is present; 
however, responsibility for the integrity of the platform is retained within the parent Service 
and therefore the command linkage to accountability for the mission of the Service is 
maintained. Conflicting priorities, relocation and transportation would be significantly 
affected. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Service management of the platform may preclude any significant decrease in military 
effectiveness. Adjustments within the logistics support posture of the platform manager 
would offset any effectiveness decrement attendant to this alternative. The little adjustments 
which might be made necessary would be more than offset by the cost savings potential. 

Remarks under Alternative C, same question, apply here. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This alternative combined with the initiatives already identified in Alternative A could provide 
the most realistic chance of success. By selecting the most labor intensive functions to be 
performed at COE's, the individual Services would still maintain the necessary ownership over 
the weapon systems/platfonns. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentJSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipment-, 
"Pop-up projects," etc? 

As a designated "DOD Center of Excellence" for a specific commodity, the increased volume 
would offer significant opportunity for productivity improvements. Additionally, by 
concentrating management visibility on reduced range of products as well as an increased 
depth of like and similar commodity items, overhead cost of operations would decline. This 
would allow for a more focused customer relationship and lead to an enhanced "Reliability/ 
Maintainability Centered" analysis and response. 



If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentJSingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

Customer would expect performance in accordance with commodity throughput, cost and 
quality agreements, visibility in advance of problems, so as  to allow adjustments if necessary. 
Repair priorities must be maintained equally across Services and a responsive point of contact 
that could meet critical short-fused needs of the Fleet operators would a l l  be expected from a 
single manager. The Service providing the support of components would have to provide 
equal or better scheduling and quality from present practice. This support includes scheduling 
to meet the critical short-fused needs of the Fleet operators as required. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

It is presumed that selection of "DOD Centers of Excellence" would be made utilizing 
competitive analysis. Therefore, the costs attendant to initial establishment of this altemative 
would potentially be absorbed by productivity returns. Near-tern efficiencies would 
therefore be possible or, at very least, break even. By selecting appropriate components to be 
accomplished at COE's, long-term savings could be achieved, but initial investment cost will 
be required in the short tern. There is a business advantage in reducing the range of different 
types of products and increasing the specialization and depth of product operations. 

From the Navy ordnance perspective, there would be no near or long-term efficiencies. 
Tactical missile maintenance has been consolidated at Letterkemy effective FY93; Torpedoes 
and Mines are unique to the Navy; Air launched Ordnance and Surface Munitions are 
performed jointly with the Army; TOMAHAWK is 100% commercial; Standard Missile is 
65% commercial. 

Comments: Alternatives A and D offer the best opportunity to enhance the depot industrial 
business enterprise of the Joint Services by accelerating the tempo of the initiatives outlined in 
the "DDMC Corporate Business Plan". 



ve F, Consolidation ofSimilar/Common Platforms. PLR's. C o r n v o n e n k ~ N o n -  
B p o n  Svstem Cornoonents Under Sinele Executive Service 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services1 mgntenance process? 

The Navy's ability to support sustained periods of operations at sea is dependent on the 
interactions of three levels of mainterlance operating as one. This alternative builds a 
disjointed process to achieve depot maintenance. It separates total and integrated logistics 
support. In doing so, accountability for the mission of the service is diffused. The resultant 
responsibility for the commodity is no substitute for-the direct linkage between operations and 
integrated logistics which is the underpinning of the Services' mission accountability. It 
would increase the scheduling/logistics by an order of magnitude at a signir~cant cost and risk. 
Co~ficting priorities, relocation, and transportation would be significantly affected. 

The same remarks as unaer Alternative C (same question) apply here. However, Alternative 
E would create an even more disjointed approach to the task of effectively managing DOD 
maintenance requirements. This one would probably be too dEicult and too risky. 

Am you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

This alternative deals with consolidation at the component level. The resultant cost would be 
enormous. Again, see Alternative C remarks, same question. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This alternative is realistic, but lessons learned from the establishment of Single Manager for 
Conventional Ammunition in the late 1970's should be reviewed. There is no clear benefit set 
forth for centralization other than centralization, itself. 

If your Service wem selected as an Executive AgentlSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-up projects," etc? 

The Navy presently integrates interservicing workload into the routine "Work in Process" and 
only applies extraordinary management visibility when there are exceptional, warranting 
conditions. "Executive Agency" would require extraordinary management visibility. It would 
require exceptional sensitivity to the other Services' mission and role within the broader 
context of defense priorities and unique requirements that emerge from their mission and role 
responsibilities. The Navy would solicit weapon system support information from user 
activities, then develop support requirements. A structure capable of being responsive to 
requirement documents would be developed as well as an implementation plan. 



For ships, the Navy is the sole Service customer of ship depot maintenance in the DOD. As 
such, it would expect to be named executive agent for ship depot maintenance, and experience 
little change in its present role. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

Adaptation of the other Services' support posture to meet the unique mission and 
responsibility of the Navy, repair priorities maintained equally across Services, and a 
responsive point of contact. 

Efficiencies: Am them near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Theoretically, some long-term efficiencies are possible. This, however, depends upon the 
extent of "Special Handling" that is required of the "Executive Agent". With a reduction in 
management staff, "Special Handling" could cause increased inefficiencies over time. Near- 
term efficiencies are not projected to offset the cost of capability relocation or any of the 
other "Non-recurring" attendant costs. 

There are no long-term business. efficiencies expected from this alternative for ship depot 
maintenance. 

Comments: Separation of platform and component repair will require additional cost for 
reduced repair turnaround time or increased inventory levels to offset shipment time for 
components. See comments under Alternative C. 



Alternative F DOD Consolidation 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance pmcess? 

Establishing a new Service for depot maintenance would create a new bureaucracy and 
additional layer of management. It would eliminate current Service responsibilityrpride of 
ownership, and the associated technical synergism/cost efficiency of co-located 
production/depot facilities. It will ultimately reduce quality by attempting to achieve cost 
savings and facility consolidations as a priority over logistics support of the operating forces. 
Separating the operator from the support organization may degrade military effectiveness and 
would require several layers of staffing to breakdown major systems to depot working levels. 
This alternative also disables the Navy's interdependent O m  (three level) maintenance 
program. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be ~ealized by this alternative? 

Potential for savings is somewhat unclear in this altemative. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This alternative is realistic; however, it would destroy the DOD material management 
structure for the goal of consolidation. It would be difficult to implement. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentJSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-up projects," etc? 

Individual Service as "Executive Agent" is not proposed in this alternative. 

If your Semice became a customer of an Executive AgendSingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

The "Executive Agent" (presumably DOD) would coordinate commodity production without 
regard to inter-conflicting and independent Service priorities. This solution eliminates Service 
partiality. 

For ships, the Navy is the sole Service customer of ship depot maintenance in the DOD. As 
such, it would expect to be named executive agent for ship depot maintenance, and experience 
little change in its present role. 



Efficiencies: Are there near or long-term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Many of the near-term efficiencies might be overcome by costs to implement; however, there 
- 

are some long-term business efficiencies and potential savings across all of the - Services. 

Comment.: If platform management responsibility is removed from the parent Services, then 
Alternative F would be the viable way to, at least partially, preserve the critical linkage 
between operator, the logistics pipeline, and the depot maintenance support structure. 



Alternative G Comxnex~d~ze Wntenance . . 

Effectiveness: What an? the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance pmcess? 

This alternative proposes to separate the logistics support from military operations and place 
contract officers in line with the command and control function and between the product 
necessary to perfom the mission. It would require a larger contracting bureaucracy to 
manage the private sector contracting and oversight. Contracts cannot sustain continued 
surgelmobilization responsibility. The alternative would reduce military effectiveness due to 
total reliance on the private sector and loss of expertise and capability in the Navy. 
! 

The primary issue of this alternative is the defmition and quanification of what it will take to 
keep the private sector "in the business" during periods of low workload, so that necessary 
repair capability is p rese~ed  and available when needed. The focus of the corporate Board 
Room is profit, whereas the focus of the public sector facilities is readiness. Once public 
sector capability is closed, it is essentially lost. When the private sector decides to leave the 
market place for economic or profitability reasons, there is no. alternative of last resort except 
extremely high premium payments of exorbitant re-capitalization costs. The current public 
sector organic activities provide facilities and expertise not available in the private sector (e.g., 
submarine refueling, large dry docks, propeller shop, recycling, etc.). This alternative would 
not provide the necessary surge capability required for mobilization. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

It is possible to set forth the alternatives to provide least cost for a given maintenance 
program or organization, or the best maintenance program or organization for a given funding 
level. The Navy is currently pursuing the former approach in order to meet current 
maintenance guidance. 

It must be pointed out, that this alternative would most likely not produce substantial savings 
in the long run. The fact that there would always be the threat of a lack of competition, if 
not the actual disappearance of competition, would make substantial savings elusive, and 
higher costs than experienced at present, a more likely outcome. 

Implementation: Is this alternative ~alist ic? 

This alternative is not realistic. 



If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentjSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-up pmjects," etc? 

Not Applicable 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

Not Applicable 

Efficiencies: Am there near or  long-term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative. 

If the same contractor wins after two or more competitions, his competitors could very easily be 
driven out of the business, thereby creating a sole source situation. (In fact, in periods of low 
workload, there would not be any certainty of sufficient competition.) This would almost 
invariably lead to excessive profits which would offset possible savings gained from elimination 
of civil service personnel. 

Any potential near or long-term gain would be more than offset by cost of establishing extensive 
Corps of Contract Officers, Negotiators, DPRO personnel, etc. There is a potential of higher 
overall costs without a check/balance system and higher lifecycle costs are probable. Total 
reliance on private sector is not acceptable. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS 

WASHINGTON . D.C. 20380-0001 IN REPLY REFER TO 

5000 

MEMORANDUM FOR DIRECTOR EXECUTIVE WORKING GROUP FOR DEPOT 
MAINTENANCE CONSOLIDATION STUDY 

Subj: DEPOT MAINTENANCE CONSOLIDATION STUDY 

Encl: (1) Information Papers 
(2) Marine Corps Assessment of Alternatives I - VII 

1. Enclosures (1) and (2) are forwarded. 

2. While efforts to reduce costs and eliminate excess depot 
maintenance capacity are supported, I am convinced that it is 
vital to retain an adequate capability within the Marine Corps 
to satisfy the National Military Strategy and to provide the 
Commandant with the ability to effectively exercise his Title 10 
responsibilities (ie; maintenance and repair of equipment in 
support of amphibious missions). 

3. The Marine Corps multi-commodity maintenance centers are 
small, effective organizations geographically positioned to 
reduce costs and optimize responsive support to the operational 
commanders. These activities, primarily in direct support of 
Fleet Marine Force (FMF) and Maritime Prepositioning Force (MPF) 
readiness commitments, devote more than 80% of their direct labor 
hours to a maintenance/repair workload that is an extension of 
FMF capabilities and is less than total rebuild. Marine Corps 
maintenance centers conduct only one percent of the total annual 
Department of Defense depot maintenance workload. Of this effort 
54 percent is in support of unique Marine Corps weapons systems. 
The remaining workload consists of a variety of small quantity, 
low dollar value items which if distributed to other maintenance 
facilities would neither increase their utilization percentage 
nor decrease their overhead costs. 

4. I support increased levels of competition, other productivity 
enhancing programs and stronger utilization of the JPCG-DM 
organization; however, the Marine Corps must retain the 
capability to satisfy our statutory "force-in-readiness" mission 
and be able to surge in compliance with the National Military 
Strategy and the Defense Planning Guidance. 
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APPENDIX J 

MARINE CORPS ALTERNATIVE REVIEW 

PREFACE 

The two Marine Corps Multi-Commodity Maintenance Centers (located at Marine Corps 
Logistics Base, Albany, Georgia, and Marine Corps Logistics Base, Barstow, California) are 
uniquely different fiom the depot maintenance facilities of the other services. They are an 
extension of the Fleet Marine Force (FMF) operational maintenance capabilities. As depicted 
below, our maintenance centers support various customers; however, 98 percent of their 
workload is in support of Marine Corps programs: 

WORKLOAD DISTRIBUTION CHART 

CUSTOMER PERCENT 

FMF END ITEMS* 
EMF SDR'S 
OTHER DOD 
OTHER EMF SUPPORT 
SHIPMENTS 
CARE-IN-STORE 
OTHER CUSTOMERS 
TECH ASSISTANCE 
FOREIGN W A R Y  SALES 
SPECIAL PROJECTS 

TOTAL 

* Includes an FMF repair and return program. 

The maintenance centers are small, effective organizations geographically positioned to 
provide responsive maintenance (repair) support to active FMF components, the Marine 
Reserve forces, and the Maritime Prepositioning Force (MPF). The maintenance centers are 
geographically positioned and uniquely configured to reduce costs and optimize responsive 
support to operational commanders. They are considered an integral part of our overall 
logistics process and are key components in the Marine Corps ability to fulfill its global 
commitments. 

The continuous reconstitution of the MPF is an example of the unique support provided by 
our maintenance centers. Responsiveness is the key to maintaining this capability. Based on 
the recent employment of MPF in Southwest Asia and the massive regeneration effort 



currently underway (which wilI continue through April 1994), the maintenance centers are 
critical to supporting this global capability. It is a 60-day cycle from the moment an MPF 
ship docks at the leased facilities at Blount Island, Florida, to the time that ship sails. Fifteen 
of these days are dedicated to offload and backload of equipment and supplies. The 
remaining days allow for the equipment and supplies to be inspected, reworked as needed, 
and repaired. Without the direct support and priority given to MPF at the maintenance 
centers, meeting the ship's schedule would be virtually impossible. MPF has "head of the 
line" privilege at the maintenance centers as the Marine Corps has determined that MPF is the 
number one priority of our total logistics support system. All equipment removed from MPF 
ships can be worked at our maintenance centers except ammunition. If consolidated depots 
were adopted, the equipment removed from MPF ships would be parceled to various locations 
and, in turn, would be returned from these locations at varying times. The Marine Corps 
currently has sole management control over this vital program. This is extremely important; 
and it must be emphasized that Blount Island is not merely a customer of the maintenance 
centers (primarily the one at Albany), but an integral part of the Marine Corps "force in 
readiness" mission. This direct link enables immediate support and responsiveness to 
changing priorities as each of the 13 MPF ships is on a 30-month maintenance cycle. This 
process is one that will continue indefinitely beyond the surge augmentation effort required as 
a result of Desert Shield/Storm. 

As demonstrated in Desert ShieldfStorm, MPF provided a new dimension in mobility, 
readiness, and global responsiveness. 
Three squadrons of maritime prepositioning ships are deployed strategically, prepared to 
immediately provide Marine forces with the equipment necessary to respond to regional 
contingencies around the globe. Provisioning and maintaining the equipment embarked 
aboard these ships are vital to the overall mission of these forces. At our modem and 
uniquely capable leased facilities at Blount Island, Florida, our maintenance centers extend 
their reach by providing highly trained maintenance personnel to conduct maintenance cycles 
that modify, rotate, and service embarked equipment. 

The following capabilities and facilities of our maintenance centers insure quality support of 
not only unique Marine Corps equipment but also service common items: 

- Capability to repair night vision devices (one of only two facilities in DoD) 
- Capability in areas of fiber optics and electro-optics 4 axle chassis dynamometer unique 
for LAV rebuild 
- 3.75 million gallon test pond for speed testing amphibious vehicles 
- 1 mile oval paved test track for wheeled and tracked vehicles 
- Cross drive transmission dynamometer that is capable of testing M109/M110 Self- 
Propelled Howitzers, M60A1 Tanks, M88A IN578 Retrievers, and the AAV7A1 family of 
vehicle transmissions 
- Taylor 2000 hp computer-controlled engine dynamometers 
- Class 100 and class 1000 clean rooms 
- Nondestructive testing capabilities 



420 kV X-ray facilities 
Magnetic particle 
Dye penetrant 
Hardness - 

- 
Profdometer 

- Large scale uninterrupted power capabilities 
- Laser capabilities 

Indoor laser safe facility for the repair, test, and calibration of class 3 and 4 lasers and 
laser systems - 
Outdoor laser safe boresight range for testing of class 3 and 4 lasers and laser systems 

- Laser dimensional measurement capability 
- Full range metrology and radiac capabilities 
- Flexible computer integrated manufacturing technology 
- Engineering laboratory capabilities 

Wet scanning electron microscope 
X-ray fluorescence 
Gas chromatograph 
Spectrometer 
Spectrophotometer 

- High degree of expertise in the repair and rebuild of surveying and astronomic 
theodolites 
- Automated and manual calibration of dc to 18 GHz equipment 
- Alpha, Beta, Gamma test, measurement, and diagnostic equipment repair and calibration 
to include liquid scintillation measurements 
- Semiautomated linearity rail used for test and calibration of various infrared and laser- 
based electronic distance measuring devices 
- Special Projects Section chartered to provide design, development, prototyping, and 
manufacturing of ground equipment requirements when no other ready source of supply is 
available 
- Highly skilled technicians and engineers who are experts in automated test equipment. 
MCLB Albany is designated as the Marine Corps central point for desig-ddevelopment of 
automatic test equipment and test program sets to test weapon systems and equipment. 
- Horizontal external honing and lapping machine, a horizontal internal honing and 
lapping machine, mechanical gyrnnasticators, a vertical honing and lapping machine, and a 
vapor honing machine for rebuild of gun mounts for self-propelled and towed artillery 
- Horizontal magnetic particle inspection machine for testing gun tubes up to 8 inches and 
beyond 



Alternative A In&vidual . . Service- 

Each service retains its own separate depot maintenance operations with accelerated DMRD 
908 actions, to include interservicing, internal streamlining of depots, reduced depot 
management staffs at higher headquarters, increased competition, teaming with private 
industry for remanufacturing/manufacture, increasing productivity of the direct labor work 
force, etc. Additional depot closures and realignments would be accomplished through the 
base realignment and closure process. The Defense Depot Maintenance Council will provide 
management oversight. 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

This alternative would retain the Marine Corps proven capability. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in materiel readiness may be acceptable, the ability to support 
two major regional contingencies requiring total Marine Corps commitment must be retained. 

This alternative will allow the Marine Corps to maintain command and control of the 
maintenance centers, satisfy the National Military Strategy requirements, and provide the 
Commandant the capability to exercise his Title 10 responsibilities. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This alternative is realistic and prefened by the Marine Corps. It will allow us to realize or 
exceed our current DMRD 908 targets in all categories by increasing public/p~vate 
competition intersemicing, and total quality leadership (TQL) improvements which will ensure 
efficiency and the capabilty to satisfy a surge wartime environment in support of the National 
Military Strategy. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentJSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements, e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-Up projects," etc.? 

Although not applicable to this alternative, the Marine Corps has a streamlined, centralized 
logistics command structure that provides the flexibility to quickly realign resources to satisfy 
the National Military Strategy. Our weapon systern/equipment management concept 
centralizes control of logistics elements to eliminate redundancy while providing a single point 
of contact for operational commanders. 



We would apply our management expertise and concepts to meet other service depot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibility for which the Marine 
Corps is noted. Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readiness, within fiscal 
constraints, and quickly adapting to changing requirements during-times of conflict are proven 
capabilities of the Marine Corps logistics system. Our focus continues to be on optimizing 
the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance management for any 
areas where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agent. Our philosophy of pushing the 
responsibility and authority down to the lowest level allows us to minimize Headquarters' 
overhead. Our current Headquarters' overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest 
in DoD. We would attempt to apply this same ratio to any additional maintenance 
management responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

Although not applicable in this option, the Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or 
better responsiveness from any maintenance manager as we currently receive from our own 
organization. A single manager must guarantee that surge capabilities exist to meet the 
Marine Corps mobilization and MPF requirements. A single manager would be required to 
provide rapid turnaround to continuously changing requirements as demonstrated by the 
Marine Corps maintenance centers during Desert ShieldJStorm. This flexibility would require 
the single manager to concurrently support unique Marine Corps-configured equipment in 
small quantities with short turnaround times and at the same time continue to provide the 
assembly line support of common items. Also, the ability to accept reprioritization of 
requirements and resources in order to adapt to quickly changing environments is mandatory. 
Total costs must not exceed current expenditures and must include areas such as repair, 
transportation, overhead, and inventory requirements. 

Efficiencies: Am  the^ near or long tenn business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Yes. The Marine Corps has exceeded DMRD 908 targets in all categories and continues to 
realize significant savings as TQL principles are implemented. Increased 
public/private competition, interservicing, and TQL improvements will ensure that we are 
militarily effective and operationally efficient. 

PROS 

- Allows the Commandant to fulffi his Title 10 responsibilities 
- Marine Corps retains its centralized logistics command structure 
- Ensures a Marine Corps depot maintenance "core" capability 



- Retains organic surge capabilities as utilized during Desert Shield/Stom as well as 
continuously supporting the MPF 
- Retains reconstitution capabilities as demonstrated during post-Desert Shield/ Stom 
- Accelerates and increases savings 
- Necessitates increased competition and interservicing 
- No loss of direct support to FMF operational requirements 
- Realistic implementation without increased cost 
- Allows tailoring of equipment and concepts to suit Marine Corps mission 
- No degradation to readiness 
- No additional investment in inventories to fill the pipeline 
- Minimal transportation costs - 
- Minimizes equipment maintenance turnaround time 
- Supports Marine Corps Base Force 
- Supports National Military Strategy 
- Least disruptive to the work force 
- Minimizes overhead costs 

CONS 

- Savings resulting from the efficiencies achieved through this alternative wiU be taken 
away from the service and will not be available for utilization to increase service readiness 
- Slight personnel increases in support of competition 



Alternative B Individiual Service Management (Consolidation into "Centers of Excellence'2 

In conjunction with single service maintenance management of weapon systems platforms 
(Alternative C), depot maintenance of depot level reparables (DLRs) and components installed 
in these weapon system platforms would be managed by the same service that manages the 
weapon system. This provides single service management of a weapon system platform and 
all its conlponents. Maintenance facilities for weapon system platforms and DLRs and 
components as well as for nonweapon system equipment would be consolidated into "centers 
of excellence" within the managing service to the maximum extent possible but could be also 
performed at a contractor's plant or, in exceptional cases, in other services' facilities. 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Service's maintenance pmcess? 

The Marine Corps maintenance process would be disrupted at all levels. Our maintenance 
centers provide total weapon system repair of principal end items and their associated 
components. The maintenance centers support not only depot level requirements but also 
enhance the Marine Corps intermediate level maintenance effort by accepting FMF workload 
which exceeds the capacity of the lower echelons of maintenance. Any reduction to this 
maintenance capability wiU directly impact the readiness of our FMF operating forces. 
Maintenance centers support the majority of Marine Corps ground combat equipment and do 
not specialize in support of specific commodities. This has proven to be the most effective 
means of support, given the diversity of weapon systems and the small numbers of each type 
repaired annually. We have also embraced the inspect and repair only as necessary 
maintenance concept vice the traditional total overhaul focus of depot maintenance. To 
further maximize efficiencies, maintenance center personnel are cross-trained to work on a 
variety of equipment in different commodities. Cross-training provides the flexibility to 
rapidly realign the work force to meet changing FMF requirements. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in readiness could be accepted, our worldwide commitments 
continue; and surge capabilities in support of the National Military Strategy must be retained. 
Predicting the time, place, and circumstances where the Marine Corps will be committed will 
continue to be difficult as was demonstrated in our recent involvement in Liberia, Kuwait, 
Somalia, and Iraq, as well as humanitarian assistance operations for natural disasters in 
Florida, Hawaii, Bangladesh, and the Philippines. 

As was proven in an April 1990 Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) workload 
consolidation study, the Marine Corps would not gain any savings by moving workload out of 
Marine Corps depots and spreading it to other service facilities. Furthermore, this approach 
could also potentially jeopardize our military effectiveness. 



Materiel readiness is a responsibility of command, and this altemative does not allow the 
Commandant to satisfy National Military Strategy requirements or effectively exercise his 
Title 10 responsibilities. - 

- 
Implementation: Is this alternative malistic? 

This altemative may be realistic for the other Services; however, if the Marine Corps had to 
depend entirely on exteral maintenance support, the program would be cost prohibitive, 
ineffective, and unmanageablqdue to the large number of low density multicornmodity items 
which would require interservicing. 

If your Service wem selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special ttquittments, e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-Up projects," etc.? - - 
The Marine Corps has a streamlined, centralized logistics command structure that provides the 
flexibility to quickly realign resources to satisfy the National Military Strategy. Our weapon 
systern/equipment management concept centralizes control of logistics elements to eliminate 
redundancy while providing a single point of contact for operationals commanders. Although 
small in comparison to the other services, the Marine Corps currently provides executive 
agent management for weapons systems, such as amphibious assault vehicles, light armored 
vehicles, SB-3614 Switchboards, and AN/rpB-ID, Radar Sets. 

We would apply effective management expertise and concepts to meet other service depot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibility for which the Marine 
Corps is noted. Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readiness, within fiscal 
constraints, and quickly adapting to changing requirements during times of conflict are proven 
capabilities of the Marine Corps logistics system. Our focus would continue to be on 
optitnizixlg the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance management for those 
areas where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agent. Our philosophy of pushing the 
responsibility and authority down to the lowest level allows us to minimize Headquarters' 
overhead. Our current Headquarters' overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest 
in DoD. We would attempt to apply this same ratio to any additional maintenance 
management responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgendSingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

The Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or better responsiveness from any 
maintenance manager as we currently receive from our own organization. A single manager 
must guarantee that surge capabilities exist to meet the Marine Corps mobilization and MPF 
requirements. A single manager would be required to provide rapid turnaround to 



continuously changing requirements as demonstrated by the Marine Corps maintenance centers 
during Desert ShieldfStom. This flexibility would require the single manager to concurrently 
support unique Marine Corps-configured equipment in small quantities and short turnaround 
times and at the same time continue to provide the assembly line support of-common items. 
Also, the ability to accept reprioritization requirements and resources in order to adapt to 
quickly changing environments is mandatory. Total costs must not exceed current 
expenditures and must include -areas such as repair, transportation, overhead, and inventory 
requirements. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? - 

Realignment of the relatively small amount of workload performed at the Maintenance 
Centers (less than 1 percent of the total EY 91 DoD depot maintenance workload) would not 
have a si@icant impact on overall DoD depot maintenance capacity utilization or 
significanlty reduce the werhead within the Marine Corps. However, such a realignment 
would have a serious negative impact on the Marine Corps ability to meet its operational 
cbmmitments within current fiscal constraints. 

As proven in a April 1990 DDMC workload consolidation study, as depicted below, there 
would be a net cost of $195 million over a 5 year period and a recurring cost of $25 million 
per year if workload- (68.8 percent major equipment, 4.5 percent secondary depot level 
reparables, and 27.7 percent all other) was realigned from Marine Corps depots and spread 
among other service facilities. Therefore, realignment or consolidation is impractical from a 
business perspective. We will continue to assess the requirement for, and effectiveness of the 
two Marine Corps Maintenance Centers and will propose changes and realignments as 
appropriate. 



SUMMARY OF 
COST ANALYSIS OF PROPOSAL TO CLOSE 

DMA'S ALBANY AND BARSTOW 
($000) 

COSTS: 

YEARCLOSED 
ELEMENTS N - 9 1  ~ y - 9 2  N-93 N - 9 4  N - 9 5  TOTAL 

Move IPE 
Move/S ever 

People 
Facilities 
Weapon System 

Management 
Transportation 
Inventory 
New Hires 
Production 
Alt. Training 

Totals 

SAVINGS : 

ELEMENTS 

MILCON 5,910 5,910 
BOS 1.600 1.648 1.697 1.747 1.799 8.491 

Totals 7,5 10 1,648 1,697 1,747 1,799 14,401 

NET SAVINGS: (93,863) (24,152) (24,881) (25,631) (26,405) (194,932) 

Notes: 1. Multiyear costs escalated at 3 percent per year. 
2. Numbers may not add due to rounding. 



PROS 

- Enhances interservicing 
- Consolidates workload 

CONS 
- Would not satisfy the Defense Planning Guidance 
- Could prohibit the Commandant from fulfilling Title 10 requirements 
- Marine Corps could lose its centralized logistics command structure 
- Jeopardizes Marine Corps depot maintenance "core" capability 
- Could lose organic surge capabilities 
- Could lose reconstitution capabilities 
- Savings questionable 
- Could eliminate competition 
- Loss of direct support to FMF operational requirements 
- Unrealistic implementation with increased cost 
- Could inhibit tailoring of equipment and concepts to suit Marine Corps mission 
- Could degrade readiness if the single manager was not responsive to requirements 
- Additional investment required in wholesale and retailinventories to fill pipeline 
- Environmental regulations at center of excellence sites would result in increased 
turnaround times 
- Loss of a center of excellence could result in total DoD loss of capability 
- Increased production costs 
- Increased transportation costs 
- Disrupts the concurrent repair of components and principal end items 
- Could eliminate up to 75 percent of total current workload 
- Increases equipment rebuild turnaround time 
- Disruptive to work force 
- Saving resulting from the efficiencies achieved through this alternative will be taken 
away from the Service and will not be available for utilization to increase Service 
readiness 



Alternative C Consolidate , ~ ~ P l a t f o r m s i q t Q . l o i n t & & , ~ " C e n t e r s p f  
J3xcellence" 

Maintenance management of common or similar weapon system platforms (e-g., ships, large 
missiles, fixed wing aircraft, and rotary wing aircraft) would be accomplished by a single 
service. depot level reparables (DLRs) and components (e.g., hydraulic actuators, gas turbine 
engines, aircraft landing gear, and inertial navigation systems), depot maintenance 
responsibilities, as well as depot maintenance of nonweapon system equipment (e.g., 
automatic test equipment, ground support equipment, and general purpose vehicles) would 
continue to be individual using services' responsibilities. 

Effectiveness: What the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance pmcess? 

The Marine Corps maintenance process would be disrupted at all levels. Our maintenance 
centers provide total weapon system repair of the principal end items and their associated 
components. The maintenance centers support not only depot level requirements but also 
enhance the Marine Corps intermediate level maintenance effort by accepting FMF workload 
which exceeds the capacity of the lower echelons of maintenance (overflow). Any reduction 
to this maintenance capability will directly impact the readiness of our FMF operating forces. 
Maintenance centers support the majority of Marine Corps ground combat equipment and do 
not specialize in support of specific commodities. This has proven to be the most effective 
means of support, given the diversity of weapon systems and the small numbers of each type 
repaired annually. We have also embraced the inspect and repair only as necessary 
maintenance concept vice the total overhaul focus of traditional depot maintenance. To 
further maximize efficiencies, maintenance center personnel are cross-trained to work on a 
variety of equipment in different commodities. Cross-training provides the flexibility to 
rapidly realign the work force to meet changing FMF requirements. 

Are you willing to accept some decmment in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

WMe some small degradation in readiness could be accepted, our worldwide commitments 
continue; and surge capabilities in support of the National Military Strategy must be retained. 
Predicting the time, place, and circumstances where the Marine Corps will be committed will 
continue to be difficult as was demonstrated in our recent involvement in Liberia, Kuwait, 
Somalia, and Iraq, as well as humanitarian assistance operations for natural disasters in 
Florida, Hawaii, Bangladesh, and the Philippines. 

As was proven in an April 1990 Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) workload 
consolidation study, the Marine Corps would not gain any savings by moving workload out of 
Marine Corps depots and spreading it to other service facilities. Furthermore, this approach could 
jeopardize our military effectiveness. 



Maintaining command and control of the Marine Corps maintenance centers allows the 
Commandant to satisfy the National Military Strategy requirements while effectively exercising 
his Title 10 responsibilities. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This alternative would be inefficient, ineffective, and unmanageable. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentJSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requil-ements, e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 'Top- 
Up projects," etc.? 

The Marine Corps has a streamlined, centralized logistics command structure that provides the 
flexibility to quickly realign resources to satisfy the National Military Strategy. Our weapon 
system/equip~nent management concept centralizes control of logistics elements to eliminate 
redundancy while providing a single point of contact for operationals commanders. Although 
small in comparison to the other services, the Marine Corps currently provides executive agent 
management for weapons systems, such as amphibious assault vehicles, light armored vehicles, 
SB-3614 Switchboards, and ANPB-ID,  Radar Sets. 

We would apply effective management expertise and concepts to meet other service depot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibility for which the Marine 
Corps is noted. Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readiness, within fiscal 
constraints, and quickly adapting to changing requirements during times of con£lict are proven 
capabilities of the Marine Corps logistics system. Our focus would continue to be on optimizing 
the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance management for those areas 
where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agent. Our philosophy of pushing the 
responsibility and authority down to the lowest level allows us to minimize Headquarters' 
overhead. Our current Headquarters' overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest in 
DoD. We would attempt to apply this same ratio to any additional maintenance management 
responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

The Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or better responsiveness from any 
maintenance manager as we currently receive from our own organization. A single manager must 
guarantee that surge capabilities exist to meet the Marine Corps mobilization and MPF 
requirements. A single manager would be required to provide rapid turnaround to continuously 
changing requirements as demonstrated by the Marine Corps maintenance centers during Desert 
Shield/Storm. This flexibility would require the single manager to concurrently support unique 
Marine Corps-configured equipment in small quantities and short turnaround times and at the 



same time continue to provide the assembly line support of common items. Also, the ability to 
accept reprioritization requirements and resources in order to adapt to quickly changing 
environments is mandatory. Total costs must not exceed current expenditures and must include 
areas such as repair, transportation, overhead, and inventory requirements. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Realignment of the relatively small amount of workload performed at the maintenance centers 
(less than one percent of the total EY-91 DoD depot maintenance workload) would not have a 
substantial impact on overall DoDdepot maintenance capacity utilization or significantly reduce 
the overhead within the Marine Corps. However, such a realignment would have a serious 
negative impact on the Marine Corps ability to meet its operational commitments within current 
fiscal constraints. 

As proven in an April 1990 DDMC workload consolidation study, as depicted below, there would 
be a net cost of $195 million over a 5-year period and recurring costs of $25 million per year if 
workload (68.8 percent major equipment, 4.5 percent secondary depot level reparables, and 27.7 
percent all other) were realigned fiom Marine Corps depots and spread among other service 
facilities. Therefore, realignment or consolidation is impractical from a business perspective. We 
will continue to assess the requirement for and effectiveness of, the two Marine Corps 
maintenance centers and will propose changes and realignments as appropriate. 



SImMkwY OF 
COST ANALYSIS OF PROPOSAL TO CLOSE 

DMA'S ALBANY AND BARSTOW 
($000) - 

COSTS: 

YEARCLOSED 
ELEMENTS FE%- ~ y - 9 2  IT-93 EY-94 FY-95 TOTAL 

Move IPE 
MoveISever 

People 
Facilities 
Weapon System - 

Management 
Transportation 
Inventory 
New Hires 
Production 
Alt. Training 

Totals 

SAVINGS: 

ELEMENTS FY-91 N-92 EY-93 N - 9 4  FY-95 TOTAL 

MILCON 5,910 5,910 
BOS 1.600 1.648 1.697 1.747 1.799 8.491 

Totals 7,5 10 1,648 1,697 1,747 1,799 14,401 

NET SAVINGS: (93,863) (24,152) (24,881) (25,631) (26,405) (194,932) 

Notes: 1. Multiyear costs escalated at 3 percent per year. 
2. Numbers may not add due to rounding. 



PROS 

- Enhances interservicing 

CONS 

- Would prohibit the Comnandant from fulfiiing his Title 10 responsibilities 
- Marine Corps could lose its centralized logistics command structure 
- Jeopardizes Marine Corps depot maintenance "core" capability 
- Could lose organic surge capabilities 
- Could lose reconstitution capabilities 
- Savings questionable 
- Could eliminate competition for major end items 
- Loss of direct support to FMF operational requirements 
- Unrealistic implementation with increased cost 
- Inhibits task organizing of equipment and concepts to suit Marine Corps mission 
- Could degrade readiness if the single manager were not responsive to requirements 
- Additional investment required in wholesale and retail inventories to ffl the pipeline 
- Increases transportation costs 
- Increases equipment maintenance turnaround time 
- Disruptive to work force 
- Increases overhead costs 
- Disrupts the concurrent repair of components and principal end items 
- Could eliminate up to 60 percent of the total current workload 
- Savings resulting from the efficiencies achieved through this alternative will be withdrawn 
from the service and will not be available for utilization to increase service readiness 



Alternative D Individual Service Manaeement of Wea~on Svstem Platforms in "Centers of 
Excellence" with DLR's. Com~onents and Non-Wea~on Svstem Eaui~ment Consolidated in 
Single Service 'Centers of Excellence" 

In conjunction with individual using services depot maintenance management of weapon system 
platforms (as in Alternative A), depot level reparables (DLRs) and components and nonweapon 
system equipment will be consolidated via a "center of excellence" concept, in most cases in a 
single service. 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Service's maintenance process? 

After Alternative A, this alternative has the least disruptive impact on the Marine Corps 
maintenance process. Our maintenance centers provide total weapon system repair of the 
principal end items and their associated components. The maintenance centers support not only 
depot level requirements but also enhance the Marine Corps intermediate level maintenance effort 
by accepting FMF workload which exceeds the capacity of the lower echelons of maintenance 
(overflow). Any reduction to this maintenance capability will directly impact the readiness of 
our FMF operating forces. Maintenance centers support the majority of Marine Corps ground 
combat equipment and do not specialize in support of specific commodities. This has proven to 
be the most effective means of support, given the diversity of weapon systems and the small 
numbers of each type repaired annually. We have also embraced the inspect and repair only as 
necessary maintenance concept vice the traditional total overhaul focus of depot maintenance. 
To further maximize efficiencies, maintenance center personnel are cross-trained to work on a 
variety of equipment in different commodities. Cross-training provides the flexibility to rapidly 
realign the work force to meet changing FMF requirements. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings could 
be realized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in readiness could be accepted, our worldwide commitments 
continue; and surge capabilities in support of the National Military Strategy must be retained. 
Predicting the tine, place, and circumstances where the Marine Corps will be committed will 
continue to be difficult as was demonstrated in our recent involvement in Liberia, Kuwait, 
Somalia, and Iraq, as well as humanitarian assistance operations for natural disasters in Florida, 
Hawaii, Bangladesh, and the Philippines. 

As was proven in an April 1990 Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) workload 
consolidation study, the Marine Corps would not sustain any savings by moving workload out 
of Marine Corps depots and spreading it to other service facilities. Furthermore, this approach 
could jeopardize our military effectiveness. 



Maintaining command and control of the Marine Corps maintenance centers allows the 
Commandant to satisfy National Military Strategy requirements while effectively exercise his 
Title 10 responsibilities. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Although not the most desirable alternative for the Marine Corps, this is a viable alternative. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special ~quirernents, e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 'Top 
Up projects," etc.? 

The Marine Corps has a streamlined, centralized logistics command structure that provides the 
flexibility to quickly realign resources to satisfy the National Military Strategy. Our weapon 
systemlequipment management concept centralizes control of logistics elements to eliminate 
redundancy while providing a single point of contact for operationals commanders. Although 
small in comparison to the other services, the Marine Corps currently provides executive agent 
management for weapons systems, such as amphibious assault vehicles, light armored vehicles, 
SB-3614 Switchboards, and ANmB-ID, Radar Sets. 

We would apply effective management expertise and concepts to meet other service depot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibility for which the Marine 
Corps is noted. Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readiness, within fiscal 
constraints, and quickly adapting to changing requirements during times of conflict are proven 
capabilities of the Marine Corps logistics system. Our focus would continue to be on optimizing 
the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance management for those areas 
where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agent. Our philosophy of pushing the 
responsibility and authority down to the lowest level allows us to minimize Headquarters' 
overhead. Our current Headquarters' overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest in 
DoD. We would attempt to apply this same ratio to any additional maintenance management 
responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

The Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or better responsiveness from any 
maintenance manager as we currently receive from our own organization. A single manager must 
guarantee that surge capabilities exist to meet the Marine Corps mobilization and MPF 
requirements. A single manager would be required to provide rapid turnaround to continuously 
changing requirements as demonstrated by the Marine Corps maintenance centers during Desert 
ShieldIStorm. This flexibility would require the single manager to concurrently support unique 
Marine Corps-configured equipment in small quantities and short tumaround times and at the 



same time continue to provide the assembly line support of common items. Also, the ability to 
accept reprioritization requirements and resources in order to adapt to quickly changing 
environments is mandatory. Total costs must not exceed current expenditures and must include 
areas such as repair, transportation, overhead, and inventory requirements. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Realignment of the relatively small amount of workload (4.5 percent secondary depot level 
reparables) performed at the maintenance centers would not have a substantial impact on overall 
DoD depot maintenance capacity utilization or signiilcantly reduce the overhead within the 
Marine Corps. We will continue to assess the requirement for, and effectiveness of, the two 
Marine Corps maintenance centers and will propose changes and realignments as appropriate. 

PROS 

- Enhances interservicing 
- Allows the Commandant to fulfill his Title 10 responsibilities 
- Marine Corps retains its centralized logistics command structure 
- Marine Corps retains depot maintenance "core" capability for principal end items 
- Retains organic surge capabilities as demonstrated during Desert Shield/Storm and in 
continuous support of MPF 
- Retains reconstitution capabilities as demonstrated during post-Desert Shield/Storm 
- Retains competition for principal end items 
- Least disruptive to work force 

CONS 

- Reduces direct support to FMF operational requirements 
- Could degrade readiness if the single manager were not responsive to requirements 
- Some additional investment required in wholesale and retail inventories to fill the pipeline 
- Some increased transportation costs 
- Savings resulting from the efficiencies achieved through this alternative will be withdrawn 
from the service and will be available for utilization to increase readiness 
- Loss of a center of excellence would result in the total loss of total DoD capabilty 
- Enviromental regulations at center of excellence sites could result in increased maintenance 
turn around time 



A A  . . f Simg-on Platforms. DLRts. Components and Non- 
. ~ ~ S 2 i ~ Y n d e r S U ~ ~ e c u t i v e  SelPice 

- 
In conjunction with single service maintenance management of common or similar weapon 
system platforms (as in Alternative C ), depot level reparable (DLRs) and Eomponents and 
nonweapon system equipment will be consolidated via a "center of excellence" concept. In most 
cases, this will be a single service but not necessarily the same single service that manages the 
weapon system. 

- 
Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the militarg effectiveness of your 
Service's maintenance process? 

The Marine Corps maintenance process would be disrupted at all levels of maintenance by 
segregating the maintenance management of principal end items and secondary depot reparable 
(see Marine Corps issue paper on maintenance policy and procedures). Our maintenance centers 
provide total weapon system repair of the principal end items and their associated components. 
The maintenance centers support not only depot level requirements but also enhance the Marine 
Corps intermediate level maintenance by accepting FMF workload which exceeds the capacity 
of the lower echelons of maintenance (overflow). Any reduction to maintenance capability will 
directly impact the readiness of our FMF operating forces. Maintenance centers support the 
majority of Marine Corps ground combat equipment and do not specialize in support of specific 
commodities. This has proven to be the most effective means of support, given the diversity of 
weapon systems and the small numbers of each type repaired annually. We have also embraced 
the inspect and repair only as necessary (IROAN) maintenance concept vice the traditional total 
overhaul focus of depot maintenance. To further maximize efficiencies, maintenance center 
personnel are cross-trained to work on a variety of equipment in different commodities. Cross- 
training provides the flexibility to rapidly realign the work force to meet changing FMF 
requirements. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantiaI savings could 
be malized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in readiness could be accepted, our worldwide commitments 
continue; and surge capabilities in support of the National Military Strategy must be retained. 
Predicting the time, place, and circumstances where the Marine Corps will be committed will 
continue to be difficult as was demonstrated in are recent involvement in Liberia, Kuwait, 
Somalia, and Iraq, as well as humanitarian assistance operations for natural disasters in Florida, 
Hawaii, Bangladesh, and the Philippines. 

As was proven in an April 1990 Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) workload 
consolidation study, the Marine Corps would not gain any savings by moving workload out of 
Marine Corps depots and spreading it to other service facilities. Furthermore, this approach of 
the Marine Corps jeopardize our military effectiveness. 



Maintaining command and control maintenance centers allows the Commandant to satisfy 
National Military Strategy requirements while effectively exercise his Title 10 responsibilities. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

This alternative would be cost prohibitive, ineffective, and unmanageable due to the large number 
of low density multi-commodity items which would require interservicing. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgenVSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requimments, e.g., setting priorities, sewice unique equipments, ' T o p  
Up pmjects," etc.? - 

The Marine Corps has a streamlined, centralized logistics command structure that provides the 
flexibility to quickly realign resources to satisfy the National Witary Strategy. Our weapon 
system/equipment management- concept centralizes control of logistics elements to eliminate 
redundancy while providhg a single point of contact for operational commanders. Although 
small in comparison to the other services, the Marine Corps currently provides executive agent 
management for weapons systems, such as amphibious assault vehicles, light armored vehicles, 
SB-3614 Switchboards, and ANmB-ID, Radar Sets. 

We would apply effective management expertise and concepts to meet other service depot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibility for which the Marine 
Corps is noted. Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readiness, within fiscal 
constraints, and quickly adapting to changing requirements during times of conflict are proven 
capabilities of the Marine Corps logistics system. Our focus would continue to be on optimizing 
the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance management for those areas 
where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agent. Our philosophy of pushing the 
responsibility and authority down to the lowest level allows us to minimize Headquarters' 
overhead. Our current Headquarters' overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest in 
DoD. We would attempt to apply this same ratio to any additional maintenance management 
responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgenVSingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

The Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or better responsiveness from any 
maintenance manager as we currently receive from our own organization. A single manager must 
guarantee that surge capabilities exist to meet the Marine Corps mobilization and MPF 
requirements. A single manager would be required to provide rapid turnaround to continuously 
changing requirements as demonstrated by the Marine Corps maintenance centers during Desert 
Shield/Stonn. This flexibility would require the single manager to concurrently support unique 
Marine Corps-configured equipment in small quantities and short turnaround times and at the 



same time continue to provide the assembly line support of common items. Also, the ability to 
accept reprioritization requirements and resources in order to adapt to quickly changing 
environments is mandatory. Total costs must not exceed current expenditures and must include 
areas such as repair, transportation, overhead, and inventory requirements. 

Efficiencies: Am them near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Realignment of the relatively small amount of workload performed at the maintenance centers 
(less than 1 percent of the total FT 91 DoD depot maintenance workload) would not have a 
substantial impact on overall DoD depot maintenance capacity utilization or significantly reduce 
the overhead within the Marine Corps. However, such a realignment would have a serious 
negative impact on the Marine Corps ability to meet its operational commitments within current 
fiscal constraints. 

As proven in an April 1990 DDMC workload consolidation study, as depicted below, there would 
be a net cost of $195 million over a 5 year period and recurring costs of $25 million per year if 
workload (68.8 percent major equipment, 4.5 percent secondary depot level reparable, and 27.7 
percent all other) were realigned from Marine Corps depots and spread among other service 
facilities. Therefore, realignment or consolidation is impractical from a business perspective. We 
will continue to assess the requirement for, and effectiveness of, the two Marine Corps 
maintenance centers and will propose changes and realignments as appropriate. 



SUMMARY OF 
COST ANALYSIS OF PROPOSAL TO CLOSE 

DMA'S ALBANY AND BARSTOW 
($000) 

COSTS: 

YEAR CLOSED 
ELEMENTS N-91  m-92  N-93  N-94  N-95  TOTAL 

Move IPE 
MoveISever 

People 
Facilities 
Weapon System 

Management 
Transportation 
Inventory 
New Hires 
Production 
Alt. Training 

Totals 

SAVINGS: 

ELEMENTS EY-91 FY-92 _EY-93 N-94  FY-95 TOTAL 

MILCON 5,910 5,910 
BOS 1.600 1.648 1.697 1.747 1.799 8.491 

Totals 7,5 10 1,648 1,697 1,747 1,799 14,401 

NET SAVINGS: (93,863) (24,152) (24,88 1) (25,631) (26,405) (194,932) 

Notes: 1.  Multiyear costs escalated at 3 percent per year. 
2. Numbers may not add due to rounding. 



PROS 

- Enhances interservicing 

CONS 

- Would prohibit the Commandant from fulfilling his Title 10 responsibilities 
- Marine Corps could lose its centralized logistics command structure 
- Jeopardizes Marine Corps depot maintenance "core" capability 
- Could lose organic surge capabilities 
- Could lose reconstitution capabilities 
- Could eliminate competition for major end items and depot level reparable 
- Loss of direct support to FMF operational requirements 
- Unrealistic implementation with increased costs 
- Inhibits task organizing of equipment and concepts to suit Marine Corps mission 
- Could degrade readiness if the single manager were not responsive to requirements 
- No cost savings would be realized 
- Additional investment required in wholesale and retail inventories to fill the pipeline 
- Increases transportation costs 
- Increases overhead costs 
- Increases personnel costs 
- Increases production costs 
- Increases facilities costs 
- Disrupts the concurrent repair of components and principal end items 
- Could eliminate up to 75 percent of total current workload 
- Increases equipment rebuild turnaround time 
- Disruptive to the work force 
- Savings resulting from the efficiencies achieved through this alternative will be withdrawn 
from the service and will not be available for utilization to increase service readiness 
- Environmental regulations at "center of excellence" facilities will result in increased 
maintenance turnaround time for customers 
- Loss of a center of excellence could result in the loss of a total DoD capability 



B v e  F DOD Consolidation 

Consolidate all depot maintenance functions under one organization external to the Services. This 
alternative would eliminate Service ownership of depot maintenance. Individual weapon systems, 
DLRs and components, and non weapon system equipment could be maintained organically, 
contracted out, or a combination of both. Individual depots could be organic or government 
owned, contractor operated (GOCO). 

Effectiveness: What am the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Service's maintenance process? 

The measurement of effectiveness for the Marine Corps cannot be determined without defhing 
the organizational structure of the DoD controlled depot maintenance agency and their vision of 
the future of maintenance within the Marine Corps. 

Are you willing to accept some decmment in military effectiveness if substantial savings could 
be realized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in readiness could be accepted, our worldwide commitments 
continue; and surge capabilities in support of the National Military Strategy must be retained. 
Predicting the time, place, and circumstances where the Marine Corps will be committed will 
continue to be difficult as has been demonstrated in our recent involvement in Liberia, Kuwait, 
Somalia, and Iraq, as well as humanitarian assistance operations for natural disasters in Florida, 
Hawaii, Bangladesh, and the Philippines. 

Maintaining command and control of the Marine Corps maintenance centers allows the 
Commandant to satisfy the National Military Strategy requirements while effectively exercising 
his Title 10 responsibilities. 

Implementation: Is this alternative ~a l i s t i c?  

This alternative may be realistic from a centralized management point of view; but, in fact, with 
the distinctive missions of each service, it becomes unrealistic to implement. It adds layering and 
decreases the ability of service chiefs to maintain control of their resources as well as to and 
intluence their services' readiness. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requimments, e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, "Pop- 
Up projects," etc.? 

The Marine Corps has a streamlined, centralized logistics command structure that provides the 
flexibility to quickly realign resources to satisfy the National Military Strategy. Our weapon 
systemfequipment management concept centralizes control of logistics elements to eliminate 
redundancy while providing a single point of contact for operationals commanders. Although 



small in comparison to the other services, the Marine Corps currently provides executive agent 
management for weapons systems, such as amphibious assault vehicles, light armored vehicles, 
SB-3614 Switchboards, and AND'PB-ID, Radar Sets. - 
We would apply effective management expertise and concepts to meet other service depot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibility for which the Marine 
Corps is noted. Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readiness, within fiscal 
constraints, and quickly adapting to changing requirements during times of conflict are proven 
capabilities of the Marine Corps logistics system. Our focus would continue to be on optimizing 
the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance management for those areas 
where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agent. Our philosophy of pushing the 
responsibility and authority down to the lowest level allows- us to minimize Headquarters' 
overhead. Our current Headquarters' overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest in 
DoD. We would attempt to apply this same ratio to any additional maintenance management 
responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you. 
expect from that manager? 

The Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or better responsiveness from any 
maintenance manager as we currently receive from our own organization. A single manager must 
guarantee that surge capabilities exist to meet the Marine Corps mobilization and MPF 
requirements. A single manager would be required to provide rapid turnaround to continuously 
changing requirements as demonstrated by the Marine Corps maintenance centers during Desert 
Shield/Storrn. This flexibility would require the single manager to concurrently support unique 
Marine Corps-configured equipment in small quantities and short turnaround times and at the 
same time continue to provide the assembly line support of common items. Also, the ability to 
accept reprioritization requirements and resources in order to adapt to quickly changing 
environments is mandatory. Total costs must not exceed current expenditures and must include 
areas such as repair, transportation, overhead, and inventory requirements. 

Efficiencies: Am there near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

From a purely business perspective, this appears to be an efficiency based on centralized 
management concepts. But, from a user's perspective, this is creating additional management 
layers which will cause inefficiencies through layering. Any savings which may be realized 
through the reduction in individual service headquarters management overhead will, in fact, 
increase costs in other overhead areas such as materiel management. It is questionable that the 
Marine Corps would realize a reduction in headquarters management overhead due to the fact that 
we are extremely streamlined in the management of our maintenance facilities. 

PROS 



- Centralizes DoD management 
- On the DoD level it may produce savings at the headquarters organizational level for some 
services 

CONS 

- Would prohibit the Commandant from fulfilling his Title 10 responsibilities 
- Marine Corps could lose its centralized logistics command structure 
- Could jeopardize Marine Corps depot maintenance "core" -capability 
- Could lose organic surge capabilities 
- Could lose reconstitution capabilities 
- Could eliminate competition for major end items and DLRs 
- Loss of direct support to EMF operational requirements 
- Unrealistic implementation with increased costs 
- Could increase overhead costs - 



Alternative G Comrnerrialize Maintenance 

Contract out aU depot maintenance requirements. Contract management would be maintained at 
either the Service or DoD level. The ultimate goal would be to include contract maintenance as 
part of the weapon system acquisition costs of new systems throughout its life cycle. 

Effectiveness: What am the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Service's maintenance process? 

Reliance on private industry to support the Marine Corps total maintenance workload would 
jeopardize our ability to retain readiness at the level which must be maintained to support the 
"force-in-readiness" mission. The uncertainties of private industry to support our dynamic 
workload changes, as we are able to do today, will drastically affect our mission and readiness. 
We see only the decrease in military effectiveness with this alternative. 

Am you willing to accept some decmment in military effectiveness if substantial savings could 
be malized by this alternative? 

While some small degradation in readiness could be accepted, our worldwide commitments 
continue; and surge capabilities in support of the National Military Strategy must be retained. 
Predicting the time, place, and circumstances where the Marine Corps will be committed will 
continue to be difficult as has been demonstrated in our recent involvement in Liberia, Kuwait, 
Somalia, and Iraq, as well as humanitarian assistance operations for natural disasters in Florida, 
Hawaii, Bangladesh, and the Philippines. 

Maintaining command and control of Marine Corps maintenance centers allows the Commandant 
to satisfy National Military Strategy requirements and effectively exercise his Title 10 
responsibilities. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Implementation of this alternative is not realistic. Private industry has neither the industrial base 
nor the desire to support maintenance for the Marine Corps. Our small portion of the total DoD 
workload requirement consists of small quantities of low dollar value items. Contracting out 
costs would be excessive as compared to the current organic costs. Also, contracting of workload 
does not accommodate the frequent instantaneous requirement changes required to support our 
mission. Any amendment to the contract would increase the cost. This alternative is totally 
unacceptable due to cost and nonavailability of the industrial base capability. 



If your Service wem selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements, e.g., setting priorities, selvice unique equipments, 'Top- 
Up projects," etc.? 

The Marine Corps has a streamlined, centralized logistics command structure that provides the 
flexibility to quickly realign resources to satisfy the National Military Strategy. Our weapon 
system/equipment management concept centralizes control of logistics elements to eliminate 
redundancy while providing a single point of contact for operationals commanders. Although 
small in comparison to the other services, the Marine Corps currently provides executive agent 
management for weapons systems, such as amphibious assault vehicles, light armored vehicles, 
SB-3614 Switchboards, and ANmB-ID, Radar Sets. 

We would apply effective management expertise and concepts to meet other service depot 
maintenance requirements and provide the responsiveness and flexibility for which the Marine 
Corps is noted. Achieving the highest state of peacetime combat readiness, within fiscal 
constraints, and quickly adapting to changing requirements during times of conflict are proven 
capabilities of the Marine Corps logistics system. Our focus would continue to be on optimizing 
the entire logistics process, vice optimization of any single element. 

Some additional resources would be required to provide maintenance management for those areas 
where the Marine Corps is selected as executive agent. Our philosophy of pushing the 
responsibility and authority down to the lowest level allows us to minimize Headquarters' 
overhead. Our current Headquarters' overhead ratio to the maintenance centers is the lowest in 
DoD. We would attempt to apply this same ratio to any .additional maintenance management 
responsibilities for which we would be selected. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

The Marine Corps would expect to receive the same or better responsiveness from any 
maintenance manager as we currently receive from our own organization. A single manager must 
guarantee that surge capabilities exist to meet the Marine Corps mobilization and MPF 
requirements. A single manager would be required to provide rapid turnaround to continuously 
changing requirements as demonstrated by the Marine Corps maintenance centers during Desert 
Shield/Storm. This flexibility would require the single manager to concurrently support unique 
Marine Corps-configured equipment in small quantities and short turnaround times and at the 
same time continue to provide the assembly line support of common items. Also, the ability to 
accept reprioritization requirements and resources in order to adapt to quickly changing 
environments is mandatory. Total costs must not exceed current expenditures and must include 
areas such as repair, transportation, overhead, and inventory requirements. 



Efficiencies: Am them near or long tenn business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

The Marine Corps does not see any near or long term business efficiencies to be gained from 
the implementation of this alternative. 

PROS 

- Increases contracting out of workload to private industry 

CONS 

- Industrial base is not sufficient to support the DoD maintenance requirements 
- Could prohibit the Commandant from fulfilling his Title 10 responsibilities 
- Eliminates Marine Corps depot maintenance "core" capability 
- Would lose organic surge capabilities 
- Could eliminate competition for major end items and DLRs 
- Loss of direct support to FMF operational requirements 
- Unrealistic implementation with increased costs 
- No cost savings would be realized 
- Additional investment required in wholesale and retail inventories to fill the pipeline 
- Increases transportation costs 
- Increases overhead costs 
- Increases personnel costs 
- Increases equipment rebuild turnaround time 
- Disruptive to the work force 
- Materiel readiness would probably decrease 
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APPENDIX K 

AIR FORCE ALTERNATIVE REVIEW 

PREFACE 

As the world evolves, the DOD's organic depot maintenance structure must evolve so it will 
continue to best support military readiness, sustainability, and regeneration--all of which are 
key Service roles most directly supporting the Services' core missions. 

Some of the alternatives below reflect conservative responses to this need for evolution. 
While the Services are rightfully conservative or evolutionary entities, they must also be 
progressive if not revolutionary in anticipating and responding to change. For this reason, 
alternatives that reflect any variation on the status quo are unacceptable. 

In selecting an alternative in response to this change, the Services must serve three masters: 
national security, economics, and politics. Foremost, the nation's organic Service depot 
maintenance system must support its customers--the Base Force collectively--in peacetime, 
contingencies, and war. 

Within constraints imposed by this appropriately preeminent national security focus, the 
Service depot system must be economically viable and progressive such that Service depot 
operating costs are continually reduced relative to production. Two points are key. 

First, the difference between private and public sector "business" is often misunderstood or 
underappreciated. Private sector business activities are profit and market share oriented. 
They depend on having production capabilities which duplicate but improve upon a 
competitor's capabilities--thereby permitting them to gain market share and dominance over 
another. Conversely, public sector "business" activities are not typically profit oriented. Their 
object is to break even, reduce costs, and increase quality and throughput--while providing 
"products" ranging from aircraft landing gear to "national security." In short, they seek to 
avoid duplicate capabilities. 

Second, in deciding to close a Service depot, environmental costs are not considered. These 
costs are neither included in this study nor a factor in the Base Realignment And Closure 
(BRAC) process--even though such costs are often of a magnitude that would make an 
installation's closure fiscally imprudent. For example, the environmental clean up costs 
associated with closing the Sacramento Air Logistics Center range fiom $2-10 billion. 

In addition to military and economic factors, those restructuring the Service depot system 
must also be responsive to the concerns and interests of Members of Congress, especially as 
they relate to the impact installation closures, facility and equipment divestiture, streamlining, 
and workload consolidation and transfer have on jobs in a Member's state or district. 



The DOD Service depot system restructuring alternatives below reflect a range of approaches. 
Some are variations on a status quo. Others--one in particular--is disturbing in that it 
continues the unfortunate trend of divesting the Services of their ability to provide for their 
own readiness, sustainability, and regeneration. Since the inception of the military 
departments, these were key Service roles in support of core Service missions. This 
disturbing trend is manifest in Alternative "FW--the so-called "Defense Depot Maintenance 

3 Agency." This alternative reflects a lack of appreciation of the critical differences between 
private and public sector business processes, and a lack of appreciation of the military 
necessity for the Services to field and support a total force structure that is combat ready, 
sustainable, and capable of regeneration. This alternative is one more example of an 
increasing number of Defense agencies, agencies whose unconstrained growth has resulted in 
the de facto creation of a "flfth Service." 

With the JCS-sponsored Defense Depot Maintenance Consolidation Study, the Department of 
Defense and its component Services have an opportunity to posture themselves to best support 
national security needs via increasingly efficient means as they achieve increasingly 
economical defense operations. Given the rapidly evolving political-military-economic 
environment, the status quo is clearly too little too late. However, the "Defense Depot 
Maintenance Agency" reflects the opposite extreme--the trend toward extreme centralization, 
the inappropriate division of the integrated responsibilities concerned with fielding and 
sustaining ready forces, and the continued unconstrained growth of defense agencies in size 
and number--witness the Defense Logistics Agency. 

Given these factors, it is likely most appropriate to continue to vest in the Services the 
responsibilities and resources they need to organize, train, and equip ready, sustainable forces 
capable of responding to any situation affecting the national security of the United States. 
These roles and responsibilities must be carried out in a progressive and aggressive manner 
pursuing business economies and efficiencies appropriate to public sector defense production 
activities. In this regard, Alternative "E" clearly offers the greatest short and long term 
opportunities and benefits. 



tive A . . 
SfxEkManaeement 

Each service retains its own separate depot maintenance operations with DMRD 908 actions 
to include interservicing, internal streamlining of depots, reducing depot maintenance staffs at 
higher headquarters, increasing competition, teaming with private industry for 
remanufacturing/manufacture, increasing productivity of direct labor work force, etc. 
Additional depot closures and realignments would be accomplished through the Base 
Realignment And Closure (BRAC) process. Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) 
will provide management oversight. 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts on the military effectiveness of your Services' 
maintenance pmcess? 

This alternative results in few progressive improvements to the effectiveness of the Air 
Force's maintenance process since it essentially preserves the status quo. Capabilities and 
facilities remain w i t .  the current maintenance management structure. However, using 
Service-controlled reductions and continued rightsizing will result in some evolutionary 
improvements and constant turbulence across the spectrum of activities. This status quo 
alternative continues current depot maintenance practices and philosophies, e.g., the Integrated 
Weapons System Management (WSM) and the Technology Repair Center (TRC) concepts. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's full implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
associated with the "Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in turn supports the Base 
Force. So-called "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstitution reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "Hollow Force of the 1970s." 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

No. Since this altemative essentially continues status quo, and given national security, 
economic, and political realities, this altemative is no longer viable. 



If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this aIternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, Service unique equipment, 
'Top-up projects," etc.? 

The Air Force currently performs maintenance for eighty-one foreign nations and other 
Services. This would not change, i.e., the customer would continue to be supported in 
accordance with their wishes (work package specifications). 

Are there near or long tern efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Short term efficiencies result from competition, and the banking of facilities and equipment. 
No significant, sustained efficiencies will be realized without major depot workload 
consolidations and installation closures. 

Military Effectiveness: Ro.  

This alternative retains individual Service control of the readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstitution of its forces, i.e., production capabilities and priorities supporting the Air 
Force's contribution to the Base Force. It also satisfies the individual Services' unique 
maintenance requirements by preserving a Service's existing maintenance concept. From the 
Air Force perspective only, it supports the Integrated Weapon System Management (IWSM) 
and the Technology Repair Center (TRC), i.e., the "Center of Excellence," concepts. 
Moreover, it permits each Service to continue to determine its own priorities, and fund its 
own modernization and technology requirements. With respect to facilities and equipment, 
this altemative gives the Services flexibility to absorb critical workloads available due to 
contract and competition shortfalls or defaults. It also retains billets and critical skills due to 
non-competed core workloads, while fostering Service-specific depot management staff 
reductions resulting from DMRD competition. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

By essentially continuing the status quo, known inefficiencies and uneconomical processes are 
continued. This increases force support (readiness and sustainability) costs--which detracts 
from funds that can be made available for combatant forces (weapon systems/platforms) or 
other segments of the Federal government. Management of DOD's depot maintenance 
capability, facilities, and technologies remains fragmented and redundant. 

Business Efficiency: Pro. 

This alternative results in reduced maintenance costs on facilities and equipment due to 
banking and divestiture. Over the long term, competition promotes savings, which reduces 
costs. In the production and surge arenas, depots may improve processes and become more 
competitive. Multiple sources of repair can help sustain the civilian defense industrial base. 
Competition promotes improvements in business and production practices. 



Business Efficiency: Con. 

Continued redundancy, with its requisite inefficiency and reduced economies, occur. 
Manpower turbulence resulting from shifted workloads and personnel realignments will occur. 
Workload that is contracted will result in continued government vulnerability to labor disputes 
and contractors' demonstrated dificulty in responding to surge requirements--as was seen in 
Desert Storm. Multiple sourcing of depot maintenance capabilities is expensive. 
Competitions are manpower intensive, costly, and time consuming, and do not guarantee any 
return on investment for the depot(s) competing. 



Under individual using Service management, weapon systerns/'platfonns, DLRs, components, 
and non-weapon system equipment would be consolidated into "Centers of Ex_ceUence" withi;; 
the using Service to the maximum extent possible, but could be also performed by a 
contractor or, in exceptional cases, in an other Service's facility. 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts on the militarg effectiveness of your Services' 
maintenance process? - 

This alternative results in few significant improvements to the effectiveness of the Air Force's 
maintenance process since it essentially preserves the status quo. Capabilities and facilities 
remain within the current maintenance management structure. However, using Service- 
controlled reductions and continued rightsizing will result in some evolutionary improvements 
and constit turbuI6nce across the spectrum of activities. This alternative continues current 
depot maintenance practices and philosophies, e.g., the Integrated Weapons System 
Management (IWSM) and the Technology Repair Center (TRC) concepts. 

Arxi you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's full implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
associated with the "Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in turn supports the Base 
Force. So-called "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstitution reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "Hollow Force of the 1970s." 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

No. Since this alternative is essentially a modified status quo, and given national security, 
economic, and political realities, this alternative is no longer viable. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, Service unique equipment, 
"Pop-up projects," etc.? 

The Air Force currently performs maintenance for eighty-one foreign nations and other 
Services. This would not change, i.e., the customer would continue to be supported in 
accordance with their wishes (work package specifications). 



Are them near or long term efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Short term efficiencies result from the competition, the banking of facilities and equipment. 
No significant, sustained efficiencies will be realized without major depot workload 
consolidations and installation closures. 

Military Effectiveness: Ro. 

This alternative appropriately retains individual Service control of the readiness, sustainability, 
and reconstitution of its forces, i.e., production capabilities and priorities supporting the Air 
Force's contribution to the Base Force. It also satisfies the individual Services' unique 
maintenance requirements by preserving a Service's existing maintenance concept. From the 
Air Force perspective only, it supports the Integrated Weapon System Management (IWSM) 
and the Technology Repair Center (TRC), i.e., the "Center of Excellence," concepts. 
Moreover, it permits each Service to continue to determine its own priorities, and fund its 
own modernization and tschnology requirements. With respect to facilities and equipment, 
this alternative gives the Services flexibility to absorb critical workloads available due to 
contract and competition shortfalls or defaults. It also retains billets and critical skills due to 
non-competed workloads, while fostering Service-specific depot management staff reductions 
resulting from DMRD competition. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

By essentially continuing the status quo, known inefficiencies and uneconomical processes are 
continued. This increases force support (readiness and sustainability) costs--which detracts 
from funds that can be made available for combatant forces (weapon systems/platforms) or 
other segments of the Federal government. Management of DOD's depot maintenance 
capability, facilities, and technologies remains fragmented and redundant. 

Business Efficiency: Ro. 

This alternative results in reduced maintenance costs on facilities and equipment due to 
banking and divestiture. Over the long term, competition promotes savings, which can reduce 
costs. In the production and surge arenas, depots improve processes--thereby becoming more 
competitive. Multiple sources of repair can help sustain the civilian defense industrial base. 
Competition promotes improvements in business and production practices. 

Business Efficiency: Con. 

Continued redundancy, with its requisite inefficiency and reduced economies, occurs. 
Manpower turbulence resulting from shifted workload and personnel movement and 
realignment will occur. Workload that is contracted will result in increased government 
vulnerability to labor disputes and contractors' demonstrated difficultly in responding to surge 
requirements--as was seen in Desert Storm. Multiple sourcing of depot maintenance 



capabilities is expensive. Competitions are manpower intensive, costly, and time 
consuming--without guaranteeing any return on investment for the depot(s) competing. 



Alternative C C& 
O 

'date I3kamLSvstemPlatformsinto.lointService"Centerspf 
J3xceIlence 

Depot maintenance management of common or similar weapon system platforms, (e.g., ships; 
large missiles, fmed wing aircraft, rotary wing aircraft) would be accomplishe~ by single 
Services. Depot maintenance responsibility for Depot Level Reparables (DLR) and 
components (e.g. hydraulic actuators, gas turbine engines, aircraft landing gear, inertial 
navigation systems) as well as depot maintenance of non-weapon system equipment (e.g. 
automatic test equipment (ATE), ground support equipment, general purpose vehicles) would 
continue to be the individual using Services' responsibilities. 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the militaq effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

This alternative has 30 clear military advantage. The potential of dividing the responsibility 
for the maintenance of weapon systems/platforms and exchangeables between single and using 
Services allows the status quo to continue at component repair depot maintenance activities. 
However, it creates opportunities for enhanced support in the weapon systemtplatform areas. 
Since sustainrnent of the Base Force would only be improved on the margins, this alternative 
has minimal military value. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial saving could 
be realized by this alternative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's full implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
associated with the "Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in turn supports the Base 
Force. So-called "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstitution reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "Hollow Force of the 1970s." 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

No. The implementation of this alternative produces no substantial enhancements to military 
readiness or increases in fucal benefit. Moreover, it unnecessarily complicates the depot 
repair priority process. 

If your Service were selected as the Executive Agent/SingIe Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, semice unique equipment, 
'Top-up projects," etc.? 

The Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) is dedicated to total quality management 
principles and continuous process improvement in support of its customers' missions. These 
philosophies focus on total and complete customer satisfaction. Selected applications of our 
existing management relationship between weapon systems and TRCs, i.e., "Centers of 
Excellence" (COE), would continue to be used. This customer service relationship would be 



facilitated through clear work specification/packages that are agreed upon by all parties and 
detailed customer knowledge as demonstrated in proven quality principles. Priorities and the 
needs associated with special projects would be of great interest, and would be fully supported 
via well-defined work packages, memoranda of agreement, and customer liaison officers at 
weapon system/platforrn depot repair facilities. 

If your service became a customer of an Executive AgentJSingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

Measures of value for depot support would be calculated by the depot maintenance system's 
ability to increase product throughput and quality on a sustained or surge basis, reduced 
operating costs, and compliance with agreed-upon work packages. These metrics must 
support the customer Service's readiness, sustainability, reconstitution, priorities, lifecycle data, 
and product quality. 

Are there near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Potentially some near term efficiencies could be gained by consolidating weapon 
systern/platform depot maintenance activities. However, such gains would be offset by the 
continued existence of redundant Service component depot maintenance activities. 

Military Effectiveness: Pro. 

This altemative promotes a single focal point for weapon system/platfonn maintenance to 
customers while it allows the Services to retain mission control of the maintenance of their 
exchangeables. The retention of critical depot maintenance skills at weapon system,@latform 
facilities is a vital ingredient in the surge capability of the facility and thus, the Services. 
Expertise is not lost and is concentrated for contingency production (mission) needs. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

This alternative divides maintenance management responsibilities, which impairs the Services' 
ability to sustain and reconstitute ready forces. This divided management responsibility 
exacerbates data system interface problems between the Services--resulting in multiple 
inquiries as to the status of a total weapon system's readiness. At non-consolidated 
component repair sites, support equipment, DLRs, and component inventories, remain 
unchanged. Since this alternative does not combine all elements of maintenance management, 
the cost-benefits resulting from technology insertion initiatives (capability enhancements) are 
reduced at the non-consolidated component depot maintenance facilities. Thus, overall 
implementation is more due to this divided responsibility. 



Business Efficiency: Pro. 

Consolidation of weapon systems/platforms under an Executive/Single Service reduces the 
weapon system/platform management structure at the losing (supported) Service, thus reducing 
the latter's overhead expenses. Duplication of personnel skills for weapon system/platform 
depot maintenance are minimized DOD-wide, thereby reducing direct labor required. 
Additionally, consolidation minimizes the duplication of ATE and support equipment required 
at weapon system/platform depot maintenance activities. Capital investments necessary for 
weapon systezw'platform facilities and equipment are reduced due to the elimination of 
redundant facilities and equipment. However, since this consolidation does not totally 
eliminate duplicate functions at losing facilities, savings are diminished. This same rationale 
applies to facilities and equipment maintenance at the losing site. These factors promote 
increased efficiencies and economies of scale at remaining weapon system/platform depots, 
which result in reduced customer costs. 

Business Efficiency: Con. 

This alternative impairs mission accomplishment in that a divided management chain of 
responsibility is not effective from a business perspective. This is true since such an approach 
does not confer a uniform level of responsibility with either maintenance agent. 
Consequently, duplicate equipment purchases between Services for components maintained by 
using Services continue an uneconomical business practice. 



. . ve D Indaydud Service M a n w g f  Weaoon SvstemPlatfomu-k'rCenters~f 
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In conjunction with individual using Services' depot maintenance management of weapon 
system/platfonns (as in Alternative B), Depot Level Reparables (DLR), components, and 
non-weapon system equipment will be consolidated via a "Center of Excellence" concept, in 
most cases a single Service. 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Service's maintenance process? - 

This alternative has no clear military advantage. The potential of dividing responsibility for 
the maintenance of weapon systems/platforms and exchangeable5 between single and using 
Services allows the status quo to continue at weapon system/platform depot maintenance 
activities. However, it creates opportunities for enhanced support in the component repair 
areas. Since sustainment of the Base Force would only be improved on the margins, this 
altemative has minimal military value. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial saving could 
be realized by this alternative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's full implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
associated with the "Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in turn supports the Base 
Force. So-called "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstitution reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "Hollow Force of the 1970s." 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

No. The implementation of this altemative produces no substantial enhancements to military 
readiness or increases in fiscal benefit. Moreover, it unnecessarily complicates the depot 
repair priority process. 

If your Service were selected as the Executive AgentlSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipment, 
'Top-up projects," etc.? 

The Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) is dedicated to total quality management 
principles and continuous process improvement in support of its customer's missions. These 
philosophies focus on total and complete customer satisfaction. Selected applications of our 
existing management relationship between weapon systems and TRCs, i.e., "Centers of 
bcellence" (COE), would continue to be used. This customer service relationship would be 
facilitated through clear work specifications/packages that are agreed upon by all parties, and 
detailed customer knowledge as demonstrated in proven quality principles. Priorities and the 



needs associated with special projects would be of great interest, and would be fully supported 
via well-defined work packages, memoranda of agreement, and customer liaison offices at 
TRCICOE repair facilities. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

Measures of value for depot support would be calculated by the depot maintenance system's 
ability to increase product throughput and quality on a sustained or surge basis, reduced 
operating costs, and compliance with agreed-upon work packages. These metrics must 
support the customer Service's readiness, sustainability, reconstitution, priorities, life cycle 
data, and product quality. 

AN?  the^ near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Potentially some near term efficiencies could be gained by consolidating component depot 
maintenance at TRCICOE locations. However, such gains would be offset by the continued 
existence of redundant Service weapon system/platform depot maintenance activities. 

Military Effectiveness: Pro. 

This alternative promotes a single focal point for component maintenance to customers while 
it allows the Services to retain mission control of the maintenance of their weapon 
systems/platform. The retention of critical maintenance skills at component TRCICOE 
facilities is a vital ingredient in the surge capability of the facility and thus, the Services. 
Expertise is not lost and is concentrated for contingency production (mission) needs. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

This alternative divides maintenance management responsibilities, which impairs the Services' 
ability to sustain and reconstitute ready forces. This divided management responsibility 
exacerbates data system interface problems between the Services--resulting in multiple 
inquiries as to the status of a total weapon system's readiness. At non-consolidated weapon 
systemtplatform repair sites, support equipment, DLRs, and component inventories remain 
unchanged. Since this alternative does not combine all elements of maintenance management, 
the cost-benefits resulting from technology insertion (capability enhancement) initiatives are 
reduced at the non-consolidated weapon systemtplatform depot maintenance facilities. Thus, 
overall implementation is more difficult due to this divided responsibility. 

Business Efficiency: Pro. 

Consolidation of component repair under an Executive/Single Service reduces the management 
structure at the losing (supported) Service, thus reducing the latter's overhead expenses. 
Duplication of personnel skills for component depot maintenance are mjnimized DOD-wide, 



thereby reducing direct labor required. Additionally, consolidation minimizes the duplication 
of ATE and support equipment required at component TRCs/COEs. Capital investments 
necessary for component depot maintenance facilities and equipment are reduced due to the 
elimination of redundant facilities and equipment. However, since this consolidation does not 
totally eliminate duplicate functions at losing facilities, savings are diminished. This same 
rationale applies to facilities and equipment maintenance at the losing sites. These factors 
promote increased efficiencies and economies of scale at remaining component TRCICOE 
facilities, thereby reducing customer costs. 

Business Efficiency: Con. 

m s  alternative impairs mission accomplishment in that a divided management chain of 
responsibility is not considered effective from a business perspective. This is true since such 
an approach does not confer a uniform level of responsibility with either maintenance agent. 
Consequently, duplicative equipment purchases between Services for weapon 
systems/platforms maintained by using Services continue an uneconomical business practice. 



live E Consol~dabon . . pfSimilar/Common Platforms. DLR's. C o m g ~ ~ ~ a & & N o n -  
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In conjunction with single Service maintenance management of common or similar weapon 
systems/platforms (as in Alternative "C"), Depot Level Reparables (DLRs) and components, 
and non-weapon system equipment will be consolidated via a "Center of Excellence" concept. 
In most cases, this will be a single Service, but not necessarily the same single Service that , 
manages the weapon system. Total weapon system management will continue to be the 
responsibility of the using Service. 

Effectivness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

This alternative has clear military advantage. It unites responsibility for the maintenance of 
weapon systems/platforms and exchangeables under a unified management structure. This 
sign5cantly enhances the readiness, sustainrnent, and reconstitution of the Base Force on all 
levels. This approach preserves a proven Service capability to organically support its 
combatant forces in peace and in war. This altemative also maintains the basic tenets of 
command and control, with responsibility and execution authority for depot level maintenance 
vested in a single manager. Just as today's interservicing does not alter or restrict a supported 
Service's maintenance process or philosophy, neither will this alternative. Rather, work 
specifications/packages will continue to be used regularly by supported and supporting 
Services. For the same reason, this alternative does not place at risk any critical mission item 
for the customer Service--since the single manager functions only as a provider of a depot 
maintenance service (product). 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's full implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
associated with the "Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in turn supports the Base 
Force. So-called "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sustainability , and 
reconstitution reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "Hollow Force of the 1970s." 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Yes, as this alternative combines the best elements of military effectiveness enhancements and 
public sector business efficiencies. Since it does not include the unnecessarily extreme, 
conservative, or incomplete constructs found in several of the other alternatives under 
consideration, it is easier to understand, implement, and support from public (uniformed) and 
private (contractor) sector perspectives. This altemative also has rapid implementation 
potential with the greatest probability for near and long term savings. 



If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentJSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special mquirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipment, 
'Top-up, pmjects," etc.? 

The Air Force (AFMC) is dedicated to total quality management principles and continuous 
process improvement in support of its customers' missions. These philosophies focus on total 
and complete customer satisfaction. Our practice of Air Force weapon system single siting 
and commodity repair at TRC's duplicate elements of this approach in our system now. 
Selected applications of our existing management relationship between weapon 
systems/platfonns and TRCs, i.e., "Centers of Excellence" (COE), would continue to be used. 
This customer Service relationship would be facilitated through clear work 
specification/packages that are agreed upon by all parties and detailed customer knowledge as 
demonstrated in proven quality principles. Priorities and the needs associated with special 
projects would be of great interest, and would be fully supported by well-defined work 
packages, memoranda of agreement, dominant s orted-Service -in s a d  
command and kv staff billets proportionate to that Service's S d ,  and customer liaison 
officers at weapon systern/platform and component depot maintenance facilities. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentfSingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm the manager? 

Measures of value for depot support would be calculated by the depot maintenance system's 
ability to increase product throughput and quality on a sustained or surge basis, reduced 
operating costs, and compliance with agreed-upon work packages. These metrics must 
support a customer Service's readiness, sustainability, reconstitution, priorities, life cycle data, 
and product quality. 

Are there near or long tenn business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

Yes. This altemative best support current and anticipated DMRD initiatives. It also reduces 
investments in duplicate facilities and equipment, maximizes Executive/Single Service 
flexibility in using existing resources, and reduces facility and equipment maintenance through 
consolidation. Moreover, it reduces overhead and direct labor costs, and it reduces customer 
costs based on centralized weapon systemjplatfom maintenance, consolidation of like 
workloads under a Technology Repair Center (TRC)/Center of Excellence (COE) focus, and 
workload volume. Additionally, this alternative facilitates seamless technology insertions and 
integrations within the Services. It also reduces costs by providing a larger workload base 
over which to distribute expenses. This alternative promotes economies and efficiencies by 
unifying command by commodity and centralizing maintenance management to the component 
level--thus easing integration. Moreover, this alternative standardizes aviation depot 
maintenance production metrics, and promotes harmonized depot maintenance support of 
several Services' aircraft. Finally, it reduces the workforce yet retains an expert skiUs base. 



Military Effectiveness: Pro. 

This altemative appropriately retains support of combatant forces within and by the Services 
vice relinquishing the key Service roles of readiness, sustainability, and reconstitution to non- 
Service staff or contractor activities, or rather than piecemealing such responsibilities to 
disparate organizations. This altemative promotes a single, uniformed focal point for the 
customer, thereby reducing support response times--an especially critical benefit during 
contingencies or war. As important, it reduces Service parochialism because representatives 
from the supported Services are assigned to co-manage the Executive/Single Service structure 
as outlined above. This structure maximizes the flexibility of resources while enhancing 
process control. It also satisfies unique Service requirements for quality by keeping 
workloads aligned with expertise within TRCs/COEs. During production/surge scenarios, it 
allows more flexibility in workload response, it retains a vital surge capability, and it 
increases throughput of under-utilized facilities. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

Initially, a Service may fear that it may lose control over workloading and priorities. A 
Service may also fear that another Service cannot meet its "unique" depot 
maintenance/modification needs, and that another Service will end up "managing" its total 
weapon systensiplatfonn, Finally, a Service may be concerned that its optempo and 
maintenance philosophy will be unacceptably altered, and that it will lose command billets. 

Business Efficiency: Pro. 

This altemative meets the test of current and likely DMRDs. From a national objective 
perspective, this altemative clearly maximizes DOD flexibility in using its resources. It also 
provides a single, uniformed customer focal point, lowers overhead cost, and minimizes 
proliferation of support equipment and facilities. From an economic perspective, it reduces 
customer costs based on volume/econornies of scale, reduces expenditures for duplicate 
equipment, maximizes cost-benefits from technology insertion, and it lowers 
facilitieslequipment maintenance cost. While achieving infrastructure-related benefits, it also 
retains critical skills, reduces the overhead to direct labor ratio, provides more opportunities 
for productivity and efficiency initiatives, and increases throughput to meet surge and 
mobilization requirements of customers. It also provides a unified source of depot 
maintenance support by major weapons system/platform, DLRs, etc. In doing so, it 
centralizes weapons system management of maintenance production to the component level, 
thereby improving the DOD's ability to deal with integration issues. 

Business Efficiency: Con. 

Divestiture of DOD industrial installations may be Micult (a Base Realignment And Closure 
task). Moreover, morale and productivity problems result from Reductions in Force (RF), 
which follow from workload consolidation and transfer. 



Consolidate all depot maintenance functions under one organization extemal to the Services. 
This alternative would eliminate Service ownership of depot maintenance. hdividual 
weapons systems, Depot Level Reparables (DLRs) and components, and non-weapon system 
equipment could be maintained organically, contracted out, or a combination of both. 

I Individual depots could be org&c or government-owned/ contractor-operated (GOCO). 

Effectivness: What at the impacts of this alternative on the militarg effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

- 
This alternative has no clear military advantage in the readiness, sustainment or reconstitution 
of military forces. This approach removes the Services' ability to organically support their 
combatant forces and instead vests this core Service role to an external, non-military agency. 
Signifkantly, this concept violates basic tenets of command and control, and inappropriately 
divides responsibility an& execution authority. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's full implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
associated with the "Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in turn supports the Base 
Force. So-called "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstitution reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "Hollow Force of the 1970s." 

Implementation: Is this alternative ~al is t ic?  

While this alternative can be implemented, it is not realistic in that this approach inhibits the 
Services' from organically supporting their own combatant forces' logistics requirements. This 
alternative puts the safety and success of fielded forces in jeopardy by separating the 
responsibility for executing the mission from the responsibility (capability) to sustain forces 
supporting the mission. 

If your Service were selected as the Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipment, 
'Top-up projects", etc.? 

Since this alternative assumes none of the military departments would be the Executive 
AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, this question is not applicable. 



If your service became a customer of an Executive AgentfSingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

Measures of value for depot support would be calculated by the depot maintenance system's 
ability to increase product throughput and quality on a sustained or surge basis, reduce 
operating costs, and comply with agreed-upon work packages. These metrics must support a 
customer Service's readiness, sustainability, reconstitution, priorities, life cycle data, and 
product quality. 

Am them near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

No long term efficiencies are involved beyond the ability to consolidate depots as per 
Alternatives D or E. Actually, it decrements any efficiencies due to the likely vertical nature 
of this organization and the likely dramatic increases in overhead labor that would result fiom 
its implementation--if the Defense Logistics Agency can be used as a model. 

Military Effectiveness: Fro. 

This alternative promotes single focal point for the customer. It potentially can result in the 
standardization of processes and data management systems which, in turn, can result in 
expedited support of fielded forces. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

This alternative has no clear military advantage in the readiness, sustainrnent or reconstitution 
of military forces. This approach removes the Services' ability to organically support their 
combatant forces and instead vests this core Service role to an external, non-military agency. 
Si@icantly, this concept violates basic tenets of command and control, and inappropriately 
divides responsibility and execution authority. The addition of a depot maintenance 
management agency external to the Services creates an overhead function that further 
complicates an already complex OSD-JCS-DLA-Service-Major Command relationship. This 
unnecessary overhead layer could prompt bureaucratic responses to Service priority changes 
and directly impact (impair) readiness. Further, while economic considerations are key, this 
alternative presupposes that they should consistently prevail over military effectiveness and 
support of the Base Force. 

Business Efficiency: Fro. 

This alternative provides no clear business advantage that could not be achieved through an 
Executive/Single Service approach. 



Business Efficiency: Con. 

No long term economies and efficiencies are involved beyond the ability to consolidate depots 
as per Alternative E. In fact, this alternative decrements any economies and efficiencies due 
to the likely vertical nature of this organization and the likely dramatic increases in overhead 
labor that would result from its implementation--if the Defense Logistics Agency can be used 
as a model. In the management area, oversight of this central agency is ambiguous. Potential 
increases in contract oversight requirements would occur if GOCO/contractors were selected 
as the consolidated facilities. This alternative in no way reflects the leadflat business 
organization concepts that have proven to be most competitive and efficient--compare a 
General Motors with a far leaner and more profitable Ford Motor Company. 



ALTERNATIVE G Commercialize m t e n a n c c  

Contract out all depot maintenance requirements. Contract management would be - 
maintained at either the Service or DOD level. The ultimate goal would be to include 
contract maintenance as part of the weapon systemJPlatform acquisition costs i f  new systems 
throughout its life cycle. 

Effectiveness: What am the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Selvices' maintenance process2 

Implementation of this alternative puts at risk the military effectiveness of the United States. 
;This alternative offers no clear military advantage in the readiness, sustainment or 
reconstitution of military forces. Similarly, this approach removes the Services' ability to 
organically support their combatant forces and instead vests this core Service role to an 
external, n6n-milit@ agency. As is the case with Alternative F, this concept violates basic 
tenets of command and control, and inappropriately divides responsibility and execution 
authority. 

Are 'you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be walized by this alternative? 

Not if such savings prevent the Air Force's full implementation of the aerospace doctrine 
associated with the "Global Reach, Global Power" concept, which in turn supports the Base 
Force. So-called "savings" that impair the Services' readiness, sustainability, and 
reconstitution reflect a false economy, as was evident in the "Hollow Force of the 1970s." 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

While this alternative can be implemented, it fwther distances the Services' combatant forces 
from its combat service support. This untenable military support structure is not realistic in 
that it inhibits the Services' from organically supporting combatant forces' logistics 
requirements. This alternative clearly puts the safety and success of fielded forces in jeopardy 
by separating the responsibility for executing the mission (Services) from the responsibility 
(capability) to sustain forces supporting the mission (disparate commercial activities). 

If your Service were selected as the Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipment, 
'Top-up projects", etc.? 

Since this alternative assumes none of the military departments would be the Executive 
Agent/S-e Manager for this alternative, this question is not applicable. 



If your service became a customer of an Executive Agenusingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

Measures of value for depot support would be calculated by the depot maintenance system's 
ability to increase product throughput and quality on a sustained or surge basis, reduced 
operating costs, and compliance with agreed-upon work packages. These metrics must 
support a customer Service's readiness, sustainability, reconstitution, priorities, life cycle data, 
and product quality. 

Are them near or long tenn business efficiencies to be gained by this alternative? 

No long tenn efficiencies are anticipated. In fact, efficiency decrements are likely due to the 
public-private contractual ("arms length") relationship, increased organizational distance 
between the contractor(s) and the customers (supported Services), and the likely dramatic 
increases in overhead labor that would result from requirements preparation, proposal 
evaluation, contract oversight, and potential litigation. 

Military Effectiveness: F'ro. 

This alternative does not enhance military effectiveness. 

Military Effectiveness: Con. 

This alternative has no clear military advantage in the readiness, sustainment or reconstitution 
of military forces. This approach removes the Department of Defense's ability to organically 
support its combatant forces and instead solely vests this core Service role to private sector 
contractors. The structure implied by this altemative is less flexible in response to dynamic 
mission requirements and is not responsive to mobilization. There is significant potential for 
mission impact if the overhaul contractor(s) is owned or purchased by foreign interests. 
Significantly, this concept violates basic tenets of command and control, and inappropriately 
divides responsibility and execution authority. In addition, it is not axiomatic that solely by 
transferring individual organic depot maintenance capability to contractom, DODIService 
effectiveness and USAF efficiency will be increased. Moreover, the addition of a contractor 
management agency external to the Services creates an additional overhead function largely 
responsible for contract "monitorship" further complicating an already complex OSD-JCS- 
DLA-Service-Major Command relationship. This unnecessary overhead layer could prompt a 
bureaucratic response to Service priority changes and directly impact (impair) readiness. 
Further, while economic considerations are key, this altemative is based on the notion that 
private sector depot maintenance activities are more cost effective than are their organic 
Service counterparts--witness recent aviation depot maintenance contracts won by Service 
depots over their private sector competitors. 



Business Efficiency: Fro. 

This altemative provides no clear business advantage that could not be achieved through an 
Executive/Single Service approach. 

Business Efficiency: Con. 

No long term economies and efficiencies are involved. In fact, this alternative decrements 
any economies and efficiencies due to the likely convoluted organizational structure of the 
resulting oversight ("monitorship") organization. Moreover, dramatic increases in overhead 
labor would potentially result from its implementation. This alternative in no way reflects the 
l e d a t  business organization concepts proven to be most competitive and efficient--compare 
General Motors with a leaner and profitable Ford Motor Company. Additionally, if this 
approach were to fail, the expense necessary to reconstitute the DOD depot maintenance 
infrastructure would be prohibitively expensive, and the schedule to accomplish the same 
would extend far beyond any potential contlict-driven response time. 
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0 3 NOV 1992 

From: Commandant 
To: Chairman, Executive Working Group, JCS Depot Maintenance 

Consolidation Study 

Subj: COAST GUARD ANALYSIS OF THE DEPOT MAINTENANCE 
CONSOLIDATION ALTERNATIVES 

1. Provided as enclosure (1) is the Executive Summary of the 
Coast Guard's position on the seven alternatives for 
consolidating service depot maintenance. Enclosure (2) is our 
detailed analysis of each alternative. 

2. Our role in a future shared maintenance scheme is driven by 
two basic realities. First, we want to continue and possibly to 
expand our interservice role. Second, because we are small it is 
virtually impossible for us to absorb large portions of selected 
depot level maintenance along single platform or component lines. 
The danger of becoming overextended would threaten quality and 
our ability to meet interservice commitments on time and within 
budget. 

3. I see the Coast Guard's part in the resultant alignment as a 
willing participant but measured by our capabilities. I also 
believe that the resultant structure will ultimately reflect the 
special expertise resident in the various services. There are 
three areas where I believe the Coast Guard can make a 
comfortable and realistic fit. As a customer, we would like to 
see more aviation components interserviced and believe that the 
Navy shipyards have the capacity to provide depot level repair of 
our 378 High Endurance Cutters and our Polar Class Icebreakers. 
As a provider, the Coast Guard Yard can provide depot level 
repairs for a community of interservice watercraft under 3000 
tons and 200 feet LOA in the range from Hatteras to New York. In 
all three the advantage of price must be demonstrated. 

4. The Coast Guard looks forward a successful outcome of this 
most important effort. 

Chief, Office of Engineering, 
Logistics and Development 

Encl: (1) Executive Summary 
(2) Analysis of Seven Alternatives 



APPENDIX L 

COAST GUARD ALTERNATIVE REVIEW 

Alternative A Jndividual Service M a n g e m e a  

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

This altemative assumes an accelerated DMRD 908 process. The Coast Guard, an agency 
within the Department of Transportation, is not within the scope of DMRD 908. 
Conceptually, the Coast Guard has long relied upon actions that DMRD 908 directs DOD 
services to implement. Coast Guard depot maintenance is dependent upon commercial and 
DOD activities. Coast Guard organic depot maintenance cannot meet the needs of our service 
without commercial and DOD support. 

Am you willing to accept some decmment in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be malized by this alternative? 

Any attempt to increase the Coast Guard depot infrastructure to meet all Coast Guard depot 
maintenance requirements would reduce our operational effectiveness. The total Coast Guard 
depot maintenance requirements are not large enough to justify the capital investment 
necessary for total organic depot repair. This investment would suboptimize resource 
allocation within the Coast Guard. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Yes, but greater savings are possible if Centers of Excellence among the services were 
created, and if DOD cost competitiveness and pricing models for agencies external to DOD 
were improved. 

If your service was selected as an Executive AgendSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-up prujects," etc? 

Not applicable to this alternative. 

If your service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

Not applicable to this altemative. 



Efficiencies: Am there near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Yes, but more economies and responsive support to the Coast Guard are possible under other 
alternatives. 

Comment 

The Coast Guard has moved beyond internal depot maintenance.. A large percentage of our 
workload, including HC-130H aircraft Programmed Depot Maintenance, most of our aviation 
component depot level repair, most of our boat depot level repair and major cutter shipyard 
availabilities, is conduced in DOD and commercial activities. We seek improvements that 
make DOD depots a more competitive source of depot repair. 



Alternative B Individugd Service ~ J C o n s o l x d a h o n  . . into "Centers of Excellence12 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your - 
Services' maintenance process? - 

The Coast Guard's operational effectiveness would be greatly reduced if this alternative was 
implemented. While the Coast Guard already has consolidated depots, one for aviation 
maintenance and one for vessel maintenance, we rely upon external commercial and DOD 
sources for most of our depotmaintenance. Coast Guard facilities are optimized for the 
workload that they can best execute, and to mesh with our heavy use of external depot 
maintenance. Production that requires heavy capital investment or high levels of throughput 
is outsourced. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized bf this alternative? 

The Coast Guard cannot afford the investment necessary for this alternative. 

Implementation: Is this altemative realistic? 

No. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgendSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements, e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up projec ts," etc? 

Not applicable for this alternative. 

If your service became a customer of an Executive AgendSingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

Not applicable for this alternative. 

Efficiencies: Are there near o r  long term business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

No, this alternative does not aUow the Coast Guard to optimize what we do best, and 
consolidate our workload with external sources where appropriate. 



Comment 

This alternative would provide benefits to an organization that .is much larger than the Coast 
Guard, and that had an existing depot system with duplicative capabilities and excess capacity. 



Alternative C Consolidate JVea~ons Svstem Platforms into Joint Service "Centers pf 
Excellence" 

Effectiveness: What art the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

This alternative, if fully implemented, would degrade Coast Guard operational effectiveness. 
Full implementation would require Navy support of our High Endurance Cutters and 
Icebreakers, Air Force support of our fixed wing aircraft, Army .support of our rotary wing 
aircraft, and possible Coast Guard support of all small (less than 3000 tons) vessels for all 
services. The Coast Guard workload gained from DOD would dominate our internal vessel 
workload and overwhelm our shipyard and infrastructure. The result would be an improper 
focus of our maintenance community on service to DOD rather than supporting Coast Guard 
operations. The Coast Guard HC-130H fleet is already supported by the Air Force. Coast 
Guard HU-25A/B/Cs and HH-65As, which comprise most of Coast Guard aviation, are 
commercial derivative, foreign sourced aircraft unique to the Coast Guard. We have built a 
depot system to support these two platforms that has progressed upon the learning curve for 
these midlife systems. HH-60J support via a Center of Excellence is possible, but a recent 
Coast Guard study concluded that component and airframe crash repair should be conducted 
in DOD facilities, while the labor intensive basic airframe depot maintenance is most 
economically conducted organically. Our experience in seeking DOD depot maintenance for 
our platforms is that we cannot afford to pay DOD depot costs. 

A partial implementation of this alternative may be desired. The Coast Guard would continue 
to seek the lowest cost source of depot maintenance for our platforms (High Endurance 
Cutters, Icebreakers and aircraft) from al l  sources including DOD Center of Excellence. 
Vessel depot maintenance would need to be consistent with the Coast Guard's Homeport 
Policy. The Coast Guard could become the Center of Excellence for repair of DOD 
watercraft under 3000 tons and 200 feet LOA at the Coast Guard Yard. Repair candidates 
would be limited to those within the geographic range from Hatteras north to New York. The 
vessel owning service would continue to provide program oversight, planning, specification 
and work package development, etc. The Coast Guard Yard would provide repair services 
under an interservice agreement with the service customer as part of the Yard's normal depot 
maintenance support for the Coast Guard fleet. The total combined interservice repair and 
Coast Guard fleet depot level maintenance support would be constrained by the capacity of 
the Coast Guard Yard. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be ~ a l i z e d  by this alternative? 

The Coast Guard is willing to accept the decrement inherent in the partial inlplementation 
described above. We are not willing to accept the large decrement inherent in full 
implementation. 



Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Only for the partial implementation described above. Full implementation of a Coast Guard 
Center of Excellence for small vessels would overwhelm our Naval Engineering program. 
Coast Guard platfoxms should only receive platform depot maintenance at DOD Centers of 
Excellence when these facilities are cost competitive. 

If your Service we* selected as an Executive AgentJSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requimments; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-up projects," etc? 

Workload for the Coast Guard Yard is scheduled at capacity through 1995. After that, 
interservice workload could be phased in. Total workload mix of Coast Guard and 
interservice repairs would be negotiated and set in advance. Th-e Yard plans its workload in 
detail in the near term (12 months) based on long term customer commitments. A five year 
long term workload plananassures individual project flow, prioritization and preparation. 
Overall platform management would remain with the customer service. The Yard would 
work with all its customers to assure that total needs are met within its facility and staffing 
constraints. 

The Yard has a good record in managing emergencies and special requirements both within 
the Coast Guard and with other government agencies. These are addressed on an individual 
basis; and if there is a fit with existing workload, workforce, trade mix, and facilities, the 
work is accepted. 

There are several limitations on the Yard. First, the capacity of its two floating drydocks is 
fixed. Although they came from the Navy, these WWII vintage assets are no longer Navy 
certified. Technically, they cannot handle Navy vessels without a waiver. The Yard plans to 
replace both drydocks in 1996 with a shiplift which will transfer ships ashore to an upland 
area close to the industrial ship complex. Since repair work will not have to compete for 
available floating drydock space, emergencies will be more readily accommodated. Capacity 
at the Yard would then be constrained only by workforce unless the Coast Guard can obtain 
relief from existing personnel ceilings. 

If your service became a customer of an Executive Agent/Single Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager? 

More than any other element, the Coast Guard is sensitive to cost. Budget constraints would 
make it difficult for the Coast Guard to participate in support that is more expensive than our 
current system of organic, commercial and interservice depot maintenance. Coast Guard 
cutters and aircraft do not need, nor can we afford, the expensive technical infrastructure 
necessary to support nuclear ships and high performance tactical aircraft. If Coast Guard 
platforms were transferred to DOD Centers of Excellence for depot maintenance, processes 
would need to be established to ensure appropriate resource allocation, especially during 



mobilization. The Coast Guard, and other customers, should have the opportunity to place 
joint staff at the facilities conducting their work. These positions should have management, 
rather than liaison, responsibilities over joint workload. Overall platform management should 
remain with the Coast Guard and other customers. 

Coast Guard High Endurance Cutters and Icebreakers cunently receive commercial shipyard 
support. Except for two High Endurance Cutters, all operate on the U.S. West Coast. 
However, all cutters are subject to the Coast Guard's geographic restrictions which could limit 
the Naval shipyards under consideration for support. There are 12 High Endurance Cutters 
and 2 Icebreakers. In terns of each class' depot maintenance cycle, the number of cutters 
undergoing repairs annually averages about five. As with Navy ships, schedules are set well 
in advance. Because all work is performed commercially, the windows of opportunity for 
docking becomes part of the bid criteria in our selection process. As a customer, the Coast 
Guard would expect the same consideration in scheduling repairs for these cutters as Navy 
vessels. Since we are dealing with a small number of Naval shipyards and five ships per 
year, the scheduling process should be better than commercial sources. This would however, 
require close coordination with the Navy in setting our priorities. Except for the Icebreakers 
which are Coast Guard unique, the needs for special or peculiar technical support are largely 
non existent. Emergencies always present problems, but as a steady customer, the Coast 
Guard would expect the same consideration and concern in fitting such a need into existing 
schedules as would occur in the private sector or for a Navy vessel. 

Efficiencies: Am them near or long tern business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Yes, but si@cant disruptions of all parties' business practices would occur in transition. 

Comments 

The Coast Guard believes that our mix of platform and component workload is better served 
by Alternative D. 



Alternative D Individual Service Manaeement of W e a ~ o n  Svstem Platforms in "Centem of 
.Excellence" with DLR1s. Com~onents &Non-Wea~on system Eaui~ment  Consolidated in 
single Service "Centers of Excellence1' - 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiGeness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

This alternative would maximize Coast Guard operational effectiveness for a given level of 
resources. The most opportune target for increased interservice support of Coast Guard 

L requirements is in increasing DOD depot level repair of Coast Guard aviation reparable 
components. Coast Guard aviation platforms consist of rotary wing and maritime patrol 
aircraft. These type aircraft generate most of their depot maintenance workload in component 
repair versus the greater expense of performing depot level maintenance on the exotic, highly 
stressed structures of tactical jet aircraft. Component rework is most efficiently accomplished 
in facilities with high throughput and capital investment. The Coast Guard's total component 
repair requirements do not justify such facilities. In EY92, DOD facilities accomplished 
$14.5M of Coast Guard aviation component maintenance, another $75.6M was accomplished 
at commercial facilities. A consolidated depot maintenance system, with efficient, full 
capacity Centers of Excellence that specialize in classes of components, could capture and 
execute Coast Guard component workload at a savings compared to current commercial costs. 

Are you willing to accept some decrement in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

Properly implemented, this alternative will increase Coast Guard operational effectiveness. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Yes. The Coast Guard would shift aviation component depot level repair from commercial to 
DOD facilities as the DOD facilities became competitive with the commercial sector in terms 
of cost, quality and reliability of supply. 

If your service were selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-up pmjects," etc? 

The Coast Guard would not become a provider under this alternative, we would be a 
customer. 



If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

The Coast Guard needs a process to insure that our workload can compete for a proper 
allocation of depot resources. Based on our experience interservice support functions well in 
peacetime, but during mobilization executive agents tend to allocate resources towards their 
own requirements. We would expect that a properly functioning consolidated system would 
have an established process to both allocate resources and address appeals from customers. 
Centers of Excellence should have stflmg in significant managerial roles from all customers. 
Liaison officers do not have the ability to effect proper resource allocation, joint managers do. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

This dternative offers t h E  greatest long term improvement in efficiency for the Coast Guard. 
Our depots would focus on what they do best, execution of basic labor intensive depot 
maintenance on W a m e s  and vessels. Our costs and quality of performing platform 
maintenance are competitive. Capital investment component repair would migrate to DOD 
Centers of Excellence as these activities prove competitive with the private sector. 

Comments 

DOD depot labor rates, as billed to the Coast Guard on N 9 3  Depot Maintenance Interservice 
Support Agreements (DMISAs), range from $66.49/hr to $107.25/'r with a median of $85/hr. 
Commercial rates are typically $60+/hr. The internal Coast Guard rate at our aviation depot 
is $43/hr, although our depot is not well suited for component repair. Removing excess depot 
capacity and concentrating component workload should make DOD depots the provider of 
choice for aviation component rework. 



Alternative E Consomhon . . pf SimiIar/Commoa Platforms. PLR1s. Comgonents and Non- 
I ! k z w ~ S ~ ~ Y n d e r S i n e l e E x e c u t i v e  Service 

Effectiveness: What an? the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance pmcess? 

- The Coast Guard position on consolidation by platforms is discussed in our analysis of 
Alternative C. Our position on consolidation by components is discussed in our analysis of 

I 
Alternative D. 

Are you willing to accept some decmment in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

The Coast Guard believes that consolidation of components, subject to cost of repair, will 
improve operational effectiveness. Consolidation of platforms, as proposed in Alternative C, 
may degrade operational effectiveness by an unacceptable decrement. Our position is 
discussed in detail in our analysis of Alternatives C and D. 

Implementation: Is this alternative malistic? 

Not for the Coast Guard. A detailed discussion is available in our analysis of Alternatives C 
and D. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgentISingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special ~quirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-up pmjects," etc? 

Refer to the Coast Guard analysis of Alternatives C and D. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingle Manager, what would you 
expect fmm that manager3 

Refer to the Coast Guard analysis of Alternatives C and D. 

Efficiencies: Are there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Refer to the Coast Guard analysis of Alternatives C and D. 

Comment 

The Coast Guard believes that our platforms, with their mix of platform and component 
workload, are best served by Alternative D. 



Alternative F DOD ConsoIidation 

Effectiveness: What we the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

The two Coast Guard depots fall under the Department of Transportation. This makes it 
impractical, and probably unlikely, that they would be consolidated into a civilian Department 
of Defense agency. Our analysis assumes that this alternative would require the Coast Guard 
to interact with a Defense Depot Maintenance Agency built from the individual DOD services' 
depot infrastructure. Our comments regarding consolidation at a platform and component 
level as expressed in our analysis of the other alternatives apply to this alternative as well. In 
general, the Coast Guard favors consolidating component depot repair, but not platform depot 
repair. This alternative offers different organizational opportunities and challenges. A new 
organization might be free of individual service bias tend thus more likely to conduct 
appropriate asset allocation, but a civilian defense agency would likely present another layer 
of management over existing organizational structures. The new management would also, by 
concept, be farther removed from operations and mission requirements. The issue seems to 
be whether a defense agency is necessary to implement consolidation. If not, why create 
additional management overhead that is farther removed from its customers? 

AIO you willing to accept some dec~ment  in militaq effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be realized by this alternative? 

If this alternative was the necessary means to implement DOD depot maintenance 
consolidation, the Coast Guard would seek support for aviation components and selected 
platforms when, and if, the organization was competitive in terms of cost and reliability of 
supply, 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

Yes, but only if depot consolidation cannot occur within and between the services. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive AgendSingle Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special mquirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
'Top-up projects," etc? 

This alternative assumes than an executive agent other than the Coast Guard is created. The 
Coast Guard would be a customer. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgendSingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

The Coast Guard comments from Alternative D apply. 



Efficiencies: Are there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this 
a1 ternalive? 

Production efficiencies should result from depot consolidation. Management would be farther 
removed from its customers, possibly with additional layers relative to other alternatives. 

r Comments 

P This alternative should be reserved for use only if depot consolidation is not possible within 
the services. 



Alternative G Commercialize Maintenance 

Effectiveness: What are the impacts of this alternative on the military effectiveness of your 
Services' maintenance process? 

Total commercial depot maintenance of all Coast Guard platforms and components would be 
difficult to execute with enough economy and responsiveness to meet our operational 
requirements. Most of the Coast Guard's current depot maintenance is conducted at 
conzmercial activities including over 80% of our shipyard availabilities. Our HC-130H fleet 
receives aircraft depot maintenance at a commercial facility under an Air Force contract, and 
most of our aviation components get commercial depot level repair. Commercial support 
works well when workload is steady state or has an ample planning horizon, it does not 
respond well, nor is it economical, for emergent requirements. A large portion of the Coast 
Guard aviation inventory is commercial derivative and foreign sourced. These aircraft, the 
HH-65A and the HU-25A/B/C, do not have a mature domestic support infrastructure, 
especially the HH-65A. Thus, the Coast Guard has been forced to create an organic 
infrastructure, and act as the catalyst for the creation of commercial infrastructure to support 
these aircraft. Without organic Coast Guard support, these aircraft would not receive 
adequate support. 

Are you willing to accept some decmment in military effectiveness if substantial savings 
could be malized by this alternative? 

Despite the Coast Guard's heavy use of commercial depot maintenance, total commercial 
support is not advisable. The decrement to Coast Guard operational effectiveness would be 
where we cannot afford it, to economic and responsible changes in support for changes in 
missions or operational requirements. This has restricted the Coast Guard from an even 
greater use of commercial depot maintenance. 

Implementation: Is this alternative realistic? 

No. 

If your Service were selected as an Executive Agent/Single Manager for this alternative, how 
would you handle special requirements; e.g., setting priorities, service unique equipments, 
"Pop-up pmjects," etc? 

Not applicable for this alternative. 

If your Service became a customer of an Executive AgentISingle Manager, what would you 
expect from that manager? 

Not applicable for this alternative. 



Efficiencies: Are there near or long term business efficiencies to be gained by this 
alternative? 

Yes. Where responsive commercial support exists, it tends to be less expensive than DOD 
support for a non-DOD agency. Some DOD pricing models for Coast Guard support have 
resulted in our use of commercial depot maintenance. High throughput that justify heavy 

I capital investment in plant and process are common among the best sources of commercial 
(and DOD) support. But all workload is not capital intensive, and barriers to responsive 
commercial support exist. 

c 

Comment 

Excellent alternative for supplementary use. Small production run, specialized platforms 
should be acquired with system lifecycle commercial support. 
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APPENDIX M 

CONUS Facilities With Weapons and Munitions Depot Maintenance Missions 

Army CONUS Facilities With a Munitions Devot Maintenance Mission 
&a Acronvm Location 

.- Seneca Army Depot SEAD Romulus, NY 
Lexington Blue Grass Army Depot L;BAD Lexington, KY 
Savanna Army Depot SVAD Savanna, IL 

r Sierra Army Depot SIAD Herlong, CA 
Crane Army Ammunition Plant CAAP Crane, IN 
McAlester Army Ammunition Plant MCAAP McAlester, OK 
Pine Bluff Arsenal PBA Pine Bluff, AR 
Pueblo Depot Activity PDA Pueblo, CO 
Navajo Depot Activity NDA Flagstaff, AZ 
Fort Wingate Depot Activity FWDA Gallup, NM 
Umatilla Depot Activity UDA Umatilla, OR 
Iowa Army Ammunition Plant IAAP Burlington, IA 
Milan Army Ammunition Plant MAAP Milan, TN 
Hawthorne Army Ammuntion Plant HAAP Hawthorne, NJ 
Newport Army Ammuntion Plant NAAP Newport, IN 
Aberdeen Proving Ground APG Aberdeen Proving 

Ground, MD 

Axmy CONUS Multipurpose Dqots With a Munitions Depot Maintenance Mission 
Depot Location 
Anniston Army Depot ANAD Anniston, AL 
Letterkenny Army Depot LEAD Charnbersburg, PA 
Red River Army Depot RRAD Texarkana, TX 
Tooele Army Depot TEAD Tooele, UT 

Naw CONUS Facilities With a Weawons =Munitions Depot Maintenance Mission 
Depot Location 
Naval Weapons Station Earle NWSEL Earle, NJ 
Naval Weapons Station Yorktown NWSYK Yorktown, VA 
Naval Weapons Station Charleston NWSCH Charleston, SC 
Naval Weapons Station Concord NWSCO Concord, CA 
Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach NWSSB Seal Beach, CA 
Naval Undersea Warfare Center Keyport NUWCK Keyport, WA 
Naval Surface Warfare Center Louisville NSWCL Louisville, KY 
Naval Surface Warfare Center Crane NSWCC Crane, IN 
Naval Surface Warfare Center Indian Head NSWCIH Indian Head, MD 
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1300, 26 January 1993 
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1-703-696-0504 
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Gen J. J. Went, USMC(Ret) 

Gen B. Poe 11, USAF(Ret) 

Gen L.J. Wagner, USA(Ret) 

VADM E.A. Grinstead, SC, USN(Ret) 

Mr. J. McCarthy 

Col T.B. Slade, USAF 

COL J.T. Burton, USA 

CDR J. Fink, USN 

Lt Col T. Wegemer, USAF 
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Mr. Bob Mason 

Capt Tom Hancock, USN 

Ms. Pat Dalton - 

Col Mark Roddy, USAF 

LTCOL Clarence Newby, USA 

Mr. Barry Steinberg 

Mr. Henry Schultz 

Mr. Wimpy Pybus 

Ms. Genevieve Meyer 

Ms. Linda Peter 

Mr. JoNathan Tyson 

Lt Col Ron Coleman 

Capt L. C. Mitchell, SC, USN 

Mr. Jeffrey Dodson 
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Mr. Joel Marsh 
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OASD(P&L) VMD 1-703-697-7980 

OPNAV Aviation Maint Policy 1 -703-697-5507 

U.S. Marine Corps (LPP) 1-703-696- 105718 

HQ, USAFILGMM 1-703-697-8775 

HQ, DA(DAL0-SMM) 1-703-61 4-6752 

Jordan, Coyne, Savits & Lopata 1 -202-371 -6392 

Lockheed 1-70341 3-5750 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
H E A D O U A R T E R S  AIR FORCE L ~ I s T I C S  C O M M A N D  

W R I G H T - P A T T E R S O N  AIR F O R C E  m r c r  0H10 415433 -500  

JPCO-DM EXECUTIVE QROUP 
DECISION ABSTRACT 

I (Joint Fixed Wing Aircraft Study) 

f _~,-f~$~Iowing recommendations were not adopted: 

1,. Studv Rroup recommendation: Consolidate management of all DoD , 
--Pa&or logistics support contract administration at Oklahoma City Air 

: , , a ~ ~ t g ~ s  Center. 

LoRic/rationale for not adopting: Contractor administration is the 
! /y {unction of the Defense Contract Administration Agency (DCAA) and. 
1 i ,-f~;re, is not under the purview of this study. 

,' 

; / I '  2'. Study Rrouv recommendation: Downsize, by mothballing, excess or 
facilities at aviation depots, not by closing them. 

/ 
LoRic/rationale for not adopting: Although downsizing by mothballing 

---n Zppropriate goal in some instances, closure should not be eliminated. 
,i)i$y reductions will be implemented based on more efficient production 

I 7 s . g g s  and more economic use of resources. Each Service is developing a 
--~i$ing plan. The goal of these Plans is to maximize capacity utilization 

I 1 ,+ T+a&etime while ensuring mobilization and contingency requirements can be 
i 4- 

i J ' '  
- The Services must consider all forms of downsizing, not just mothballing. 

8.. Study group recommendation: For future weapon systems, consolidate -- ,,t Faintenance at a single depot. 

Logic/rationale for not adopting: The mission of depot maintenance is 
,,*ST weapon systems, wherever deployed in the world, in a constant state of 
-*,,' readiness and ensure the war fighting capability provided by this ready 

_-=+ fan be sustained during in a contingency. The Navy and Air Force have or 

e sited due to 
he Joint arena, but 

,G- capon system will have to be evaluated on its own merits to determine if -" siting is cost effective and logical. 

s yg-llowing recommendations were modified: 

1 Study Rroup recommendation: Consolidation of C-130, OV-I0 and F-4 
a w e  workloads. 

the Air Force at 

: The OV-10 airframe is phasing out 
t being made to the airframe. 
ed for the C-130s and F-4s in an 
n t h e  DoD depot system. 

. s 



: Compete public/ 

: Implement the Air F 

ation: The prebi 
port without stri 
is towards busin 

ht of the reason 
maintenance existence--support of operational forces 
contingencies. Ther,efore, a new strategy that ensure 
contingencies.while balancing the business objectives 
maintenance is needed: 

/ 

- - -% -3- 
-- 

'private 16.2M hours of 

'orce Depot Maintenance 

ous. philosophy (postur 
ngent regard to cost o 
ess planning. However 
for organic depot 
in peacetime, wartime, 
s support for military 
of depot-level 

Air 

. . 
In 1 ight of this, a1 1. non-core airframe quantities were' considered candidates 
for competition. ~du;e'vbr, the Air Force determined that competing all non-core 
airframes would not only generate an inordinate expense through request for 
proposal and bid preparations, but it could also put tbe Air Force's contin- 
gency response capability at risk. Additionally, the non-core portion for some 
'aircraft types.resulted in.,a very small quantity of workload'that could not be 
economi'cally competed. The Air Force solution is to compete at least one 
airframe workload per depot and apply the lessons learned from that competition 
to.the other airframe workloads at that depot. The savings associated with 
this approach will be larger since less overhead expenses will be incurred in 
the competition process while still achieving the same savings level. 

. ,' 

The following recommendations were adopted without change: 

1 .  Study group recommendation: Implement the NAYAIR Business Plan. 

2. Study group recommendation: Compete the Navy/Air Force F-4 drone 
conversion program beginning in FY-95. 
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DEFENSE DEPOT KAINTENANCE COUNCIL 

JOINT FI--WG AIRCRAFT STUDY 

The Joint Fixed-Wing Aircraft Study Group was formed at the 

direction of the Defense Depot Maintenance Council (DDMC) to 

develop a business strategy for depot maintenance of DoD 

Fixed-Wing aircraft. The Group developed the following Charter 

to guide their efforts: 

"To provide a strategy which insures reliable support for 

military contingencies while balancing the business 

objectives of depot-level Maintenance.I1 

Although no savings targets were specified, the Group realized 

the necessity to contribute to the maximum extent possible 

toward the savings goals for the depot maintenance system 

outlined in Deputy Secretary Atwoodfs 30 June 1990 Memorandum. 

Accordingly, recommendations were made in the study toward 

achieving that goal. 

The Charter developed and adopted by the Study Group contains 

two contradictory objectives: provide reliable support for 

military contingencies while balancing business objectives. In 

peacetime, the contradiction is minimum, whereas in wartime, or 
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.a- 
preparing to support a wide spectrum of military contingencies, 

the contradiction 9roWS- The Study Group recognizes this 

dilemma and implicitly that the PRIHARY BUSINESS OF 

DEPOT ~ N T ~ A N C E  f-S NOT BUSINESS, it is effective, unfailing 

military support However, the effective support of military 

contingencies also requires the efficient use of allotted 

resources. obtaining the most capability or use from the I 
defense dollar is and will remain a paramount objective of each I 
service. In line with that, the Study describes several 

barriers to the efficiency of the depot system. Among them are: 

-the DOD depot System itself is a "court of last 

for the rework, repair and modification of 

aviation systems. 

-legislation which ~r~hibits flexibility in procurement 

actions 

-inflexible personnel and financial systems 

-lack of a financial benchmark defining the bottom line, 

i.e., what is the cost of a non-operational weapon system? 

until some or all sf these barriers to business-like efficiency 

are removed, the depot system cannot be compared to a large 

commercial enterprise- 



. 
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The depot system has evolved over time to best satisfy the 

I of its supported service. In size, it has declined over 

I t h e  decades. The Study .Group believes that the current number 

of ~ixed-Wing aviation depots, five in the Air Force and five in 

the Navy, is sufficient and should decline no further. (NOTE: 

Naval Aviation Depot Pensacola and Corpus Christi Army Depot are 

I not included because their airframe capability is dedicated 

to helicopters.) As the military force structure declines, the 

depot system should shrink accordingly but by DOWNSIZING or w 

mothballing existing facilities, not closing them. - The sunk 
cost of the existing depot maintenance system represents a 

I "national treasurew. It also represents a fully paid insurance 

policy, should the military force structure expand to meet 

future national security needs. 

The Study Group recommends public/private competition as the c ..Y, b' 
I 21 

1 - 
primary vehicle to achieve savings. The Group does so 

reluctantly because it believes competition places the entire 

system at risk in its ability to support military contingencies. 

Nevertheless, the Study recommends adoption of the Navy Business 

Plan (Appendix 5), as well as competing those unon-coreu 

aircraft workloads described in the ANALYSIS section of this 

Study for the Air Force. The entire inventory of Army 

Fixed-Wing aircraft is already supported by competitive 

contract. 

Because of the costs associated with transferring workloads, 

where establishment of new capability is involved, no 



consolidation of workloads (inter-depot transfer) is 

recommended. However, future aviation workloads involving new 

ca~ital investment should be consolidated for single siting 

within the DoD depot system. The savings in investment costs, 

while not calculated, could be significant. 

Interservicing is practical and recommended for the C-130, F-4, 

and OV-10 aircraft. However, the vehicle for accomplishing 

interservicing already exists--the Depot Maintenance 

Interservicing (DMI) process--so no further analysis was 

accomplished. The Study Group believes the DM1 process should 

be strengthened and disciplined. 

Other recommendations include: consolidating administration of 

contractor logistics support services at a single location, 

minimizing barriers to business-like operations, competing the 

Navy/Air Force F-4 Drone Conversion Program, and actively 

seeking non-traditional workloads for our organic depots. 

In summary, the Joint Aircraft Fixed-Wing Study Group believes 

the primary purpose of the aviation depot maintenance system--to 

support military operations and contingencies--is being 

neglected in this age of fiscal reductions. The costs of 

supporting a military force for national security purposes are 

difficult to compare with those of a civilian enterprise. The 

purposes of the military and commercial systems are totally 

different. THIS is the Master Caution Lite of the Study. 



.,, Fixed-wing Aircraft Study Group was formed by 

?!1, -8 tho Defense De~ot Maintenance Council to develop * - 
for the Fixed-Wing aircraft portion of the 

ggJ2 'j 
~ ~ r t n e n t  of Defense (DoD) aeronautical depot-level workload 

. 
pT!*''~epresentatives of the Air Force, Navy, and Army constituted 
*--' 

.ar;f-""J 

al;bli in the Study Group (see Appendix 1). The Group 
. .":%fl' 
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developed the following charter to broadly aefine and guide 

y their efforts: "To provide a strategy vhic'h insures reliable 

support for military contingencies vhile balancing the busine 
* 

objectives of depot-level Maintenance". The complete 

Charter Statement and objectives are contained in Appendix 2. 

! The ability to respond to the continuum of support requirements 

varying from peacetime to full scale conflict presents 

logisticians with a conflict between maintaining peacetime 

efficiency and wartime effectiveness. At one end of the 

continuum is a logistics system sized to be highly efficient 

during peacetime, but unresponsive to the extreme demands 

of war. At the other end of the continuum is a system capable 

of supporting any contingency, yet highly inefficient during 

peacetime. The fiscal constraints of today's environment are 

forcing logistics support toward the peacetime end of the 

continuum; at risk is the ability of the system to respond to 

the wartime demand. 



The uncertainty of wartime demand leads the study Group to 

disagree strongly with the premise that the depot system can be 

placed on a par with a large commercial enterprise whose sole 

measure of success is financial profit, or return on investment 

to its stockholders. 

The effective support of military contingencies is the principle 

measure of success. Since the nation can ill afford readiness 

at any cost, the operation of the depot system in the most 

efficient means possible is also a requisite. Therefore, 

providing depot maintenance support in the most effective and 

efficient manner is a continuing goal of each service's depot 

maintenance system. As in any large organization, there are 

never sufficient resources to accomplish all needs. This fact 

drives managers at all levels in the system to strive for the 

maximum, most effective use of the resources they are allotted. 

But, there are many barriers within the system which prevent 

operating to maximize business-like efficiency, such as: 

- The organic depot maintenance system is often the "court 
of last resorttt for the maintenance, overhaul, modification or 

manufacture of many weapon systems and their subsystems and 

components. 

The vagaries in the art of long range forecasting and 

engineering, coupled with the Byzantine contracting process, 

keep the organic depots occupied responding to unanticipated 

manufacturing and repair requirements, usually of a critical 



nature. The inability to divest wunprofitablell product lines or 

to eliminate contingency (mobilization only) capacity, imposes 

an extraordinary burden on the organic depots. For example, 

crash/battle damage holding fixtures are held in reserve, in 

actuality they are seldom used*. In addition, across the 
4 
. 

aviation depots some 80% of xchangeable and/or repairable items 2. 
are repaired in quantities of less Zhan 40 units per year and 

in many cases represent technologies that are decades old. 

Other barriers to business-like operations inherent in 

government organizations include: 

- legislated competition requirements for procurement 
actions 

- inflexibility of the personnel system in hiring, firing, 
classification and use of employees 

- lack of financial flexibility to shift resources when 
needed 

- inability to control planned workload requirements 

A final barrier involves defining "the bottom linew. The 

Performance Measurement Group recently spent several months 

developing a macro-level measurement system to be used for 

decisions concerning many depot issues (investments, workload 

balancing, etc.) However, none of their recommendations 



attempted to tie the cost of a non-operational aircraft into the 

performance equation. The result will drive the organic system 

to suboptimize and make decisions affecting production output 

without considering the cost of decline in readiness. In 

turn, these decisions will impact the rest of the logistics 

system; such as the quantity of spares procured. 

 ina ally, although the Capacity Working Group report (November 

1990) has already indicated that having a goal of 100% 

utilization may be unrealistic, the general perception is: the 

higher utilization the better. This is not true; in reality 

100% utilization will never be achieved. The Study Group 

strongly recommends a reevaluation of this policy. It is 

counter to providing effective mission support. See attachment 

1 for further discussion of this point. 

The Study Group determined there are several methods of 

achieving efficiencies and cost reductions which can be stated 

in the form of strategies: 

(1) Streamline operations, including consolidating 

maintenance programs and centralizing overhead 

functions. 

(2) Reduce all depots in size and specialize in specific 

areas of technology consistent with single-siting 

actions. 



(4) Interservice. 

(5) Increase the amount of depot maintenance workload that 

is awarded competitively (e.g. public/private 

competition). 

Each service's depot maintenance structure has evolved over time 

to best support its unique requirements. Additionally, based on 

changes in military posture, resource constraints and a struggle 

to maximize the utilization of available funding, each service 

has already considerably downsized their depot maintenance 

system. The Air Force, for example, had nine air depots in 1950 

and has five today, and total depot manpower has decreased from 

40,400 in 1985 to 37,500 in 1990. Likewise, the Navy had eight 

Naval Aviation D e p o t s  in 1950 and presently has six, while 

total manpower has shrunk from 26,290 in 1985 to 24,900 in 1990. 

Whereas the employee population continues to decline in parallel 

with operational force structure, the Study Group strongly 

recommends the number of aviation depots within each service 

should decline no further. 

While all depots perform a similar function, i.e., the 

maintenance, repair, and modification of aircraft, each has 

unique capabilities in equipment, facilities and trained 

9 



technicians. Additionally, each represents a "national assetn 

in the sunk cost of those facilities and equipment. Since the 

cost of a depot closure (according to command estimates) would , 

far exceed projected five year savings, and associated costs for' 

future replacement of facilities, tooling, and equipment would 

be prohibitive, then selective mothballing of excess facilities, 

vice total closure, is the most prudent course of action. 

  own sizing the system through attrition of people, while 

mothballing, preserving or otherwise protecting the facilities 

or equipment for future use, is the preferred method for 

achieving the most realistic savings associated with depot 

efficiencies. 

The above recommendation is based on the assumption that 

retaining an organic depot maintenance capability within each 

service is, and will remain, established DoD policy. The Study 

Group, of course, believes that an organic repair capability is 

absolutely essential to the successful support of military 

operations. In line with the Deputy Secretary's 30 June 1990 

memo, the Study Group analyzed the consolidation of aircraft 

workloads into specific depots. 

The Navy has begun single-siting workload previously performed 

at more than one site. The single-siting transition will be 

completed in 1993 with the exception of the A-6 rewing program 

which exceeds the capacity of any one depot (see Appendix 3). 



The Air Force has followed this practice since the mid 1970's 

with the following exceptions: 

C-130s are worked at Warner Robins ALC and Ogden ALC 

F-15s are worked at Warner Robins ALC and Sacramento ALC 

B-52s are worked at Oklahoma ALC and San Antonio ALC 

Each of these lldual-sitedu programs was located at the secondary 

site to accommodate workload requirements. 

The Study Group reviewed actual costs associated with previous 

workload transfers in an effort to determine a consolidation 

savings potential for the short term, i.e., by 1995. Appendix 4 

contains examples of Navy and Air Force transfer costs incurred 

shifting aircraft workloads from one facility to another where 

establishment of new capability was involved. Based on these 

actual expenses and the resulting prolonged return periods, such 

moves do not support savings within a five year window. The 

greatest potential for savings in this category lies in the 

future by avoiding duplicate investment in new capability. 

Currently, all new systems must be submitted to the Joint Policy 

Coordinating Group on Depot Maintenance (JPCG-DM) for Depot 

Maintenance Interservicing (DMI) considerations. The existing 

process does not consider the full range of cost, but an interim 

amendment to the DM1 instruction incorporates recurring costs 



into DKI studies and has been recommended by the Joint ~epot I 
~aintenance Analysis Group (JDMAG). It is currently being I 
reviewed by the services for approval by the JPCG-DM.  his I 
process must be an integral part of our day-to-day business and 

logistics strategy. Furthermore, a more disciplined approach to I 
the execution of the DM1 process will eliminate duplicate or I 
overlapping depot investment within DoD. 

 ina ally, the Study Group agreed with the Navy Business Plan 

(Appendix 5) that public/private competition may be the most 

expeditious method to achieve the savings directed by the 30 I 
June 1990 memo. However, the potential benefits enjoyed must be I 
weighed against the risk of loss of capability to support the 

military "customer". 



The Study Group considered all major Fixed-Wing.aircraft 

I the three services. There were 52 TMS/MDS which totaled 14,689 

aircraft (see Appendix 6). Because of the overwhelming number 

of different aircraft types, the Study Group initially used a 

"filtering processll to pare down the number to be subjected to 

analysis as potential candidates for consolidation, 

interservicing or competition. For example, a large aircraft 

such as the B-1B was considered inappropriate for consolidating 

because it is already maintained at only one depot and for 

interservicing because itsf size exceeded the capability of 

other services1 facilities. It was, however, deemed an 

appropriate candidate for competition. The results of the 

screening are summarized in Appendix 7. 

In response to the savings schedule mandated by Defense 

Management Review Decision (DMRD) 908 savings targets, the Naval 

Air Systems Command (NAVAIR) assembled a Naval Aviation Depot 

Corporate Business Plan to document plans and actions necessary 

to achieve short and long-term efficiencies as directed by the 

Deputy Secretary of Defense. The plan was developed in the 

October/November time frame and was forwarded to the Secretary 

of the Navy in early December. Included as major components of 

the plan were options for single siting, interservicing, and a 

comprehensive public/private competition effort. The plan 
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considered all programs supported within the organic Naval 

Aviation Depot industrial base. The competition plan for 

aircraft rework programs was developed around the premise that a 

specific organic CORE levels of support must be-retained for 

each weapon system to ensure both a ready and controlled source 

of support for unique Navy fleet operational requirements and 

continued viable technical cognizance of the Navy's aviation 

weapon systems. All workload quantities above the core were 

considered candidates for competition. Joint use weapon systems 

with reasonably viable programs remaining over the next five 

years were considered for interservicing. Based on previous 

public/private competition experience within the Navy, the 

estimated cost savings resulting from rework competition was 

assumed to be twenty percent of the budgeted program cost. The 

total projected savings resulting from the NAVAIR aircraft 

competition plan (which involves 11 different aircraft types) 

contained in the Naval Aviation Depot Corporate Business Plan 

are summarized below and referenced in the "Weapon System Matrix 

SOR Action" forms (~ppendix 8). 

Aircraft Program ($M) 

FY91 FY92 FY93 FY94 FY95 TOTAL 

1.0 8.6 82.8 58.1 57.4 256.9* 

* These savin~s are not additive to the commoditv studv results. 
They have been ~reviouslv reported by the Navv in their s~ecific 

service Business Plan. 

14 
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~h~ one remaining Navy aircraft, which would not be competed in 

the private sector, has been included in the ttWeapon System 

~atrix SOR Actionu forms as Interservice comparison candidates. 
'$ <?; . " 
4q , The total estimated savings derived from Interservicing of Navy 
, . ~  workload is detailed below: 

Aircraft Program Interservicing-($M) 

FY91 FY92 FY93 FY94 FY95 TOTAL 

.694 1.205 2.070 1.471 1.329 6.769* 

* Previouslv submitted in Navv Business Plan 

Since the cost of establishing new capability was deemed 

prohibitive with respect to this study's objectives, moving 

already established programs between depots or between services 

where establishment of new capability would be required was 

judged undesirable. Since the Navy plan addressed all other 

cases (e.g., consolidation, competition and interservicing) and 

based itsf findings and recommendations on substantial analysis, 

it was adopted in total. The Air Force representatives 

performed a complementary analysis of their workload. The 

interservice candidates will be submitted to the DM1 process for 

further analysis and determination of source of repair. 



cjrY 
@ration of all 10 Fixed-Wing aircraft depots will be 

a. 

plans to meet mobilization requirements by exercising 
b. 

d ~ p o t  core capability would be maintained during peacetime. the 

I' grce structure changes will alter the face of aircraft C. 
I maintenance. 

dep'd 

\\\,\\e BASE-LINE for all workload information used in the study 
d. " '  

\ \' ,a FY91 Presidential Budget submission (Jan 1990). 
is 

i \ i \bl ic/private competition f o r  a i r c r a f t  depot-level workload 
e.  

increase over the next five years. 
wll\ 

industrial fund is designed for the depots to operate in 
A 

t b 

I 
s$ness-like manner without being constrained by some overall 

a 
-2es (e. g. , DoD manning levels) . 

~ * f ~ ~ *  



, . Core ~ e f i n i t i o n :  An INTEGRAL part of a depot maintenance skill 
I . '  I. , 
.t * A  

and resource base which shall be maintained within depot 

activities to meet contingency requirements. Core will comprise 

only a minimum level of mission-esential capability. 

For purposes of this plan 'Corew is established considering the 

following: 

- A two regional war scenario 

- DoD aircraft priority list 

- FY 1991 workload projections 

- Field team skill composition to support engaged 

aircraft 

- Individual depot aircraft profiles 

- Attrition 

U. S. Navy Core/Non-Core Analysis 

Through identification and quantification of core, a capability 

and capacity base was established. Workload over and above core 

was considered available for competition. Charts 1 through 4 

delineate the Navy's core vs. non-core workload by fiscal year. 



A i r  Force A i r f r a m e  Core/Non-Core A n a l y s i s  

1. The Air Force Core/Non-Core Analysis is based on the organic 

and contract aeronautical depot maintenance hours as they appear 

in the President's Budget for FY91 to FY95 as submitted in 

January 1990. 

2. Figure 1, Air Force Airframe Core/Non-Core Workload, 

provides the calculations for determining core/non-core by Air 

Logistics Center and by total. The following definitions relate 

to the categories on the spreadsheet. 

OC TOTAL - This represents the total contract and organic 
airframe workload expressed in hours. 

OC CONTRACT - This represents the total contract workload 

I expressed in hours. This number is based on history of actual 

I .  contract revenues. This number was used to project the 

percentage of contract workload as it relates to the budgeted 

organic workload and thus the total workload. 

I - 
OC ORGANIC - This represents the workload numbers submitted in 

the January 1990 President's Budget for FY91 to FY95. 
D 

OC CORE -   his is the 
h - computed core requirement each center 
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4. 

w :  *. 
This core computation was held constant for each year in the 

study period. 

I % CORE TOTAL - This represents the amount of core workload as it 
relates to the total workload. 

% CORE ORGANIC - This represents the amount of core workload as 

I it relates to the organic workload. 

NON-CORE - This is the difference between the FY91-FY95 organic 
workload level and core. This requirement reflects that 

I workload which can be competed in the future. 

OC 20% SAVINGS - This savings is 20% of the non-core requirement 
times the center's airframe composite rate. This represents the 

potential savings from competition of the non-core requirement. 

The above example applies to each center in Figure 1. 

TOTAL 5YR SAVINGS - The projected total five year savings 
represents the maximum possible savings if only the Organic 

Non-Core workload is competed. This assumes that the entire 

Organic Non-Core workload can be efficiently and effectively 

competed. Inability to complete competition may negate 

FY91/FY92 savings. 

Savings that may result from recompeting workloads currently 

on contract were not considered during this study. 

19 



4 .  Charts 5 through 12 provide graphic illustrations of Figure 

1. Each chart will be addressed individually or by group 

depending on the analysis to be made. 

a. Chart 5 ,  Air Force Airframe Workload, provides two pie 

charts--one for total organic/contract workload and the other 

for core/non-core. Organic workload (11.5 million hours) 

represents 60 percent of the total workload (19.2 million hours) 

in FY91. The organic workload was determined prior to the 

changing world situation and can be construed to represent the 

"coreI1 workload under the previous strategies. This study 

evaluated the workload based on the current world situation and 

determined that the core workload should be 8.0 million hours or 

a difference of 3.5 million hours. This 3.5 million hours 

represents the potential workload for competition and in turn 

represents the potential savings based on the 20% rule. 

b. Chart 6, Air Force Airframe Workload, provides two pie 

charts--one for organic core/non-core and the other for total 

corelnon-core workload. These two pies provide a significant 

contrast between two different approaches for discussing core 

levels. When core/non-core discussions are limited to only the 

organic workload then the level of core appears to be relatively 

high (70%). This is not a realistic way to view the 

core/non-core relationship since approximately 40% of total 

workload is not included for comparative purposes. Therefore it 

is more appropriate to discuss core/non-core as it relates to 

20 
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# a 
a *&. thaet;tal workload. In other words, core workload is 4 2 %  of 

total A i r  Force Airframe Workload as depicted in the right-hand 
+ I * '' 
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pie chart. 

c. Chart 7, Air Force Airframe Total Workload, provides a 

graphic display of the information contained in Chart 2 and 

Figure 1 for core and potential dollar savings for the five year 

period. The five year average for core as a percentage of the 

total workload is 42.9 while the five year average for core as a 

percentage of the organic workload is 71.4. In either case, the 

non-core workload represents a total potential dollar savings 

for the five year period of $160.7 million through competition 

savings. This total does not include potential savings for the 

recompetition of workload currently on contract. 

d. Charts 8 throcgh 12, individual center Core versus 

Non-Core, provide backup information for Chart 7 and are derived 

from data in Figure 1. These charts portray the relationship of 

the core workload as a percentage of the total workload and as a 

percentage of organic workload. In one instance, SM-ALC for 

FY91, the core workload exceeds 100% of the available organic 

workload. This is driven by the projected workload (FY91-FY95 

President's Budget submission) which is less than the required 

core workload level. 



Methodology 

1. Figure 2 identifies the aircraft capacity, aircraft workload 

and utilization rate at the 5 Air Force depots and figure 3 

identifies the capacity utilization at the 5 NADEPS. Source for 

the aircraft capacity measurement comes from the Ad Hoc study 

team for Capacity/Utilization Measurement Improvement. This 

team was established 9 Jul 90 by JPCG-DM in response to Deputy 

Secretary Atwoodrs direction to achieve 100% utilization at all 

organic depots by the close of FY 93. The mission of this 

Measurement Improvement Team was to review current DoD capacity 

and utilization policies and recommend improvement, so that if 

implemented, the data would be representative and comparable 

I across the Department of Defense. 

This Ad Hoc study team found that while capacity in excess of 

requirements needs to be divested, there is some reserve 

capacity which should be retained to support sound business 

I ; practices and military necessities, such as mobilization. 

In their definition of annual production hours the study team 

recommended the use of 1615 hours as a manyear measurement which 

was an average of all depots. Capacity was then defined as the 

number of work stations X .95 (availability factor) X 1615 

(annual productive hours). Aircraft workload is based on the 

A-2 POM (FY91 presidential submission). It should be noted that 

22 
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the A-2 is not the current requirement. For example, .the A-2 

phases out the B-52Gts. The A-3 leaves 40 conventional ~ 1 s  in 

the program. 

capacity Analysis 

Based on capacity and workload, the utilization rate for the Air 

Force in FY 92 ranges from 55% at SM-ALC to 120% at WR-ALC. The 

Navy figures range from 82% at Alameda to 100% at North Island. 

CAUTION: Capacity, as defined above, can become a function of 

the size of the aircraft involved. For example, when 00-ALC 

brought in C-130's they gave up seven and one-half F-4 

"footprintstt to create one C-130 "footprint". The size of the 

work package was approximately the same. Average daily manning 

was four for the C-130's and five for the F-4. Total manning 

declined from 38 for seven and one-half F-4's to four for one 

C-130, resulting in a tremendous drop in computed capacity. 

5. CORE/NON-CORE ANALYSIS CONCLUSION. 

a. FY91/FY92 savings may not materialize if airframe 

competition is not completed. 

b. The overall savings are directly related to the 

relationship of core to non-core workload. In other words, as 



I 

the non-core workload level increases additional workload J 

. 2 .  

becomes available for competition which, in turn, can result in 

potential savings. 

c. potential savings will only result when all necessary 

competition candidates can be economically and efficiently 

competed. In other words, technical data, support equipment, 

parts supportability, etc., must be available to facilitate full 

and open competition to garner maximum savings. 

d. The relationship of core workload as a percentage of 

organic workload or as percentage of organic/contract workload 

is significantly different. When core is compared to organic 

workload, the result is within the 70% range, but when compared 

to organic/contract workload, the result is within the 42% 

range. Stated differently, the 30% organic workload or "above 

core" is that workload which was required to support the organic 

depot structure under the previous logistics strategy and is no 

longer necessary under the current strategy. At the same time, 

potential cost savings to the depot maintenance industrial fund 

can result from increased competition. 

e. The potential $160.7 million, 5 year savings for 

budgeted Air Force workload does not include any potential 

savings from recompeting currently contracted workload. 



P-4 Drone Conversion Program 

The U.S. Navy is currently modifying F-4Ns and F-4Ss to QF-4Ns 

and QF-4Ss  (drones). This effort involves manufacture of 

modification kits and installation of those kits during aircraft 

Scheduled Depot Level Maintenance (SDLM). With the exception of 

a portion of the kit which is manufactured at NA8S China Lake, 

this program (kit manufacture and installation) is executed at 

NADEP Cherry Point. The Navy plans to# cmveit 4 aircraft in 

FY-91 and 10 each in FY-92 and ~ ~ - 9 f ,  at a cost of $1.2M per 

aircraft. In FY-94, the Navy and Air Force plan to enter a 

joint drone program to convert approximately 109 Air Force F-4s 

to drones. During FY-94, the Navy is tentatively scheduled to 

manufacture 60 modification kits (12 Navy, 48 Air Force), to 

support F-4s conversions scheduled for FY-95. Complete details 

and budgetary information related to this program have not been 

finalized as this program is still in the planning stages. 

Due to the small quantity of conversions programmed for FY-93 

and FY-94, and the lead-time required to develop solicitations 

and conduct a competition, there would be little gain associated 

with competing that workload. 
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Assuming the 60 aircraft drone conversion program is exec~tedain . L 
FY-95, at a cost of $1.2M per conversion, total program cost 

would be $72M. Submitting this program for public/private 

competition, and assuming the previously stated.204 competition 

savings could result in a $14.4M savings in FY-95. 

Contractor Logistics Support 

Fixed-Wing aircraft maintained under Contractor Logistics 

Support (CLS) number nearly 1100 aircraft from all services. 

There are approximately 46 various MDS/TMS. Savings can be 

realized through consolidation of all CLS contract 

administration to a single site, preferably Oklahoma City Air 

Logistics Center, Tinker AFB OK, where the Air Force currently 

manages nearly 60 percent of all service CLS requirements. 

Service decisions to place weapon systems under CLS are driven 

by: 

1. Small fleet size. 

I I 2 .  Adaptability to commercial maintenance practices (FAA 

standards) of the system. 

1 

I 3. Funding considerations. 

CLS includes all maintenance levels (unit, intermediate, and 

depot) and is funded with Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 



dollars. Total cost of CLS for all services is $ 5 0 0 ~  annually. 

The Study Group approximates less than half the total amount is 

attributed solely to depot requirements. 

consolidation of the administrative requirements in 

the CLS procurement process to a single site would produce some 

savings. However, an in-depth review of various service's 

procurement procedures is required to determine specific 

savings. 



V. CONCLUSIONS 

The need to achieve aviation's share of the savings directed by 

Deputy Secretary Atwoodfs memorandum within the time-share 

allotted drives the Study Group to decisions and recommendations 

it views with concern. While public/private competition of 

workloads is supported as a primary cost saver, as stated 

earlier, if used too aggressively it has the potential of 

putting at great risk the depots' ability to be responsive 

during military contingencies. The Navy's experience with 

publiclprivate competition indicates the government can expect 

to win only 50% of the competitions. The need to maintain 

depots for surge and mobilization support is still equally as 

valid a requirement as the need to diminish costs. The support 

provided by our depot system for operation Desert Shield is the 

latest example of that need. Additionally, recent experiences 

with previously contracted workloads (i.e., the Navy A-6 rewing 

contract and the Air Forcers C/KC-135 Programmed Depot 

Maintenance contract) illustrate the very real risks associated 

with reliance on a commercial contractor. In each case only the 

ability of the organic depot to absorb the workload (at some 

additive costs) when the contractor failed to produce kept these 

vital weapon systems from being grounded. The Study Group is 

concerned that the potential economic benefits perceived to 

result from competition may not be worth the potential risks. 

Nevertheless, the need to achieve savings within the depot 

maintenance system is real if we are to continue the effective 
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2 - .  
support of our military customer in an era of constrained 

budgets. We must maximize Savings where possible and minimize 

the cost of implementing those savings. Because these goals can 

be contradicting, the Study Group did not recommend further 

consolidating, or single siting, existing workloads. The 

rationale for this recommendation is that most aviation 

workloads are already, or are in the process of being, 

consolidated. Those which are not (C-130s, F-15s, A-6s and 

B-52s) have either been dual sited recently, or, because of 

overload/underload at a particular center, need to remain dual 

sited. Because of the costs associated with establishing 

capability at another site (see Appendix 4 ) ,  it would not be 

prudent to reverse those decisions in the near term. 

Concurrently, the Depot Maintenance Interservice (DMI) process 

must be revised, strengthened and fully used for new aircraft 

acquisitions requiring depot maintenance support. The primary 

objective of interservicing aviation (and other workloads) is to 

avoid unnecessary duplication of depot capabilities and related 

investment costs for support equipment, facilities, etc. With 

the proposed inclusion of recurring costs in the 

interservicing analysis and renewed emphasis on disciplined use 

of the process, the DM1 assessment process will posture new 

aircraft at the most cost effective depot. 

Although competition appears to be the principle driver for 

improving operations, the Group believes that downsizing and 

obtaining non-traditional workloads to augment the business base 
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would also provide significant benefits. Downsizing facilities 

by mothballing them saves the costs associated with maintenance 

and upkeep. It provides a ready capability for responding to 

national emergencies such as Desert Shield. In-effect, it 

represents an insurance policy whose premiums have already been 

paid. The capacity has already been bought and paid for by the 

taxpayer. Except in extraordinary cases there are few, if any, 

financial advantages to selling or closing the capacity rather 

than mothballing it. 

Another alternative which deserves further exploration is 

obtaining non-traditional work in the depot maintenance system. 

Non-traditional work is defined as, basically, non-military 

work. Commercial aircraft or component workload in organic 

facilities would not only keep the facilities and equipment in 

use, it would maintain a level of technical proficiency for our 

trained people, provide a reservoir of trained personnel in case 

of a national emergency and do so at minimal cost to the 

government, assuming the organic system is permitted to recoup 

all associated costs of the workload. 

Also worthy of further exploration is the concept of requiring 

potential government contractors to use the excess, or extra, 

capacity of the organic system in performing their contracted 

work. This would keep the facilities and equipment in use, and 

could result in the contractor hiring former government 

employees, resulting, again, in the maintenance of a cadre of 

trained technicians. It would also lower the contract cost to 



I the taxpayer by forcing the contractor to avoid capital 

investment wherever possible in performance of the contract. 

, 

The Study Group believes that significant savings within the 

I '  depot maintenance system can be realized by reducing people and 

material, the two primary cost "driverstt in the system. People 

should be reduced, given a national security strategy which 

dictates a smaller military force structure, and as productivity 

improves, through attrition over a defined period of time, i.e., 

I a planned reduction. Material costs can be reduced through 

I process improvements realized by vigorous application of Total 

~uality Management. 

In summary, the Study Group strongly believes DOWNSIZING, vice 

closure, provides the most prudent method for insuring future 

support of military operations, the depot system's primary 

mission. Closure of an aviation depot is not recommended. 

Concurrently, PWLIC/PRIVATE COMPETITION is recommended as the 

method to achieve maximum savings. 



The Joint Fixed-Wing Study Group submits the following 

recommendations: 

1. Implement the Navy Business Plan (Appendix 5). 

Proiected Savinqs: $306M 

2. Compete public/private 16.2 M hours of Air Force aircraft 

workload. 

Proiected Savinqs: $160.7M 

3. Compete the Navy/Air Force Drone Conversion Program 

beginning in FY-95. 

Proiected Savinqs: S 14.4M 

' . -  
4. Offer the following aircraft for analysis as ~nterservicing 

candidates via the Depot Maintenance Interservicing (DMI) 

I process: USAF/USN C-130s, USAF/USN F-4s, USAF/USN OV-10s. 

1 Proiected Savinas: S 13.2M 

5. consolidate management of all DoD Contractor Logistics 

Support Contract administration at Oklahoma Air Logistics 

Center. 

Proiected Savinqs: Unknown 



6 .  Downsize, by mothballing excess or unneeded facilities at 

aviation depots. 

Proiected Savinqs: Unknown 

7. For future weapon systems, consolidate depot maintenance at 

a single depot. 

Proi ected Savinqs : Unknown 

Total Proiected Savinqs: $493.3M 

The following recommendations are oriented toward policy changes 

and do not have projected savings assigned. Savings already 

captured by each service for streamlining and efficiencies would 

be illustrative of the following recommendations. 

8 .  Eliminate capacity utilization as a measurement of depot 

efficiency or effectiveness. 

9. Collocate item/systen management, supply and maintenance 

functions wherever possible. 

10. Eliminate or minimize barriers to business-like operations 

within the depot maintenance system. 

11. Seek enabling legislation allowing the depot maintenance 

system to seek unon-traditionalv workloads from the civilian 

sector. WDOB 



DDMC FIXED WING AIRCRAFT STUDY 
APPENDIX 3 

U.S. NAVY AIRCRAFT SITING 

AIRCRAFT 

A-6 (rewing) * 
P-3 
S-3 
E-2/C-2 
F-14 
F-18 
CH-46 
C-130 
OV-10 
RF-4 
A-4 
AV-8 
T-2 
H-3 
H-53 
AH- 1 
H-60 
A-12 

BEFORE SINGLE SITING 

Alameda/Norfolk 
AlamedalJacksonville 
Alameda 
North Island 
Norfolk 
Jacksonville/North Island 
Cherry PointINorth Island 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Pensacola/Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Jacksonville/Pensacola 
Pensacola 
Pensacola 
Pensacola 
Pensacola 
JacksonviIleINorth Island 

AFTER SINGLE SITING 

AlamedaINorfolk 
Jacksonville 
Alameda 
North Island 
Norfolk 
North Island 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Cherry Point 
Jacksonville 
Pensacola 
Pensacola 
Pensacola 
Pensacola 
Jacksonville 

I * \fTill be single sited upon completion of rewing. 



DDMC FIXED WING A I R C W I '  STUDY ', 

APPENDIX 4 

C-130 Workload Shift from SA-ALC to 00-ALC 

Cost of Workload Shift 

SE 
hlaterial 
Manpower (TDY) 
Training 
Facilities 
Transportation 

TOTAL 

I ~ Time Involved 
PIanning 
Execu tiorl 

I Fully Operational 

Training Time 
Before Transfer 
After Transfer 

90 Days 
90 Days 
One year later 

120 Days 
1 Year 



- .  
. DDMC FIXED WING AIRCRAFT STUDY 

APPENDIX 4 

F-15 Seco~id Soul-ce of Repair: Primary W ~ - ~ ~ d l ~ e c o n d a r ~  SM-AL 

Cost of Workload Shift 

SE 
Rlaterial 
Manpower (TDI') 
Training 
Facilities (MOD) 
Transportation 
PCS 

TOTAL 

Tirne Involved 
Planning 1-2 Yrs 
Execution 1 Yr 
Fully Operational 2 Yrs 

Training Time 
Before Transfer 37,400 Hrs 
After Transfer 4,400 Hrs 

Annual Workload Direct Product Actual Hours: 412,000 



DDMC FIXED V4lNG AIRcILiFT STUDY' 
,~ b 

APPENDIX 4 

F-14 FVorkload Shift from NADEP ~ o h h  Island 
to Single-site at Norfolk* 

Cost of FT70rkload Shift 

Capability RIIgmt. $ 687,960 
Production Planning $ 846,720 
Facilities Planning $ 1,270,080 
hla terial Planning $ 423,360 
Support Equip. $ 2,116,800 
TOTAL (Losing Depot) $ 5,344,920 

(Gaining Depot) $ 8,017,380 
TOTAL COST $13,362,300 

* Reflects planning costs only. 



DDMC FIXED WING AIRCRAFT STUDY - , 

APPENDIX 6 
MDSm\lS QUANTITY 

AIR FORCE AIR FORCE (cont'd) 
T-4 1 5 0 
T-43 19 
U-6 0 
U-2 6 1 
V- 10 6 1 
v-18 3 

TOTAL 8802 

NAVY 

TOTAL 5584 

ARMY 

TOTAL 303 

GRAND TOTAL 14,689 



. DDMC FIXED WING AIRCRAFT STUDY 

APPENDIX 7 

''AIRCRAFT FILTERED OUT" 

U. S. AIR FORCE 

REASON 

SOR classified 

C-10, C-12, C-17, C-18, 
C-20, C-21, (2-22, C-23, Currently on contract. 
C-25, C-27, C-29, E-4, Logistics support would 
E-8, E-9, G-7, R-1, T-1, be cost prohibitive to 
T-33, T-37, T-38, T-39, return to organic. 
T-41, T-43, U-6, V-10, V-18 

SOR classified -. -: L3 $,- 

Phasing out of service. 
100% core (organic) 
CLS 
CLS 

100% contractor logistics supporter 



DDMC F I X E D  WING A I R C R A F T  STUOY 

A P P E N D l X  8 
SOURCE O F  R E P A I R  

A IRCRAFT S E R V I C E  NON-CORE U N I T S  SOR ANNUAL ANNUAL CONTRACT 

CORE ( C )  PER/YEAR WORKLOADBUSINESS I / S  F Y - 9 1  F Y - 9 2  F Y - 9 3  F Y - 9 4  F Y - 9 5  TOTAL 
ABOVE CORE (AC)  (OLH)  K BASE SM 

TOTAL ( K E L L Y )  18.23 
FM 0 0 P / P C  0 0 0 0 0 0 

FM 5 0 1  3.1 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0 
FM 0 0 P /PC 0 0 0 0 0 0 

FM 1 8 8  9 . 9 5  N /A  0 0 0 0 0 0 

FM 0 0 P/PC 0 0 0 0 0 0 

FM 2 3 5  13.7 N/A  0 0 0 0 0 0 

F H  1 7 2  8.6 P / P C  0 1.98 4 . 7 7  4.99 3.53 1 5 . 2 7  

TOTAL (SACRAMENTO) 1 5 . 2 7  

5 . 2  3.1 3 3.7 
0 0 0 0 

1.6 2.9 3 . 2  3.4 
0 0 0 0 

0 . 1 6  0.14 
0 0 0 0 

TOTAL (ROBINS)  

TOTAL A I R  FORCE 
FOR STUOY PURPOSES, WEAPON SYSTEM CORE WAS DETERMINED BY A P P L Y I N G  A L C  

OVERALL CORE PERCENTAGE TO EACH WEAPON SYSTEM. ACTUAL WEAPON SYSTEM 

CORE TO BE DETERMINED BY THE ALC. 



DDMC FIXED WING AIRCRAFT STUDY 

APPENDlX 8 
SOURCE OF REPAlR 

AIRCRAFT SERVICE NOH-CORE UNITS SOR ANNUAL ANNUAL CONTRACT 

CORE (C) PER/YEAR WORKLOAD BUSINESS l / S  FY-91 FY-92 FY-93 FY-94 FY-95 TOTAL 
ABOVE CORE (AC) (DLH) K BASE St4 

1 1.7 1.5 
0 0 0 

7.04 6.34 5.14 
0 0 0 

2.1 0.9 0.5 
0 0 0 

4 - 3  3.2 2.1 
0 0 0 

TOTAL (TINKER) 

461 0 P/PC 4.692 3.048 3.1 3.049 
702 240 N/A 0 0 0 0 

5 4 P/PC 0.5 0.511 0 0 
312 258 N/A 0 0 0 0 

65 1 P/PC 6.082 6.582 0.792 1.787 
1300 621 N/A 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL (OGDEN) 



DDHC FIXED UING AIRCRAFT STUDY 

APPENDIX 8 
SWRCE OF REPAIR 

AIRCRAFT SERVICE NOH-CORE UNITS SOR ANNUAL ANNUAL CONTRACT 

CORE ( C )  PER/YEAR WORKLOAD BUSINESS I /S FY-91 FY-92 FY-93 FY-94 FY-95 TOTAL 
ABOVE CORE ( A C )  (DLH) K BASE $4 

S-3 N NC 7.5 AL 96 11.6 P/PC 3.7 3.1 2.6 9.4 

A-6 N NC 5.75 AL 84.5 9.02 P/PC 1.8 2.6 3 7.4 

A-6 N W C 6.75 NF 99.2 7.95 P/PC 1.6 2.4 2.5 6.5 
F-14 N W C 8 NF 146.4 14.4 P/PC 39.7 23.9 26.2 27.1 27.9 144.8 

C- 130F N NC 2 CP 38.1 2.59 I /S  0.246 0.756 0.527 0.534 2.063 

C-130R N NC 1.25 CP 20.2 1.407 I / S  0.228 0.443 0.228 0.226 1.125 
A-4 N WC 19 CP 116.7 9.6 P/PC 1.4 2.5 1.9 1 .8 7.6 
T-2 N W C 28 JA 252 30 P/PC 6.6 5.9 12.5 
9-3 N UC 20 JA 246 21.1 P/PC 0.4 4.6 6 6.4 17.4 

F/A-18 N WC 40 NI 73 2 18 P/PC 2 5.4 3.4 4 14.8 
F/A- 18 N NC 7 JA 44.1 3.9 P/PC 0.8 0.8 
E2-C2 N NC 4 NI 49.2 4.68 P/PC 0.4 1.4 1.2 3 

F-14 A/D P/PC 24.5 17.3 22.5 46 46.7 157'  ' 
A-6 REUING P/PC 26.9 18.6 45.5 

* TOTAL NAVY SAVINGS 227.388 
THIS LINE SUMMARIZES THE NAVAL AIR SYSTEMS COMMAND NAVAL AVIATION DEPOT 
ON 11 DIFFERENT TYPE/MOOEL/SERIES (TMS) AIRCRAFT AND INTERSERVICING ON 2 

DIFFERENT THS AIRCRAFT. THE SAVINGS HAVE BEEN PREVIOUSLY REPORTED WT 
BY THE NAVY AND MUST NOT BE ADDED TO ADDITIONAL SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO 
THE COMMODITY STUDY. 
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SA CORE 
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FIGURE 1 

AIR FORCE AIRFRAME CORE/NON-CORE WORKLOAD 

RATE FY9l FY92 FY 93 FY94 FY95 

TOT TOTAL 
TOT CONTRACT 
TOT ORGANIC W/L 

TOTAL CORE 
X CORE TOTAL 

%CORE ORGANIC 
TOTAL NOH-CORE 

20% W/L SAVINGS 
TOTAL SAVINGS 

TOTAL 5 YR SAVINGS $160,724,016.37 

TOTAL ORGANIC W/L 11,523,087 11,901,583 10,973,126 10,921,718 11,057,894 
TOTAL CONTRACT W/L 7,682,058 7,934,389 7,315,417 7,281,145 7,371,929 

TOTAL WORKLOAD 19,205,145 19,835,972 18,288,543 18,202,863 18,429,823 

TOTAL CORE 8,043,963 8,043,963 8,043,963 8,043,963 8,043,963 

YafiGANIC CORE OF 

TOTAL WORKLOAD 41.8844% 40.5524% 43.9836% 44.1904% 43.6464% 

NOTES: 

-SAVINGS CALCULATED FIVE YEAR PERlOO 

INABILITY TO COMPLETE COMPETITION HAY NEGATE FY91/FY92 SAVINGS 

-WON-CORE U/L INCREASES CAN INCREASE POTENTIAL SAVINGS 

-POTENTIAL SAVINGS FROH RECOHPETING CONTRACTED U/L NOT COMPUTED 

-WORKLOAD I S  FROH THE PRESIDENT'S BUDGET FOR FY91-FY95 AS SUBHITTED 

IN JANUARY 1990. 

-B52G WORKLOAD HOURS WERE HOVE0 FRON SA-ALC TO 02-ALC. 



A I R  FORCE U T I L I Z A T I O N  RATE 

F IGURE 2 
OC-ALC 
------- ------- 

AIRCRAFT 

CAPACITY 

AIRCRAFT 

UORKLOAD 

U T I L I T I Z A T I O N  

RATE 

0 0 - A L C  
------- ------- 

AIRCRAFT 

CAPACITY 

A IRCRAFT 

UORKLOAD 

U T I L l T l Z A T l O N  

RATE 

SA-ALC 
------- - - - - - - - 

AIRCRAFT 

CAPACITY  

A IRCRAFT 

UORKLOAD 

U T I L I T I Z A T I O N  

RATE 

SH-ALC 
------- ------- 

AIRCRAFT 

CAPACl TY 

A IRCRAFT 

UORKLOAD 

U T I L I T I Z A T I O N  

RATE 



UR-ALC 
------- ------- FY91 FY92 FY93 FY94 FY95 

AIRCRAFT 

CAPACITY 2,706,417 2,706,417 2,706,417 2,706,417 2,706,417 

AIRCRAFT 
WORKLOAD 3,291,460 3,254,002 3,189,484 3,399,317 3,322,383 

UTILITIZATION 

RATE 121 -62% 120.23% 117.85% 125.60% 122.76% 

TOTAL AIR FORCE UTILIZATION RATE 
FY91 FY92 FY93 FY94 FY95 

AIRCRAFT 
CAPACITY 12,823,814 12,898,003 12,910,692 12,898,911 12,898,911 
Al RCRAFT 
UORKLOAD 11,523,087 11,901,583 10,973,126 10,921,718 11,057,894 

UTILITIZATION 

RATE 89.86% 92.27% 84.99% 84.67X 85.73% 

AIR FORCE NOTES: 
AIRCRAFT CAPACITY = WORK POSITIONS * .95 (AVAILABILITY FACTOR) * 

1615 (ANNUAL PROOUCTIVE HOURS) 
AIRCRAFT WORKLOAD I S  FROM THE PRESIDENT'S BUDGET FOR FY91-FY95 AS 
AS SUBMITTED IN JANUARY 1990. 

052G WORKLOAD HOURS WERE MOVED FROM SA-ALC TO OC-ALC. 



ALAHEDA-NADEP 
-------------- -------------- 

AIRCRAFT 

CAPAC I TY 
A1 RCRAFT 

WORKLOAD 

UTILITIZATION 

RATE 
NORFOLK-NADEP 
-------------- -------------- 

AIRCRAFT 
CAPAC I TY 
A1 RCRAFT 

WORKLOAD 

UTILITIZATION 

RATE 

NORTH ISLAND-NADEP 
-------------- -------------- 

AIRCRAFT 
CAPACITY 
AIRCRAFT 

WORKLOAD 

UTILITIZATION 

RATE 

JACKSONVILLE-NADEP 
-------------- -------------- 

AIRCRAFT 

CAPACl TY 
AIRCRAFT 
WORKLOAD 

UTILITIZATION 

RATE 

NAVY UTILIZATION RATE 

Fl GURE 3 



CNERRY POINT-NADEP 
-------------- -------------- FY91 FY92 FY93 FY94 FY95 

AIRCRAFT 
CAPACITY 1,057,758 1,047,181 1,036,709 1,026,342 1,016,079 
AIRCRAFT 

WORKLOAD 1,074,718 967,246 1,015,609 1,005,452 995,398 
UTILITIZATION 

RATE 101.60% 92.37ii . 97.96% 97.96% 97.96% 

- -  -- - 

TOTAL NAVY UTILIZATION RATE 
FY91 FY92 FY93 FY94 FY95 

AIRCRAFT 
CAPACITY 5,737,523 5,432,230 5,112,786 4,923,061 4,746,621 

AIRCRAFT 
WORKLOAD 5,023,763 4,990,552 4,970,152 4,788,416 4,785,549 

UTILITIZATION 
RATE 87.56% 91.87% 97.21% 97.27L 100.82% 

NAVY NOTES: 

AIRCRAFT CAPACITY = WORK POSITIONS -95 (AVAILABILITY FACTOR) * 
1615 (ANNUAL PRODUCTIVE HWRS) 

AIRCRAFT WORKLOAD IS FROM THE PRESIDENT'S BUDGET FOR FY91-FY95 AS 
AS SUBMITTED IN JANUARY 1990. 
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U T I L I Z A T I O N  POLICY EVALUATION 

Attachment 1 

The DoD policy mandating 100% utilization of all maintenance 

depots by 1993 is neither practical nor cost effective. The 

policy can be shown to be counter to effective business 

practices. Recently published industrial production texts 

indicate inappropriate emphasis on maintaining high production 

efficiencies will reduce throughput (output that can be sold) 

and increase inventory. Also, and of increased importance 

within DoD today, increased inventory greatly impairs 

competitive position. (Umble and Srikanth, 1990; Chase and 

Aquilano, 1989, chapter 17). The depot system can strive for 

the seemingly rational goal of high utilization to the point 

that the organic capability fails to be competitive because 

excessive inventories can result in reduced output. 

Constraints, or obstacles, of various forms are an unavoidable 

reality in any system and must be acknowledged in the management 
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. 
of the system. Constraints in a system determine both 

throughput and inventory (Goldratt, 1986). 

In the hard sciences such as physics, "thinkingu experiments are 

used to illustrate concepts without the need to carry the 

experiment out explicitly. The following example is a 

"thinkingn experiment involving a simplified production system. 

Its purpose is to evaluate the impact of achieving 100 percent 

utilization on the depot's mission. If the utilization mandate 

provides the desired results in this simple system, then it has 

passed an initial screening filter to test for generalized 

validity prior to use in the entire system. 



SIMPLIFIED PRODUCTION SYSTEM (DEPOT) , 

Work center Input ----- > A --- > B ---- > c- ---- > D --- >E 

Processing timelunit 5 6 10 12 3 

Production units per hour 12 10 6 5 20 

System description. The above figure presents a simplified 

production "system"; there are five work stations (A-E) 

dedicated to the production of a single product. The exact 

processing time in minutes for each work station is as listed. 

(Note: Although variability in processing time would closer 

reflect realities of the production environment, having perfect 

data with no variability is a l1best caset1 situation and will be 

used i n  t h i s  example.) The above system operates  a single 

eight-hour shift, five days per week. Customers demand 200 

units per week (40/day) and are willing to pay for the product 

at a $60/hour rate (burden is added at a $l.OO/minute rate.) A 



commercial source was awarded a contract to provide 8 of the 40 
a 

units on the basis of being low bidder during a previous 

competition. 

When evaluating this system, the fundamental question is: Itcan 

this system (depot) satisfy the current demand?" Thus, 

determining the number of units that can be produced is one of 

the first requirements. 

What is the maximum capacity of the system per hour in units per 

hour? Despite the fact that the average number of units that 

can be produced per hour is 10.6 across all centers, the SYSTEM 

can produce only 5 units per hour due to the limitations of work 

station D. Forty units can be completed in an 8-hour day; when 

working at 100% utilization and efficiency, the SYSTEM would 

exactly match total demand (including that portion contracted 

out.) However, due to those assets contracted out, demand on 

the depot is only 32 units (8 units per hour) which equates to 

an 80 percent load. The ability to be 100 percent utilized is 



w there, the requirement is not. To further illustrate the impact 

'a' 

of inappropriate emphasis on utilization, two supervisorsf shops 

will be examined. 

supervisor A's Goal is 100% utilization of all resources. 

Therefore where possible, his work centers will be kept 

operating 1 0 0 %  of the time. 

SYSTEM A - MANAGED TO UTILIZATION 

Work centers A B C D E 

Processing time 60  M I N  6 0 M I N  6 0 M I N  60  M I N  1 5  M I N  

Parts per hour 1 2  1 0  6 5  20  

UTILIZATION 1 0 0 %  1 0 0 %  100% 1 0 0 %  2 5 %  

SYSTEM UTILIZATION-85% (425%/5) OUTPUT PER HOUR-5 UNITS 

Four out of five work centers meet the goal of 100% utilization 

yet the overall utilization of this system is limited to 8 5  

percent due to the 25  percent utilization of work center E. 

Because of the 1 2  minute processing time at work center D, work 

5 



4 

- a 
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d -  . . 
center E will be waiting for material 75 percent of the time. 

The foreman of work center E is powerless to improve his 

utilization. 

Supervisor B, on the other hand, manages his system to meet 

requirements. To do this he must examine the impact of the 

constraints. In this example, the depot's requirement is for 32 

units per day. The supervisor should induct workload and 

purchase raw material to produce only 4 units per hour during 

the 8-hour day. A s  calculated below, the utilization of his 

system is only 47.2 percent. 



SYSTEM B - MANAGED TO REQUIREMENTS 

Work Center A B C - D E 

Processing time 5 6 10 12 3  

Processing time14 units 20 MIN 24 MIN 40 MIN 48 MIN 12 MIN 

UTILIZATION 3 3 . 3 3 %  40% 66.66% 80% 20% 

SYSTEM UTILIZATION = 48 % (240%/5) OUTPUT PER HOUR--4 UNITS 

System A's utilization is 85 percent; system Bfs is only 48 

percent. There is little doubt which is better in terms of 

utilization; however, which system is better when evaluated in 

terms of good business practices? Despite system B f s  

"inefficient use of resources" it will outperform the first 

system on almost every measure. Although the output of the 

first system is 25% higher than that of the second, it exceeds 

requirements by 25% and builds 8 units unnecessarily each week. 

In addition, since 12 units per hour are required to keep work i 

center A at 100 percent utilization and only 5 units are output, 

work-in-process (WIP) would continue to increase. The buildup 

7 



of WIP clogs the system. Material handling costs will increase -- 

and scheduling will be more difficult. However, the biggest 

problem is that the buildup of finished goods represents 

unnecessary investment (which we can ill afford) in items that 

are not required to meet demand. As mentioned previously, this 

impacts the quality of service and product. 

Since neither system can be utilized at 100 percent, the obvious 

solution is to trim capacity to match demand exactly. In this 

example (as in most cases in reality) there is no way to divest 

the "excess" depot capacity since the same machines are needed I - -  
to produce 1 or 40 units of product per week. While you can 

fire workers, the savings associated with '!firingH a building or 

machine are, at best, minimal. In this example, the buildings, 

machines, and workers cannot be trimmed without losing the 

capability to produce the required units. This simple example 

should also illustrate some of the problems inherent in defining 



. . .a  he cost "savings11 of contracting out this workload should also 

be examined. In this example, unless the contract for the 

commercial source was for less than the variable cost of the 

units, then the repair system did not save money when the items 

were contracted out. 

In summary, policies, such as the 100 percent utilization 

mandate, which ignore the impact on the system as a whole, have 

the potential of leading the depot system into a downward 

spiral. Eventually, due in large part to inappropriately 

focused priorities, the system will become even less 

competitive. As mentioned in the body of the report, there are 

hundreds of examples in the depot system of policies that limit 

effectiveness. The following is one ttreallt example. 

The Unified Fuel Control is a module that meters both core and 

afterburner fuel flow for the F l O O  engine, the engine is used on 

both F-15 and F-16 aircraft. In essence, the UFC is a 

mechanical computer and contains over 4500 separate parts. 
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There are over 3300 assets in the system valued at $217,000 per 

unit. The total dollar value of these units--only one of 

hundreds of thousands of items that are required to maintain our 

aircraft fleet--is three quarters of a billion dollars! 

UFCs are repaired at SA-ALC and the capacity for organic repair 

of the units is approximately 380 UFCs per quarter with 

unlimited overtime. Current quarterly requirements are 323 

units. To maintain minimal outside capabilities as a second 

source, 23 units were planned to be contracted out to Bendix 

Corporation for repair. In a well-intentioned effort to save 

money, a policy restricting overtime to a maximum of five 

percent was issued. When the repair facility negotiated 

workload for the second quarter of 1991 in compliance with the 

overtime policy, they indicated production capability of only 

234 units--the number that could be accomplished within the 

overtime cap. The remaining 66 units were also contracted out 

-+o Bendix Corporation. 
/----" \ 



since the purpose of the overtime cap was to save money, the 

policy should be examined from a purely economic perspective. 

SOURCE OF REPAIR COST PER UNIT 

Bendix Corporation $35,000 

SA-ALC $17,600 

Delta $17,400 

FLOW DAYS 

As a result of the policy restrictions on overtime, the Air 

Force contracted out an additional 66 UFCs at an average price 

of $35,00O/unit. (The contract is for on-condition maintenance 

and the cost of repair for an individual unit varies and can be 

as high as $70,000. The $35,000 price is a conservative 

estimate.) The well-intentioned, cost-saving policy of limiting 

overtime, resulted in the following situation. The repair cost 

for 66 additional units (per unit) doubled, flow time increased 

by a factor of 2.5, and approximately $1,148,400 will be 

expended unnecessarily, assuming the organic shop could satisfy 

the requirement with no overtime cap. This policy, and others 
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like it, erodes the effectiveness and efficiency of the overall 

system during an austere fiscal environment and at a time when 

/-- 

RIF actions appear imminent. Our policies are,-in many 

instances, penny wise and pound foolish. 

In summary, every policy should be tested on a simple system 

prior to mandating implementation on the infinitely more complex 

system such as our maintenance depots. To do otherwise is 

little more than Ithip shootingl1 and may be detrimental to our 

depot system in this age of financial austerity. 

3 
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